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V.15 MINERAL RESOURCES

This chapter analyzes how implementation of the Desert RenewableEnergy @nservation
Plan (DRECP or Plan)lrnative s could potentially impact mineral resources.Existing
mineral resource onditions appearin Volume lll, Chapter 11.15. The extent to which nmn-
eral resources would be affected byoth DevelopmentFocus Areas (DFAsand existing and
proposed Conservation Planning Areas for each dternative, are primary concerns in consid-
ering and quantifying those impacts.

IV.15.1 Approach to Impact Analysis
IV.15.1.1  General Methods

This impact analysisto mineral resourcesis based orboth the potential effects of Covered
Activities and the overall Plan Areaconservation strategy. Covered Ativities are associated
with permitted renewable energy developmentwithin the DFAs. Tfansmission develop-
ment outside the DFAs may still bebject to permitting and managementconditions set
by the Plan.

Assumptions used in the aalysis of mineral resource impacts include the déllowing:

1 DFA appoval would not affect existing mining operations authorized under plans of
operation authorized under the Code of Ederal Regulations (CFR) (43 CFR 3809),
authorized solid minerals leases (43 CFR 3600), and all other activaréace and
underground mineral extraction operations.

f DFA approval would not affect gisting reclamationbl AT © AT A OOAOOAA

pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (California Public Resources
Code PRQ Section 2710 et seq. andCalifornia Code of Rgulations [CCR Section
3500 et seq.).

1 Active mining claims, ncluding placer claims, lode claims, and mill sites would not
be affected by DFAs anddbservation Planning Areas.

9 Areas of irrent mineral exploration authorized with plans of operation or notice-
level operations would not be affected by DFAs ando@servation Planning Areas
(43 CFR 3809).

1 Existing leases and claims would not be affected by lan@sther identified as DFAs
or within proposed Conservation Planning Areas.

General thresholds for determining impact significance to mineral resourcesaddress the
following questions:
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1 Would Plan mplementation result in a loss in aailability of minerals of national
critical significance?

1 Would Plan mplementation result in the loss oflands where state-classified Mineral
Resource ZonegMRZ9 show areas of nmeral resource sgnificance?

1 Would Plan mplementation result in a loss in aailability of Bureau of Land MNn-
agement(BLM)-identified areas with mineral resources?

Appendix R2.15contains tablesthat support information in this chapter. Data in those
tables quantify potential acreagefor developmentand describeConservation Designation
impacts on each of the nmeral resources analyzed.

This Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Satement (EIR/EIS) is a po-
grammatic document; its analysis primarily concerns typical impactsand does not &aluate
the site-specific impacts of specific projects. Roject-specific impacts are assessed dring
the permitting processand in additional California Environmental Quality Act/National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQA/NEPA) dcuments.Because poject sites are yet to be
determined, it is possiblethat impacts to mineral resources maybe avoided altogether
within the DFAs.This impact analysisis based on tableshowing Known Geothermal
Resource Areas (KGRAS), highotential mineral areas, existing high-priority m ineral or
energy locations,rare earth dement areas (ncluding radioactive deposits found at the
Mountain Pass Mine)or locatable, leasable, and meral material resource areas within
each of thed I A10 &cOregion subareas and within DFAs or ©nservation Planning Areas.

IV.15.1.2  CEQA Standards of Significance

CEQA Apendix G establishes sgnificance standards for assessing impacts to meral
resources. Impactsare deemed sgnificant if a project would:

1 Result in the loss of gailability of a known mneral resource that would be valuable
to the region or the state, or cause the loss ofailability of a locally mportant min-
eral resource recovery site on a local €heral Plan, a pecific plan, or some other
land use plan.

IV.15.2 Typical Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives
IV.15.2.1  Impacts of Renewable Energy and Transmission Development

The typical effects of enewableenergy development( solar, wind, and gothermal) and its
associatedtransmissionrequirements on mineral resourceswere evaluated by reviewing
the Solar Rogrammatic EIS (PEIS), the Wind PEIS, and the@&hermal PEIS.
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If the Plan isapproved, renewableenergy and tansmission facilities would be built within
identified DFAs. Each mject would be subject to analysisby NEPA and/or CEQAProject
impacts would vary dependingupon the proposedtechnology, location of the project, the
timing and degree of asturbance from development, and the size and@omplexity of the
facilities. Existing authorized mineral and energy gerations would beallowable usesin the
Plan Area, and unpatented mining claims would beaubject to valid existing rights. Existing
high-priority m ineral and energy gerations and ther identified expansionareas would be
excluded from poposedrenewableenergy gplications. Established access routeso exist-
ing authorized operations and areas wouldalso be allowedwithin p roposed DFAs andCon-
servation Designations.

IVV.15.2.1.1 Impacts of Site Qaracterization

The site tharacterization phase of enewableenergy and tansmissionfacility development
may impact mineral resources.These impacts would be:

1 Generally short-term, localized accessestrictions to ongoing nineral resource lease
activities, associatedwith geotechnicalinvestigations andmeteorological tower and
access roadnstallations,if required.

IV.15.2.1.2 Impacts of ©nstructionand Decommissioning

The @nstruction and decommissioningof renewableenergy and tansmissionfacilities
would likely impact mineral resources. Impactscould includethe following:

1 Solar and g@othermal developmentwould be incompatible with and therefore
preclude most mineral developmentactivities within d evelopedareas once écilities
are built; access may barited, fragmented, or blocked. Anxxeption to this could
beif geothermal resources located below solardcilities could be accessed using
directional drilling technologies

91 Designationof new Reserve Design Landmay limit, fragment, or Hock access to
future exploration and mineral resource removal.

9 Construction of new access roads foranewableenergy and tansmissionsites
would increase access to meral resource areas.

IVV.15.2.1.3 Impacts of erations and Maintenance

The gperation and maintenanceof renewableenergy facilities would prevent access to
mineral resources for as long as 30 years, the typicaperational life of generation projects.
This impact on access would beginuting the construction phase (see &ction1V.15.2.1.2),
but continue through decommissioning
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IV.15.2.2  Impacts of the Reserve Design

Impacts on nineral resources from @nservation actions would likely be adverse; onser-
vation areas would restrict mineral resource access andxloration. However, within BLM-
administered lands, &isting authorized mineral and energy @erations would be allowable
within conservation areas, and unpatented mining claims would retain validxasting rights.
Existing high priority m ineral and energy gerations and their dentified expansionareas
would be excluded from poposed conservation applications. Additionally, established
access routego existing high priority m ineral/energy operations would be allowable in
conservation areas. Any estrictions to future mining activities or access to sites would
affect mineral resourcedevelopment

IV.15.2.3  Impacts of BLM Land Use Plan Decisions

IV.15.2.3.1 Impacts of RnewableEnergy [@velopmentand Transmissionon
BLM Lands

The typical impacts from the \arious renewableenergy and tansmission technologieson
BLM lands would be the same as those described above gcfon 1V.15.2.1. kbwever, the
specific locations in which energy and tansmissiondevelopmentwould be allowed would
be driven by Land Use Planendment (LUPA) decisions, which ray encourage or restrict
developmentin some areas.

Impacts on nineral resourceswithin d esignated Areas of @tical Environmental Concern
(ACEC}, National LandscapeConservation System (NLCS) lands, and vidlife allocations
would likely be adverse becaus of the accessestrictions and dsturbance capsthat are
designed to onserveand protect resources.Conservation Designations would adversely
impact mineral resources by limiting or restricting access to nmeral areas and removing
lands from mineral entry or exploration. Existing mineral rights and mining ectivities could
be moderately to severely restricted by dsturbance caps and other estrictions imposed
within conservation lands.

To the extentthat Special Recreation ManagementAreas (SRMAS) are esignated, there
would be increased accessibility to nmeral locations and &isting mining areas, tentially
affecting both access and miningdivities. If SRMAs exclud®&on Surface Occupancy
renewableenergy development(applicable only to geothermal) and maintain or enhance
recreational setting characteristics, mneral resource mining may also beimited to No Sur-
faceOccupancyor have accessestrictions due to recreationaldesignations and ativities.
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IV.15.2.3.2 Impacts of BLM Landdignatiors and ManagementActions

Because lhe BLM LUPAland designations would be managed to protect ecological, historic,
cultural , scenic scientific, andecreationresources and values, the use of or access tanm
eral resources would likely be restricted/limited. While other land uses may be allowed
within these areas, they must be&éompatible with the resources and values that the land
designationis intended to protect.

Details on allowable uses and mnagementwithin NLCSands are gesentedin the pro-
posedLUPAdescription in Volumell. Details on the goals, bjectives, allowable uses, and
managementactions for each ACEC and SRMA uafipearin the LUPA worksheets in
Appendix H.

IV.15.2.4  Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan and General
Conservation Plan

The Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) would be@ministered by the @lifornia
Department of Fish and Widlife (CDFW), and would be pplicable to the entire Plan Area.
The General Conservation Plan (GCP) would be @ministered by the United States Flsand
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and would beplicable to nonfederallands, a subset of the
entire Plan Area.

IV.15.2.4.1 Natural Community GonservationPlan

The impacts of enewableenergy developmentpermitted under the NCCP would be the
same as those dined for the Plantwide impacts, ncluding the typical impacts described in
Section 1V.15.2 above, and for eachiternative described below.

IV.15.2.4.2 GeneralConservationPlan

The types of impactgesulting from renewableenergy developmentpermitted under the
GCP would be the same as those defined for the Péaide impacts, ncluding the typical
impacts described in &ction IV.15.2 above. Hbwever, the bcations where these impacts
would occur would vary by dternative.

IV.15.3 Impact Analysis by Alternative

The following sections presentthe impact analyses for the No Action Aternative, the Re-
ferred Alternative, and Aternatives 1 through4.
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[V.15.3.1  No Action Alternative

The No Action Aternative AOOOT A O Oéndwalile®negyigdald wauld beachieved
absent the DRECRind that renewableenergy, ransmissiondevelopment, and nitigation
for those projects in the Plan Area would occur on arpject-by-project basis in a pattern
consistentwith past and ongoing enewableenergy and tansmissionprojects.

IV.15.3.1.1 Impacts Within the Entire Plan Area in No Actiohligknative

IV.15.3.1.1.1 Impacts and Mitigation for Renewable Energy and Transmission Development
in No Action Alternative

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and cevelopment of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentunder the No Action Aternative are summarized in Table 1V.151 and
presented in more detail in Table R2.151 (Appendix R2).

Table 1V.15-1
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by
Technology Type z No Action Alternative

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 347,000 4,000 400 300 4,000
High potential mineral areas 1,519000 | 6,000 | 300 40 1,000
High priority mineral & energy locations | 101000 400 0 0 40
Rare earth element areas 59,000 800 0 0 0
Locatabé mineral areas 348,000 | 4,000 30 0 400
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 101000 1,000 40 30 500

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals ae individualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the No Action Aernative are listed below
and described in more dedil in Section IV.15.2 (Typical Impacts).
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 8,700 acres of
geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities, all of
which would be within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea. This isapproximately
3% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area. The @ential access estric-
tionswould be very small elative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even
without mitigation requiring avoidanceof mineral resources. In @dition, 300 acres within
the Plan Area would be wailable for geothermal resource development

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 7,300 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities, primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate dun-
tains andImperial Borrego Valley ecoregionsubareas. This is g@proximately 0.5% of the
defined high potential mineral areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictions
would be very small relative to the high potential mineral areaacreswithin the Plan Area,
even without mitigation requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be ptential access estric-
tionsto approximately 400 acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations from devel
opment of solar and ransmissionfacilities, primarily within the Kingston and Funeral
Mountains ecoregion subarea This is @proximately 0.5% of the defined high priority mn-
eral and energy bcations within the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be
very small relative to the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the Plan Ara,
even without mitigation requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
800 acres of rare earth éement areas from developmentof solar facilities, primarily within
the Kingston and Funeral Muntains ecoregion subarea, potentially overlapping the
Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine area(which also @mntains radioactivedeposits).
This is goproximately 1.4% of the defined rare earth &ment areas within the Plan Aea.
The potential access estrictionswould be small relative to the rare earth dement areas
within the Plan Area, even wthout mitigation requiring avoidanceof these

mineral resources.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
4500 acres of locatable nmeral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities, the majority within the Kingston and Funeral Muntains ecoregion subarea
(approximately 2,000 acres) This is @proximately 1.3% of thedefined locatable mneral
areas within the Plan Area. The @tential access estrictionswould be very small relative to
the locatable mneral areas within the Plan Area.
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Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from developmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto 1,600 acres of
mineral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, and ransmission
facilities. This is g@proximately 1.6% of the defined nneral material areas within the Plan
Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be very small elative to the mineral material
areas within the Plan Area.

Laws and Regulation s

Relevantregulations are pesentedin the Regulatory Setting in Volume Ill.Because this
EIR/EIS addressesmendment0 O1 ", - 60 1 AT A OOA DIl Adp®h
rately and are not included in this gction. Therequirements of relevantregulations would
reduce mpacts through the bllowing mechanisms:

1 GeneralMining Law of 1872, as amended This law provides that all valuable nin-
eral deposits (except as therwise provided) and the lands in which they are found
in the United States, shall be free and open tx@oration and purchase by citizens
of the United States.

1 FederalLand Policy and ManagementAct of 1976 (FLPMA), as amendeg This act
allows for access to gisting mining claims in areas esignated as wlderness, and
reaffirms valid existing mining claimsand rights.

In addition, the bllowing design katures were defined in the Solar PEIS, and would reduce

potential impactsto mineral resources.Solar PEIS desigrefatures apply only to solar g@ne-
ration and only to BLM Solar Energy Zones (SEZs) and Sol&i® variance land®n
BLM lands:

MR-1 Project developers shall consult with BLM in the early phases ofrpject plan-
ning to identify potential impacts on mneral developmentactivities and
ways to mnimize any potential adverse impacts.

(a) Impact assessnents on nineral resources shall include, but are notiin-
ited to, the following actions:

1 Identify active mining claims or mneral developmentactivities and
potential for mineral developmentin proximity to a proposed project.
In coordination with BLM, developers shall consult &isting land use
plans and updated inventories.
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1 Evaluateimpacts on mineral developmentas part of the eviron -
mental impact analysisfor the project, and @nsider options to avoid,
minimize, and nitigate adverse impacts, in oordination with BLM.

MR1-2 All solar energy cevelopmentrights-of-way (ROWS) shall ontain the stipula-
tion that BLM retains the right to issue gothermal leases with aNo Surface
Occupancystipulation within the ROW. Upon @signation, Solar Energy
Zones (SEZsvill be classified asNo Surface Occupancyareas for
geothermal leasing.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures adopted for approved enewableenergy and tansmissiondevelopment
projects would likely be the sameas thoseapplied under the No Action Aternative. Examples
of these measures for mineral resources follow:

1 Where valid mining claims or leases already exist, earlyordination with claim or
lease holders should be initiated to dtermine the possibility of locating newfacili-
tiesin or near these areas to avoid adverse effects onimeral development

1 For future mining resource &ploration and development, determine the siting most
likely to avoid both adverse effects on atural and aultural values and onflicts with
renewableenergy facility development.

IV.15.3.1.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design in the No Action Alternative

The No Action Aternative has no reserve design, but ithout approval of an action #erna-
tive, there would be ontinued protection of existing Legislatively and Legally Potected
Areas (LLPAs) which includewildernessareas. In @dition, under the No Action Aerna-
tive, renewableenergy projects would continue to be evaluated and approved with project-
specific mitigation requirements.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from existing BLM conservation land des
ignations (including ACECs) under the No Actionlfernative are summarized in Table
IV.15-2 and presentedin detail in Table R2.155 (Appendix R2).
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Table IV.15-2
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in Conse rvation and
Protected Areas z No Action Alternative

Mineral Existing BLM
Resources Protected Conservation
in Subarea Areas Designations Percent in
Mineral Resource Type (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources 347,000 20,000 12,000 9.0
High potential mineral areas 1,519,000 649,000 135,000 51.6
High priority mineral & energy locationy 101,000 100 0 0.1
Rare earth element areas 59,000 24,000 9,000 56.8
Locatable mineral areas 348,000 11,000 95,000 30.4
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0.0
Mineral material areas 101,000 700 23,000 234

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded tedhesn100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded sulatist hereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There areapproximately 32,000 acres of gothermal resources within exist-
ing protected and BLMConservation Designations, with the majority in the Imperial
Borrego Valleyecoregionsubarea This is gproximately 9% of the defined gothermal
resources within the Plan Area. There arexasting stipulations and restrictions to access
within e xisting protected and ©nservation areas. The ptential access estrictionswould
be small relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even ithout measures
requiring avoidanceor minimization of impacts to mneral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There areapproximately 784,000 acres of high ptential
mineral areas wihin existing protected and BLMConservation Designations, with nearly
250,000 acres within the Panamint Death Vallegcoregionsubarea This is gproximately
52% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the Plan Area. There arexasting
stipulations and restrictions to access within gisting protected and ©onservation areas.
The potential access estrictionswould continue to be significant, relative to the high
potential mineral areas within the Plan AreaMeasures requiring avoidanceor minimiz a-

tion of impacts to mneral resources would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There areapproximately 100 acres of high
priority m ineral and energy bcations within existing protected and BLMConservation Des
ignations. This is @proximately 0.1% of the defined high priority mneral and energy bca
tions within the Plan Area. There arexasting stipulations and restrictions to access within
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existing protected and onservation areas. The ptential access estrictionswould be very
small relative to the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the Plan Area, even
without measures requiring avoidanceor minimization of impacts to mneral resources
that would reduce impacts.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There areapproximately 33,000 acres of rare earth &ment
areas within existing protected and BLMConservation Designations, primarily within the
Kingston and Funeral Muntains ecoregion subarea(nearly 20,000 acres), jptentially over-
lapping the Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine area(which also @mntains radioactive
deposits). This is gproximately 57% of the defined rare earth &ment areas within the
Plan Area. There areasting stipulations and restrictions to access within &isting pro-
tected and onservation areas. Thepotential access estrictionswould be significant, rela-
tive to the rare earth dement areas within the Plan AreaMeasures requiring avoidanceor
minimization of impacts to nineral resources would reduce impactshowever, overall
impacts to access of rag earth dement areas would remain ggnificant.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There areapproximately 106,000 acres of locatable nmeral
areas within existing protected and BLMConservation Designations throughout the
majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is gproximately 30.4% of the defined locatable nm-
eral areas within the Plan Area. There arexasting stipulations and restrictions to access
within existing protected and ©nservation areas. The ptential access estrictionswould
be moderate, relative to the locatable mneral areas within the Plan Areaand the location of
the resources in rdation to population centers andareas where enewableenergy could
be developed

Leasable Mineral Areas: There arevirtually no acres of leasable nmeral areas within
existing protected and BLMConservation Designations. Thee would be noaccess estric-
tionsto the leasable nneral areas within the Plan Area.

Mineral Material Areas: There areapproximately 24,000 acres of mneral material areas
within existing protected and BLMConservation Designations, mostly within the Piute
Valley and &cramentoMountains ecoregionsubarea This is g@proximately 23.4% of the
defined mineral material areas within the Plan Area. There arexsting stipulations and
restrictions to accessvithin existing protected and onservation areas. The ptential
access estrictionswould be small to noderaterelative to the mineral material areas
within the Plan Area.

Summary : Establishing new mnservation areas wouldcreate access estrictions to air-
rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration. Access estric-
tions would reduceavailability of known mineral resources valuable to the regionthe state,
andto locally important mineral resource recovery sites.
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However, within conservation lands onBLM-administer ed lands,exploration and access

could continue following the areaspecific managementplans, including disturbance caps.
Also,unpatented mining claims are sbject to valid existing rights. Typical mtigation mea
sures would reduce or avoidsomeimpacts from mineral resources and herefore, to mn-
eral resources

IV.15.3.1.2 Impacts on BLM Lands okisting BLM Land Use Plans in No
Action Aternative

Under the No Action Aernative, existing BLM land use plans withn the Plan Area would
continue to be implemented within BLM-administered lands. These land use plans would
continue to allow for renewableenergy and tansmission developmentwithin certain land
designations, ncluding Solar PEISSEZs and solar Variance bas. These pojects would
continue to require land use plan aendments for approval if they are poposedoutside
those areas.

Potential overlap of renewableenergy and tansmissiondevelopmentwithin mineral resource
areas in the land use plan @dundaries (California Desert @nservation Area [CDCA]Caliente
Resource MinagementPlan [RMP] area, and Bishop RMP area) areepentedin TablelV.15-3.

Table IV.15-3
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by
Technology Type on BLM Lands z No Action Alternati ve

Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type (acres)
Mineral Resources Solar Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 100 0 0 700
High potential mineral areas 5,000 100 30 700
High priority mineral & energy location 300 0 0 20
Rare eath element areas 700 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 4,000 20 0 300
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0
Mineral materials areas 1,000 40 20 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were tbtmmde

nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were

rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals awl the tatals are mdividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Within BLM LUPA landsthe impacts of solar, wind, gothermal, and transmissiondevelop-
ment on ac@ss to mneral resources would be smallvhen compared with the overall avail-
ability of mineral resources within the Plan Area. Rare earthlement areas and leasable m-
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eral areas would not be impacted within BLM lands, anthere would be minimal impact
(approximately 300 acres) to high priority mineral and energy bcations (Table IV.153).

Potential overlap of existing ACECs and SRMAs withineral resource areas in the land use
plan boundaries (California Desert (nservation Area [CDCA, CalienteResourceManage
ment Plan[RMH area, and Bishop RMP area) areisimarized below and pesentedin
Table 1V.154.

Table IV.15-4
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources on
BLM Land Designations z No Action Alternative

Existing SRMAs Existing ACECs | Areas Managed for
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) Recreation Emphasis
Geothermal resources 13,000 18,000 12,000
High potential mineral areas 2,000 190,000 62,000
High priority mineral & energy locatior| 0 0 0
Rare earth element areas 0 16,000 0
Locatable mineral areas 1,000 101,000 7,000
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0
Mineral materials areas 0 24,000 23,000

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 arehter than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totak are not a sum of the rounded subtotalegteforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Impacts of existing SRMAgapproximately 16,000 acres)and ACECgapproximately
349,000 acres)would be moderate when compared with the overall availability of mineral
resources within the Plan Area. There are no leasableimeral areas or high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within existing SRMAs and ACECddrefore, these resources
would not be affected.

Impacts to mineral resources on BLMadministered lands under &isting land use plans
would be the same as idcussedabove under &ction1Vv.15.3.1.1.1.

IVV.15.3.1.3 Impacts ofNatural Community GonservationPlanin No
Action Aternative

The NCCP would apply to all lands within the Plan Area the absence of Plamiplementa-
tion, the NCCP would not be approved and nodidental take permits would be issued
under the NCCP. i®jects would mntinue to be mnsidered by the gopropriate lead agency
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on an ndividual basis. The impacts that would oaar in the absence of the NCCP would be
the same as those described ine8tion 1V.15.3.1.1.1 (Plarwide analysis).

IV.15.3.1.4 Impacts of @neralConservationPlan in No Action Rernative

As described inAppendix M, the GCP would apply to nordderal landsin the Plan Area. In
the absence of Planmnplementation, the GCP would not be approved and nodidental take
permits would be issued under the GCPréjects would continue to be onsideredby the
appropriate lead agency on anndividual basis. The impactghat would occur in the
absence of the GCP would be the same as those describeckeietin IV.15.3.1.1.1 (Plan
wide analysis), but would be gecific to nonfederal lands.

IV.15.3.1.5 ImpactsOutside the Plan Area No Action Aernative

Additional transmissionlines would be needed to deliveelectricity from renewableenergy
projectsto load centers (areas of high demand) outside of the Plan Area. laissumed that
new transmissionlines outside the Plan Areavould use &isting transmissioncorridor s
between the Plan Area and»asting substations in the more heavily populated areas of the
state. Theareas outside thePlan Areawhere new transmissionlines might be @nstructed
include the San Diego, Los Angeles, Noiffalm SpringgRiverside, and Central VHey areas.
Mineral resources in these areas are described in Chapter 111.15 ifMral Resources),
Sedion 111.15.5.

IV.15.3.1.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

A transmissiontower has a elatively small footprint and towers are widely spacedso very
little surface area is a@cupiedat any one bcation. Even if towers are located in an area with
mineral resources therefore, there would be mnimal impact. Subaurface mining would not
be affected by the presence of a tower on thiand surface. Surface mining could be affected
to the extent that mining aroundatower basecould leavea pillar of the mineral resource
undisturbed beneath the tower itself, butthis would not cause sbstantial access estric-
tionsto resources Dependingon the value of the nmeral, the ransmissionline could be
rerouted around the area.

IV.15.3.1.5.2 Impacts of Existing BLM Land Use Plans Outside the Plan Area

Under the No Action Aernative, the eisting BLM CDCA land use plan wouldatinue to be
implemented on CDCA landdJnder the No Action Aternative, renewableenergy projects
would still be developedO E OT O C E xisting pdfics. Wnpactson mineral resources
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would be of the types described above inegtion 1V.15.2.1, with smilar mitigation mea
sures being included on a casdy-case basis.

The existing land designations, such as xsting protected areas, ACECs, and National Scenic
and Hstoric Trails, would continue to be managed to protect their associatedvalues
and resources.

Potential overlap of existing ACECs and SRMAs withineral resource areas outside the
Plan Area (within the CDCA plan) arengsentedin Table 1V.155.

Table IV.15-5
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Outside Plan Area z No Action Alternative
Mineral Resources Existing SRMAs (acres) Existing ACECs (acres)

Geothermal resources 300 1,00

High potential mineral areas 59,000 8,000

High priority mineral & energy lations 0 0

Rare earth element areas 12,000 0
Locatable mineral areas 100 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0

Mineral materials areas 4,000 600

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 wereebtmd
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals ad the taals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Impacts of existing SRMAs and ACECs outside the Plan Area would be swhlkn com-
pared with the overall availability of mineral resources. There are no leasable imeral
areas or high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing SRMAs and ACECs;
therefore, these resources would not be affected.

IV.15.3.1.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination: No Action Alternative

MR-1: Plan component s would reduce or improve access to and d evelopment of known
and future m ineral resources. Impacts from developmentwithin available development
areasunder the No Action Ater native would be less than gnificant wit h implementation
of typical mitigation measures. These neasures would ensure early coordination with mine
operators and access to nmeral resource areasAccesso minerals from might be
restricted if newly createdconservaion and protected areasare created as a result of
project-specific mitigation. Thoseimpacts would be less thanignificant for
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geothermal, high priority mineral and energy bcations, and locatable, leasable, andineral
material areas.

Overall, impactsto mineral resourceswould be less thansignificant from potential avail-
able developmentareas andrestriction to access to these resourcedue to mnservation
lands under theNo Action Alterative. Exploration and access couldantinue following
existing area-specific managementplans. Unpatented mining claims would ontinue to be
subject to valid existing rights. Typical mtigation measures would mntinue to reduce or
avoid some impacts to nmeral resources.

Typical mitigation measures, as defined in &ction 1V.15.3.1.1.1, would bemplementedto
reduce impacts. Solar PEIS desigedtures and eisting laws and regulations described above,
if fully implemented and carefully nonitor ed, would also help reduce ptential restrictions to
access to nmeral resourcesby avoiding important mineral resource areas when pssibleand
maintaining access to ®isting and future mineral development Overall, impacts from the No
Action Alternative would likely be less than gnificant with mitigation.

IV.15.3.2  Preferred Alternative

IV.15.3.2.1 Planwide Impacts of mplementng the DRECP:
Preferred Alternative

IV.15.3.2.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAs under the Referred Alternative are summarized in Table
IV.15-6 and presentedin more detail in Table R2.156 (Appendix R2).

Table 1V.15-6
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by
Technology Type z Preferred Alternative

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 331,000 | 14,000| 100 6,000 3,000
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Table IV.15-6
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by
Technology Type z Preferred Alternative

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission

High potential mineral areas 1,209,000 | 2,000 | 100 200 1,000
High priority mineral & energy locations 99,000 0 0 0 0

Rare earth element areas 59,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 278,000 600 100 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 50,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 89,000 700 100 200 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values letfisan 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the totals ar@dividualy rounded. The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Peferred Alternative are listed below
and described in more detail in 8ction 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately 23,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. There wouldbe approxi-
mately 6,000 acres within the Plan Area gailable for geothermal resource development,
reducingimpacts toabout 3% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources
within the Plan Area, even wthout mitigation requiring avoidance of mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 3,000 acres mostly within the West Mojave and Eastern Spi@secoregionsubarea,
of high potential mineral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, and ransmis-
sion facilities. This is @proximately 0.2% of the defined high ptential mineral areas
within the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to high
potential mineral areas within the Plan Area, even ithout mitigation requiring avoidance
of these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no ptential access estric-
tions from development of solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities. Conservation
and ManagementActions (CMAS9 for minerals state thatexisting operations would be ks
ignated as allowable uss.
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Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
800 acres primarily within the West Mojave and Eastern Slogs ecoregion subarea, of
locatable mineral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. This is
approximately 0.3% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the Plan Area. The gten-
tial access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas within the
Plan Area

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or transmission facilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
1,400 acres primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate buntains ecoregion subarea,
of mineral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, and ransmission
facilities. This isapproximately 0.7% of the defined nneral material areas within the Plan
Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral material
areas within the Plan Area

Impacts in Study Area Lands

Gstudy Area Landsrefersto three categoriesof lands shown on éternative maps: Future
AssessmentAreas (FAAS), Specialhalysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands.

Future Assessment Areas (FAASs). Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands nor DFAS;
they are simply areas that are defaed for future assessment The future asessmentwill
determine their suitability for either renewableenergy developmentor ecologicalconser-
vation. Ifthere isrenewableenergy developmenton FAA lands, 8LM Land Use Plan
Amendment (LUPA)would not be required. FAAs for each kernative are described in
Volume llin Table IV.22 and Figure 11.31. FAAs epresentareas where enewableenergy
developmentor inclusion to the reservedesign could be mplementedthrough anamend-
ment to the DRECPbut additi onal assessmentwould be needed.

Because most of the FAAs aragsentedA O @diyghateA A OAA OO Eliernaive !
There would be no dfference between the FAAs in the Referred Alternative except that
renewabledevelopmentin an FAA would not regiire a BLMLUPA so the eavironmental
review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the bcation remained undesignated.
Developmentor Conservation Designation of the FAAswould potentially impact the follow-
ing mineral resources:

1 High Potential Mineral Areas: Approximately 11,000 acres, pimarily within the Pro-
vidence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion subarea.
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1 High Priority Mineral and Energy locations: Approximately 10,000 acres, pimarily
within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains ecoregion subarea.

1 Rare Earth Hement Areas: Approximately 7,000 acres, all within the Kingston and
Funeral Mountains ecoregionsubarea. Fotential impacts to the Molycorp Mbuntain
Passrare earth mine may occur.

1 Locatable Mnerals: Approximately 7,000 acres, pimarily within th e Kingston and
Funeral Mountains ecoregionsubarea.

1 Leasable Nherals: Approximately 8,000 acres, all within the Povidence and Bullion
Mountains ecoregion subarea

1 Mineral Materials: Approximately 700 acres, pimarily within the Piute Valley and
Sacramento Mountains ecoregion subarea

FAAs may result in accessestrictions to mineral resources from either renewableenergy
developmentor ecologicalconservation.

Special Analysis Areas (SAASs). There are two areas defined as SAAsachsubject to
ongoing analysis. These areas (located in the Silurian Valley and just west oigHway 395
in Kern County) have high value for@newableenergy developmentand also high value for
ecologicaland aultural conservation, and recreation. SAA lands are expected to beesig-
nated in the EIR/EIS as either DFAs or included in the Reserve Design/

Conservation Designation.

DRECP Variance Lands DRECP Variance Landepresentthe BLM Solar PEIS/ariance
Lands screened for theEIR/EIS arebased on BLM screeningriteria . Covered Ativities
could be ermitted (for NCCP prposes) only through an NCCP planraendment. However,
developmentof renewableenergy on variance lands would not require a BLMUPA so the
environmental review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the dcation remained
undesignated. Developmentor Conservation Designation of the DRECP Variance Lands
could result in access estrictions to goproximately 600 acres ofmineral material resources
within the Piute Valley and &cramentoMountains ecoregion subarea.

Im pact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

Implementation of the Plan would result inthe conservation of some desert landsand the
developmentof renewableenergy generation and transmissionfacilities on other lands.
There are ®veral waysthat the impactsof renewableenergy developmentcould be
reduced.First, the Plan ncorporates CMAs for eachlgernative, including specific biological
reservedesignand LUPA omponents.Implementation of existing laws, orders, egulations
and dgandards would alsoreduce the impacts of poject development Ifthere are still sig-
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nificant impacts after implementing CMAs and omplying with applicable laws and regula
tions, then gecific mitigation measures are recommended.

Conservation and Management Actions

The mnservation strategy for the Referred Alternative (presentedin Volumell, Section
11.3.1.1) defines pecific actions that would reduce the impacts of this léernative. The on-
servation strategy includes definition of thereservedesign and pecific CMAs forthe Pre-
ferred Alternative . While the CMAs were @velopedfor BLM lands only, this aalysis
assumes that all CMAs wouldlso be appliedto nonfederallands. The bllowing CMAs
apply to all action dternative s, ncluding the Preferred Alternative.

Mineral s CMAsfor BLM Land for the Entire Plan Area. For identified minerals lands and
existing mining and energy evelopment(locatable, salable, solid leasable andegthermal
minerals) with currently approved Plans of @erations, Notices, Mine and &lamation
Plans a Plans of evelopment (43 CFR 3200; 3500; 3600; and 3802/09), mmeral
resources have beemdentified as followsin proposed DFAs and onservation areas:

High Potential Mineral Areas (ldentified in CA GEM Data)

1 These areasare mineral lands with existing or historic mining activity and a reason
able probability of future mineral resource development These dentified areasare
designated as mneral land polygons on DRECP maps, andaognizel as probable
future developmentareas for ganning purposes and albwable use areas.

1 If arenewableenergy project is proposedin a high ptential mineral area,that
A O A Airteqal resource value should be ensideredin the renewableenergy project
analysis.

Existing Mineral and Energy Merations

1 Existing authorized mineral/energy operations, hcluding amendments and
requests for expansionon existing operations, shall be @signated as an allowable
use within all BLM lands in the Plan Area; unpatented mining claims arelgect to
valid existing rights.

Existing High Priority Mineral/Energy Operations Exclusion Areas

1 Existing high priority o peration footprint s and their identified expansionareas shall
be excluded from poposedrenewableenergy and @nservation applications.
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1 Existing authorized mineral/energy operations, hcluding amendments and
requests for expansionon existing operations, shall be @signated as an allowable
use within both proposed DFAs and onservation areas.

1 High priority o peration exclusions are referenced by name with their respective
footprint (acreage) below:

o Molycorp REE (@neral Legal Bescription: 35° 26'N; 115° 29'W)z 10,490.9 sur-
faceacres Also mntains radioactive deposits.

o BriggsAu, Etna (General Legal Description: 35° 56'N; 117° 11'W)z 3,216.9 sur-
faceacres

o Cadiz Evaporites (8neral Legd Description: 34° 17'N; 115° 23'W)z 2,591.5 sur-
faceacres

o Searles Dry Lake (Evaporate) feration (General Legal Cescription: 35° 43'N;
117° 19'W) z 72,000 urface acres

o Bristol Dry Lake (Evaporate) eration (General Legal Description: 34° 29'N;
115°43'W) z 3,500 wrface acres

o Mesquite Gold Mine (@neral Legal Bescription: 33° 04'N; 114° 59'W)z 4,500
surface acres

o Hector Mine (Hectorite Clay) (@neral Legal Description: 34° 45'N; 116° 25'W)z
1,500 aurface acres

Access to Kisting Operations

1 Established access routes to the abovauthorized operations and areas shall be
designated as allowable uses within the ppposed DFAs and onservation areas.

Areas Located Outside ofdentified Mineral! OAAO j} O7TEEOA 1 OAAOS Q

1 Areas which could not be baracterized because of ingfficient data and mneral
potential may fluctuate, dependingupon market economy, extraction €chnology,
and other geologicinformation. Requires periodic updating.

High Potential Mineral Areas

1 In National @nservation Lands and ACECsgtermine if reasonablealternative s
exist outside of the National Gnservation Lands/ACEC areabefore proposing min-
eral resource cevelopmentwithin these areas.

1 In National Gnservation Lands, sibject to valid existing rights, if mineral resource
development is proposedon a parcel of pblic land administered byBLM for conser-
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vation purposes and designated as part of theNLCSwithin the CDCA pursuant to
OPLMA 8ction 2002(b)(2)(D):

o ldentify, analyze, and onsider the resources and values for that parcelfgublic
land administered for conservation purposes.

o Determine whether developmentof mineral resources is ompatible with BLM
administration of that parcel of public land for conservation purposes. If devel
opmentis incompatible, the mneral resource wauld not be developed subject to
valid existing rights.

1 In National Gnservation Lands, potect the values for which a National Gnserva
tion Land unit was designated; avoid, mnimize, and mtigate impacts to those
values Al Plans of peration will meet the performance standardsin 43 CFR
3809.420, specifically 43 CFR 3809.420(a)(3) Land-UsePlans; and 43 CFR
3809.420(b)(7) - Fisheries,Wildlife and Plant Habitat.

The following CMAs apply to the Referred Alternative for NLCS lands:

i Leasable Mineral s:

o National Gonservation Lands would be aailable for leasing with a No &rface
Occupancy stipuation.

0 Ceothermal and other leasing must potect groundwater quality and quantity.

9 Locatable Mineral s: National Gnservation, AT AO x1 O1 A A#&ollODAA OAA
I Oimi@@tlo OOA A OA A @ndEvbuld @Bufke atpthriof qherations for
greater than casual us€43 CFR 3809.1L

M Saleable Mineral s: National Gnservation Lands would be &ailable for saleable

mineral development, and would require mtigation/c ompensation that would
result in anet benefit for National Wnservation Lands values.

The following CMAs apply to the Referred Alternative for National Scenic and
Historic Trails:

f Locatable Mineral s: National Trail corridorO x 1 O1 A A A ord@IARNEDAA AO
Oiitedd6 OOA A OA A é@nd &duld Rduife a®ldntof perations for greater
than casual us€43 CFR 3809.11L

1 Leasable Mineral s: NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be aailable for leasing
with a No Surface Occupancy stiptation. Surface coal miningwould not be allowed
within the NSHT ManagementCorridor s.
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1 Mineral Material Areas: NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be available for
saleable nineral developmentif they do not substantially interfere with the nature
and purpose of NSHTand require mitigation/c ompensationthat would result in a
net benefit to NSHT values

Laws and Regulation s

Smilar to the No Action Aternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan mplementation. Relevantregulations are pesentedin the Regulatory
Setting in Volume Ill. The equirements of relevantlaws and regulations are simmarized
above for the No Action Aernative in Section1V.15.3.1.1.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and x@sting laws and regulations, the bllowin g mitiga-
tion measureis recommenced to further reduce adverse impacts:

MR-1a

Coordinate to Ensure Access to Mineral Resources. Where valid mining

claims or leases exist, initiate early@ordination with claim or lease holders
to identify avoidancemeasures so thatrenewableenergy and tansmission

facilities would not restrict accessto mineral resource fcilities.

IV.15.3.2.1.2 Impacts of the Reserve Design

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander the Rre-
ferred Alternative are summarized in Table 1V.156 and presentedin detail in Table

R2.157 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-7
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within
Reserve Design Lands z Preferred Alternative

Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Mineral | Conservation | Conservation Planning
Resources Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation
Geothermal resources 331,000 15,000 9,000 100 7.4
High potential mineral 1,209,000| 469,000 312,000 12,000 65.5
areas
High prority mineral & 99,000 100 10,000 2,000 12.4
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 59,000 24,000 20,000 200 75.7
Locatable mineral areas 278,000 11,000 175,000 3,000 67.1
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Table IV.15-7
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within
Reserve Design Lands z Preferred Alternative

Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Mineral | Conservation | Conservation Planning
Resources Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation
Leasable mineral areas 50,000 0 6,000 1,000 13.9
Mineral material areas 89,000 700 32,000 400 37.2

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of $Q0eoe les
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
maynot sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 24,000 acres

of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
mostly within the Imperial Borrego Valley eoregionsubarea This is gproximately 7% of

the defined geothermal resources within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictions
would be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even ithout
stipulations related to «isting claims and allowable uses, and some of these resources may
still be accessiblethrough directional drilling.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 793,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landghroughout the majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is
approximately 66% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the high potential mineral
areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for highgtential mineral areas would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 13,000
acres primarily within the Panamint Death Valleyecoregion subarea, of high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design
Lands however, these &isting operations would be designated as an allowable useThere
would therefore be no potential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy
locations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
44,000 acres of rare earth éément areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 76% of the defined rare earth é&ment areas within the
Plan AreaPotential rare earth mines affected would be the Cadiz Evaporate mine in the
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Cadiz Valley and Chocolate dlintains ecoregion subarea, the Molycorp Mountain Passrare
earth mine, and the rare earth mines in the Panamint Death Vall&goregion subarea
(Briggs Gold mine, Trona Borax mine, and Searles Dry Lakgeoation). The potential
access estrictionswould be significant relative to the rare earth dement areaswithin the
Plan Area. CMAs forasting operations would reduce impacts however, impacts would
still remain significant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
189,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from existing conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landghroughout the majority of ecoregion subareas. This is gproximately 67% of
the defined locatable nineral areas within the Plan Area. There would bapproximately
2,000 acres of ACECs closed tocatable mineral extraction; remaining acres of ACECs
would be open with stipulations and restrictions. The wtential access estrictions would
be significant relative to the locatable mneral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs fdocatable
mineral areaswould reduce impacts however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be mptential access estrictionsto approximately
7,000 acres primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate Muntains ecoregion subarea,
of leasable mineral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is gpproximately 14% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be moderate relative to the leasable nneral areas
within the Plan Area. CMAs wouldurther reduce impacts.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
33,000 acres mostly within the Piute Valley and &cramentoMountains ecoregion subarea,
of mineral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is gpproximately 37% of the defined mneral material areas within the Plan Area.
There would beapproximately 100 acres of ACECs closed toineral material extraction;
the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifpations and restrictions. The pten-
tial access estrictionswould be moderaterelative to the mineral material areas within the
Plan Area. CMAs wouléurther reduce impacts.

Summary : Establishing new mnservation areaswould create accessestrictions to ar-
rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration within acquired
lands in @nservation Planning Areas. Accesseastrictions would reduce aailability of
known mineral resources valuable to theegion, the state, and to locallymportant mineral
resource recovery sitesA large percentage of mneral resources are located withinReserve
Design Landsunder the Preferred Alternative . Managementactions under the Referred
Alternative fall into three categories available for leasable mnerals with a No Sirface

able for mineral material developmentwith mitigation and compensation. Availability and
access to nmeral resources within NLCS lands would reduce impacts.
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Within conservation lands on BLMadministered lands, &ploration and access couldan-
tinue following the areaspecific managementplans, ncluding disturbance caps.Also,
unpatented mining claims wauld continue to be aubject to valid existing rights. Impacts to
mineral resources fromrestrictions to access due tacquisition of @nservation Planning
Area landswould be significant for high potential mineral areas,rare earth dement areas,
and locateble mineral areas.CMAs would reduce impacts; twever, impactsto these nin-
eral resourceswould remain significant and unmitigable under the Rreferred Alternative.

IV.15.3.2.2 Impacts of DRECP Land Use PlameAdmenton BLM Land:
Preferred Alternative

This sction addresses two omponents of effects of he BLM LUPA the dreamlined devel-
opment of renewableenergy and tansmissionon BLM land underthe LUPA, and the
impacts of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.15.3.2.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Potential impacts to mineral resources from renewableenergy and tansmission facility
developmentwithin DFAs under the Referred Alternative for BLM lands are smmarized
below and presentedin Table 1V.158.

Table IV.15-8
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type on BLM LUPA
Lands z Preferred Alternative

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
Resources in Technology Type (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission

Geothermal resources 76,000 2,000 0 2,000 400
High potential mineral areas 652000 1,000 100 200 2,000
High priority mineral & energy 76,000 0 0 0 0
locations
Rare earth element areas 39,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 241,000 500 100 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 38,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 80,000 1,000 100 200 300

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 gnelater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalseteforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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In areas where DFAs werlap with mineral resource areas, ptential renewableenergy and
transmission developmentwithin DFAs would have the 6llowing impacts:

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 4,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar and tansmissionfacilities on BLM LUPAdnds. There would be
approximately 2,000 acres within BLM LUPA lands\ailable for geothermal resource
development, reducingimpacts to 03% of the defined gothermal resources within BLM
LUPA lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources with BLM LUPA lands.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 3,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, and ransmissionfadlities within BLM LUPA lands. This isgproximately 0.1% of
the defined high mptential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access
restrictionswould be minimal relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM
LUPA lands.

High Priorit y Mineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tionsto high priority mineral and energy bcations from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, or transmissionfacilities within BLM LUPA landsCMAs for minerals state that
existing operations would be designated as an allowable use.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within BLM LUPA lands.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isproximately 0.02% of the defined locaable min-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the locatable mneral areas within BLM LUPA lands.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictions access @stric-
tionsto leasable mneral areas from developmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmis-
sion facilities within BLM LUPA lands.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,500 acres primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Cbcolate Mountains ecoregion subarea,
of mineral material areas from developmentof solar, ggothermal, and ransmissionfacili-
ties within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 0.4% of the defined mneral material
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areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative
to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands.

IV.15.3.2.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander the Pre-
ferred Alternative on BLM lands are ammarized in Table IV.159 and presentedin Table
R2.159 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-9
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA Land Designation z Preferred
Alternative
Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources in Wildlife Trail
BLM LUPA Allocatio | Managed | Management
Mineral Lands SRMAs| NLCS| ACEC n LWC Corridors

Resources (acres) (acres) | (acres) | (acres)| (acres) (acres) | (acres/miles)
Geothermal 76,000 26,000 | 7,000 | 11,000 0 0 0 0
resources
High 652,000 37,000 | 221,00 | 112,00 0 18,000 | 54,0 5
potential 0 0 00
mineral areas
High priority 76,000 6,000 0 11,000 0 4,000 0 0
mineral &
energy
locations
Rare earth 39,000 0 8,000 | 20,000 0 0 0 0
element
areas
Locatable 241,000 16,000 | 15200 | 35,000 0 2,000 7,00 | 05
mineral areas 0 0
Leasable 38,000 0 5000 | 1,000 0 0 0 0
mineral areas
Mineral 80,000 20,000 | 29,000 | 6,000 0 1,000 3,00 | 0.25
material 0
areas

Note: There is werlapbetween some, but not all, BLM lanésignatiors, such as\erlapof ACECs and National Sceand

Historic Trail (NSHT) anagementorridors ormanagel lands with widernesscharacteristis. This gerlapmay result in the
appearance of greater acres oferlapbetween nineralresources andanservationlands than actually exists.

The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest
1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rounded to the
nearest10, and therefore totals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the subtotals and the

totals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals may not sum to the

total within the table.
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 44,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from existing conservation and proposed BLM designations. This is @proximately 58% of
the defined geothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictions
would be significant relative to the geothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for
high potential mineral areascould reduce impacts but likely not to a sgnificant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 442,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design LandsThis is @proximately 68% of the defired high potential min-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be significant
relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for higlogential
mineral areascould reduce impacts but likely not to a ggnificant degree

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 21,000
acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing and proposed Reserve
Design Lands however, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations would be s
ignated as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential access estrictionsto
the high priority mineral and energy bcations within BLM LUPA landshowever, the access
to any expansionof these high priority mineral and energylocations could be

severely restricted.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
28,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 72% of the defined rare earth éement areas within the
BLM LUPAIlands. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the rare
earth element areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs fokisting operations could reduce
impacts, but likely not to a sgnificant degree

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
212,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 88% of the defined locatable mineral areas within

BLM LUPA lands. There arapproximately 2,000 acres of ACECs closed to locatablamaral
extraction, the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictions would besignificant relative to the locatable mneral areas
within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for locatableimeral areasmay reduce theseimpacts
somewhat, but it is still likely that the impacts to the aailability of locatable mnerals
would be moderateto significant.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
6,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
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Design Lands This is gproximately 16% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within BLM
LUPA lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minor relative to the leasable nin-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands, CMAs would reduce impacts.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
59,000 acres of mneral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 74% of the defined mneral material areas within BLM
LUPA lands. There arepproximately 100 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictions would be significant relative to the mineral material areas
within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for meral material resources would reduce img@cts.

CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mneral resources from
conservation and Reserve Design Land&ould apply to BLM lands. Within some ACECs,
mineral resource uses would be closed (no access would be allowedgsRictions and
stipulations within other Reserve Design Landgould allow limited accessCMAs allowing
mineral resource use with estrictions and stipdations would reduce adverse impacts to
mineral resources from Plan mplementation under the Referred Alternative . Existing
mining claims and mneral resource related access wouldtill be allowed, further
reducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.2.3 Impacts ofNatural Community ConservationPlar
Preferred Alternative

The analysis of Covered Ativities under the NCCP is equivaldrio the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency dternative s. Reservalesignfeatures and other onservation actions under
the NCCP kernative s representmore detailed ategoriesof the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCE dfferences in reserve designdatures do
not affect nonkological resources analyzed in this document, and the aalysis of reserve
design andconservation and managementactions under the NCCP isherefore equivalent
to the Plan-wide analysis of the interagency dternative s, as described in &ction 1V.15.3.2.1.

IVV.15.3.2.4 Impacts of @&neralConservationPlan

The impacts of the GCP for ther&ferred Alternative would be dmilar to those defined in
Section 1V.15.3.2.1 for thePlanwide analysis, but theywould occur on nonktderallands
only. Potential impacts to mineral resources from DFAs under the feferred Alternative on
GCP (nongéderallands only) are simmarized below and pesentedin Table IV.1510.
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Table IV.15-10
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on GCP Lands by Technology Typez
Preferred Alternative

Mineral Resources Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Within GCP Lands Technology Type (acres)
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission

Geothermal resources 225000 11,000 100 3,000 3,000
High potential mineral areas 179,000 1,000 100 100 200
High priority mineral & 23,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 4,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 34,000 100 0 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 12,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 8,000 100 0 0 100

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100pfvh0@eer less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalgreforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Peferred Alternative for the GCP are
listed below and described in more detail in &ction I1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 16,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities.
There would beapproximately 3,000 acres within the GCP aailable for geothermal
resource dcevelopment, reducingimpacts to 6% of the defned geothermal resources within
the GCP. Theqtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within the GCP.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 2,000 acres of hgh potential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 1% of the defined high ptential
mineral areas within the GCP. Theggential access estrictionswould be minimal relative
to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tionsto high priority mineral and energy bcations from the developmentof solar, wind,
geothermal, or transmission facilities within the GCP CMAs for mnerals state thatexisting
operations would be cesignated as an allowable use.
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Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas fromthe developmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
200 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is g@proximately 0.4% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or ransmission facilities within
the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
200 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is @proximately 1% of the defined mneral material areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the mineral material areas
within the GCP.

Under the Referred Alternative, mineral resources found within Reserve Design Lands
(existing conservation and @nservation Planning Areas) on GCP lands areimmarized
below and presentedin Table 1V.1511.

Table IV.15-11
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within Reserve
Design Lands on GCP Landg Preferred Alternative

Existing Conservation
Mineral Resources | Conservation Planning
within GCP Lands Areas Areas Percentin
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources 225,000 5,000 100 2.4
High potential mineral areas 179,000 12,000 11,000 13.2
High priority mineral & 23,000 0 2,000 9.2
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 4,000 40 100 4.3
Locatable mineral areas 34,000 20 3,000 8.2
Leasable mineral areas 12,000 0 1,000 6.9
Mineral material areas 8,000 100 400 6.4

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to he nearestl0,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-32 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the tal within the table.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 5,000 acres of
geothermal resources from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
within the GCP. This is jpproximately 2.4% of the defined gothermal resources within the
GCP. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within the Plan Area.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 23,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landwithin the GCP. This is pproximately 13% of the defined high
potential mineral areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minor
relative to the highpotential mineral areas within the GCP. CMAs for higlotential mineral
areas would dfectively reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be ptential access estric-
tionsto approximately 2,000 acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations from exist-
ing conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landwithin the GCP. This is jgproximately
9% of the defined high priority mineral and energy bcations within the GCP. The gtential
access estrictions would be minimal relative to the high priority mineral and energy bca
tions within the GCP, even ithout stipulations to existing claims and allowable uses.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would beapproximately 140 acres of high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within existing and proposed Reserve Design Landhowever,
these «isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. ferefore, there would
be no tential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within
the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
3,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 7% of the defined locatable rmeral
areas wihin the GCP. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
locatable mineral areas within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 6% of the defined leasable nmeral
areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to
the leasable nineral areas within the GCP.
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Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
500 acres of mineral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jpproximately 5.5% of the defined nineral material
areas within the GCP. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
mineral material areas within the GCP.

IV.15.3.2.5 ImpactsOutside the Plan Area
IV.15.3.2.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts oftransmission outside the Plan Areason mineral resources would be the same
under all dternative s. These impacts are as described for the No Actioritérnative in Sec
tion IV.15.3.1.5.

IV.15.3.2.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential impacts to mineral resources from BLM LUPA decisions under ther&ferred
Alternative for the CDCA outside the Plan Area aremmarized below and pesentedin
Table IV.1512.

Table IV.15-12
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA Lands
Outside the Plan Area z Preferred Alternative

Mineral

Resources

within BLM Trail

LUPA Lands Existing & Management

Outside the Proposed NLCS | Proposed ACECs Corridors

Mineral Resources Plan Area (acres)* (acres)* (acres/miles)

Geothermal resources 23,000 19,000 22,000 0 0
High potential mineral areas 175000 37,000 48,000 300 0
High priority mineral & 2,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 19,000 2,000 5,000 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 7,000 1,000 5,000 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 6,000 800 5,000 200 0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100pfva0@er less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are mdividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

*  Designatiors overlap
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto the majority (100%) of geo-
thermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landeutside
the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the geo-
thermal resources outside the Plan Area. Stipations and restrictions for mineral resource
allowable uses included in CMAs forepthermal resources would reduce impactshowever,
impacts would remain sgnificant overall.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 85,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area. This is@proximately 49% of the
defined high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estric-
tionswould be moderaterelative to the high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area.
CMA s for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tions of high priority mineral and energy bcations from existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Aea.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
7,000 acres of rare earth é&ment areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 37% of the defined rare earth
element areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estrictions would be moderate
relative to the rare earth dement areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for rare eartleeent
areas would reduce impacts.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
6,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 86% of the defined locatable
mineral areas outside the Pla Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant
relative to the locatable mneral areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for locatablemaral
areas would reduce impactshowever, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nineral
areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the PlanArea.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
6,000 acresof mineral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This ibasically 100% of the defined mneral material
areas outside the Plan Area. There are 80 acres of ACECs closedrtena material extraction;
remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stipations and restrictions. The tential
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access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material areas outside the
Plan Area. CMAs for ineral material areas would reduce impacts.

IV.15.3.2.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination for the Freferred Alternative

MR-1: Plan component s would reduce or improve access to and d evelopment of known
and future m ineral resources. The availability of lands for renewableenergy and tans-
mission development may result in restrictions of access to future nmeral resource areas.
Impacts from the potential access estrictions from renewableenergy and tansmission
developmentwould be minimal overall and would be reduced with mplementation of Miti -
gation Measure MR-1a, whichrequires early coordination between developers and mneral
leaseholders. Impacts would béurther reduced with implementation of CMAs that require
avoidanceof impacts to mineral resource areasOverall, impactsof the proposed develop-
ment of renewableenergy and tansmissionon mineral resources would be less thanig-
nificant with implementation of CMAs

Future AssessmentAreas may result in impacts to rnmeral resources, @rticularly high
potential mineral areas, high priority mineral areas, rare earth &ment areas (pecifically
Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine), and leasable nmeral areas.

Areas cesignated for reserve design, onservation, and potection would likely reduce
access tduture mineral resource areasFor high potential mineral areas, rare earth &-
ment areas, and locatable nmeral areas, impactdrom restricted accesswould be ggnifi-
cant. Specifically, there would be gproximately 793,000 acres of high ptential mineral
areas tiroughout the majority of ecoregion subareas where restricted access could also
restrict future developmentof rare earth dements:

1 The Cadiz Evaporate mine in the Cadiz Valley and Chocolateuvitains
ecoregionsubarea;

The Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine; and

1 The rare earth mines in he Panamint Death Valleycoregion subarea(Briggs Gold
mine, Trona Borax mine, and Searles Dry Lak@®ration).

In these areas, theranay be restrictions on future expansion. For locatable nmerals,
approximately 189,000 acres within the majority of e&oregion subareas may eperience
restricted accesso future development For these nmeral resources (high mtential min-
eral areas, rare earth éement areas, and locatable nmerals), impacts would be gnificant.
CMAs would reduce impacts; bwever, impactscreated by the reserve design andanser-
vation components of the Referred Alternative would remain significant and unmitigable
because they would restrict access to large areas oimaral resources
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IV.15.3.2.7 Gomparisonof the Referred Alternative With No Action Aternative

Chapter IV.27 presents aamparison of all action dternatives and the No Action Aerna-
tive across all disciplines. This ection summarizes the @mparison of the Referred Alter -
native with the No Action Aternative.

IV.15.3.2.7.1 Preferred Alternative Compared with No Action Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

A comparison between the Referred Alternative and the No Action Aernative within DFAS
for the Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1513.

Table 1V.15-13

Preferred Alterna tive (DFAs) Compared with No Action Alternative (Available
Development Areas) for Plan-wide DRECP

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 8,700 23,100 The No Actia Alternative would resulin
300 geothermal | 6,000geothermal | 14,100fewer acres ofenewabledevel

opment within geothermal resource
areas than the Preferred Alternative. Th
Preferred Alternative would havg 700
more acres available for geothermal
development.

High potential 7,340 3,300 The No Action Alternative would result i

mineralareas 4,040more acres opotential renewable
development within high mineral areas
than the Preferred Alternative.

High priority 440 0 Areas designated for renewable energy

mineral & energy developmentwould be an allowable useg

locations under both the No Action and Preferred
Alternative. The No Action Alternative
would have 440 more acres available
within existing high priority mineral and
energylocations

Rare earth 800 0 The No Actin Alternative would result in

element areas 800more acres of renewable
development within rare earth element
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 4430 800 The No Action Alternative would result i

areas 3,630more acres of renewable devel
opment within locatable mineral areas
than the Preferred Alternative.
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Table IV.15-13

Preferred Alterna tive (DFAs) Compared with No Action Alternative (Available
Development Areas) for Plan-wide DRECP

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Leasable mineral 0 0 The No Action Alternative and Preferreq
areas Alternative would be the same.
Mineral material 1570 1,400 The No Action Alternative would result i
areas 170more acres ofenewable devel
opment within mineral material acres
than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and gretian 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals arenot a sum of the rounded subtotaldyéreforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between the Referred Alternative and the No Action Aternative within
existing and proposed conservation lands or Reserve Design Landfor the Plan-wide
DRECP iswnmarized in Table 1V.1514.

Table IV.15-14

Preferred Alternative (Reserve Design) Compared with No Action Alternative
(Existing Conservation) for Plan-wide DRECP

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 22,000 24,100 The No Action Alternative would result i
2,100 feweracres of conservation lands
within geothermal resource areas than
the Preferred Alternative.
High potential mineral 784000 793,000 The No Action Adrnative would result in
areas 9,000fewer acres of conservation lands
within high potential mineral areas than
the Preferred Alternative.
High priority mineral & 100 12,100 The No Action Alternative would result i
energy locations 12,000 fewer acres of consation lands
within high priority mineral and energy
locations than the Preferred Alternative
Existing high priority mineral and energy
locations would be an allowable ufs
both alternatives
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Table IV.15-14

Preferred Alternative (Reserve Design) Compared with No Action Alternative
(Existing Conservation) for Plan-wide DRECP

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Rare earth element areas 33,000 44,200 The No Action Alterative would result in
11,200fewer acres of conservation land
within rare earth element areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral areas 106,000 189,000 The No Action Alternative would result i

ACEC acres closed to 2,000 83,000fewer acres of conservation land

extraction within locatable mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 0 7,000 The No Action Alternative would result i
7,000fewer acres of conservation lands
within leasable mineral areas than the
Prefared Alternative.

Mineral material areas 23,700 33,100 The No Action Alternative would result i

ACEC acres closed to 100 9,400fewer acres of conservation lands

extraction within mineral material areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowing generalrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and terefore totals may not sum due to roundindn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.2.7.2 Preferred Alternative Compared with No Action Alternative for the BLM Land
Use Plan Amendment

A comparison between the Referred Alternative and the No Action Aternative within
DFAs for BLMadministered lands is ssimmarized in Table IV.1515.
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Table IV.15-15

Preferred Alternative (DFAs) Compared with No Action Alternative (Available
Development Areas) for BLM Lands

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 800 4,400 The No Action Alternative would result in
O0geothermal | 2,000geahermal | 3,600fewer acres of renewable devel

opment within geothermal resource areal
than the Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred would hav@&,000more acres
available for geothermal development.

High potential 5,830 3,300 The No Action Alternative would result in

mineral areas 2,530more acres of renewable devel
opment within high potential mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

High priority 320 0 While areas designated for rewable

mineral & energy energy development overlap, the existing

locations high priority mineral and energy location
would be an allowable use under the No
Action Alternative.

Rare earth 700 0 The No Action Alternative would result in

element areas 700 more acres of renewable
devdopment within are earth element
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 4,320 700 The No Action Alternative would result in

areas 3,620more acres of renewable
development within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 The No Action Alternative and Preferred

areas Alternative would be the same.

Mineral material 1,460 1,600 The No Action Alternative would resirit

areas 140 feweracres of renewabldevelop
ment within mineral material areas than
the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of $Q0eve les
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
maynot sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between the Referred Alternative and the No Action Aternative within
existing ACECs and SRMAs, anelservedesign (existing and proposed ACECs and SRMAS)
for BLM-administered lands is smmarized in Talde 1V.1516.
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Table IV.15-16
Preferred Alternative (  BLM Land Designations) Compared with No Action
Alternative (Existing ACECs and SRMAs) for BLM Lands

No Action Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 43,000 44,000 The No Action Alternative would have
1,000fewer acres oBLM designations
within geothermal areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High potential mineral 254,000 442,000 The No Action Alternative would have

areas 188,000fewer acres oBLMdesighations
within high potential mineral areas than
the Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 0 21,000 While conservation lands overlap them,

energy locations the existing high priority mineral and
energy locations would be an allowable
use under bth the No Action and
Preferred Alternative.

Rare earth element 16,000 28,000 The No Action Alternative would have

areas 12,000fewer acres oBLM designations
within rare earth element areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral areas 109000 212,000 The No Action Alternative would have

ACEC aes closed to 2,000 103,000fewer acres oBLMdesignations

extraction within locatable mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 0 6,000 The No Action Alternative would have
6,000fewer acres oBLM designations
within leasable mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Mineral material areas 47000 59,000 The No Action Alternative would have

ACEC acres closed to 100 12,000fewer acres oBLM designations

extraction within mineral material areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded tee#rest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded soilals; thereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

The Referred Alternative includes proposed NLCS @signations as well as dsignations of

NSHTmanagementcorridor s and lands with widerness characteristics, increasing the mmber
of acres under onservation and protection as @mpared with the No Action Aternative.
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IV.15.3.2.7.3 Preferred Alternative Compared With No Action Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for ther€ferred Alternative are the same as those defined ire&ion
IV.15.3.2.1 for thePlanwide analysis. As a result, the amparison of the Referred Alterna-
tive with the No Action Aternative for the NCCP is the same as described abovetfu Plan
wide DRECP

IV.15.3.2.7.4 Preferred Alternative Compared with No Action Alternative for the GCP

There areapproximately 485,000 acres of mneral resources (all types) within nontederal
lands for the GCP under thereferred Alternative (see Table 1V.1510). Under the No
Action Alternative, proposedrenewableenergy andtransmission projects on these nonéd-
eral lands would still be mnsidered by the gppropriate lead agency on anndividual basis.
Under the Referred Alternative, DFASs épproximately 19,000 acres) and ©nservation
Planning Areas @pproximately 35,000 acres) would be designated. The @omparison
between the No Action Aernative and Referred Alternative would be smilar to the Plan
wide analysisabove.

IV.15.3.3  Alternative 1
IV.15.3.3.1 Planwide Impacts of mplementng the DRECP:It&rnative 1

IV.15.3.3.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAs under Aternative 1 are sammarized in Table IV.1517
and presentedin Table R2.1513 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-17
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type z Alternative 1
Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 347,000 | 30,000 O 10,000 5,000
High potential mineral areas 1,519,000 | 3,000 30 100 1,000
High priority mineral & energy locations | 101,000 0 0 0 50
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Table IV.15-17
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type z Alternative 1

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Rare earth element areas 59,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 348,000 500 0 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 101,000 200 0 0 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neeest10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total witin the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under Aternative 1 are listed below and described
in more detail in Sction 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 45,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar and ransmissionfacilities. There would beapproximately
10,000 acres within the Plan Area wailable for geothermal resource development, reduc-
ing impacts toabout 10% of the defined geothermal resources within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within
the Plan Area, even whout mitigation requiring avoidanceof mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 4,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 0.2% of the defined high pten-
tial mineral areas within the Plan Area. The @tential access estrictionswould be minimal
relative to the high potential mineral areas within the Plan Area, even whout mitigation
requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Locations: There would beapproximately 50 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; lowever, these &isting operations
would be designatal as an allowable use. Rerefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas fromthe developmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities.
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Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
600 acres primarily within the West Mojave and Eastern Slopescoregion subarea, of
locatable mineral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. This is
approximately 0.3% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the Plan Area. The @en-
tial access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable nmneral areas within the
Plan Area

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmission facilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
600 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, ggothermal, and ransmis-
sion facilities. This is @proximately 0.6% of the defined mneral material areas within the
Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral mate-
rial areas within the Plan Area

Impacts in Study Area Lands
Future Assessment Areas. There are no FAAs under kernative 1.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs asoaservation may impact mineral
resources. Impacts would be the same as those explained for tRln-wide reserve design
in the section ©) kdB of the Reserve Desigh AAT T x 8

DRECP Variance Lands DRECP Variance Landepresentthe BLM Solar PEIS/ariance
Lands for the DRECP and EIS/EJBased on BLM screeningriteria . Covered Ativities
could be permitted for NCCP prposes only through an NCCP plan emendment. However,
developmentof renewableenergy on variance lands would not require a BLMUPAso the
environmental review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the dcation were left
undesignated. Developmentdesignation of the DRECP Vaaince Lands could result in
access estrictions to mneral resourcesas follows:

1 Geothermal Resources: fgproximately 2,000 acres within the Cadiz Valley and
Chocolate Muntains ecoregion subarea.

9 High Potential Mineral Areas: Aoproximately 4,000 acres, pimarily within the
Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea

9 High Priority Mineral and Energy locations: Approximately 300 acres, within the
Providence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion subarea

1 Leasable Nherals: Approximately 500 acres within the Rovidenceand Bullion
Mountains ecoregion subarea.

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-44 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

1 Mineral Materials: Approximately 3,000 acres, pimarily within the Imperial
Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in onservation of some desert lands as well
as the developmentof renewableenergy generation and transmissionfacilities on other
lands. There are sveralways in which the impacts of the enewableenergy development
covered by the Plan would be lessened. First, the Plantorporates CMAs for eachlternative ,
including specific biological reserve design omponents and LUPA eamponents. Also, the
implementation of existing laws, orders, egulations and sandards would reduce the
impacts of poject development If ggnificant impacts would still result after implementation
of CMAs and empliance with applicable laws and regulations, then gecific mitigation
measures are recommended in this sction.

Conservation and Management Actions

The mnservation strategy for Alternative 1 (presentedin Volumell, Section 11.3.1.1)
defines ecific actions that would reduce the impacts of this léernative. The onservation
strategy includes definitions of the reserve design andecific CMAs for the lreferred
Alternative . While the CMAs wre developedfor BLM lands only, this aalysis assumes that
all CMAs wouldalso applyto nonfederal lands.

Minerals CMAs for BLM Land for the Entire Plan Area

For identified minerals lands and &isting mining and energy avelopment(locatable,
salable, sdid leasable and gothermal minerals) with currently approved plans ofopera-
tions, notices,mine andreclamationplansor plans ofdevelopment (43 CFR 3200; 350;
3600; and 3802/09), mineral resourcesare identified and described asunder the Preferred
Alternative (Section 1V.15.3.2.1.1).

CMAs under Aernative 1 for NLCS lands would be the same as theckerred Alternative
for mineral resources except for the bllowing:
I Leasable Mineral s:

o National Gnservation Lands would be &ailable for geothermal leasing with a
No Surface Occupancy stipuation.

o National Gnservation Lands would be unsuitable for all other leasing.
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CMAs under Aernative 1 for NSHTs would be the same der the Preferred Alternative for
mineral resources except for the bllowing:

1 Saleable Mineral s: NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be unavailable for saleable
mineral development

Laws and Regulation s

Smilar to the No Action Aternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan mplementation. Relevantregulations are presentedin the Regulatory
Setting in Volume Ill. The equirements of relevantlaws and regulations are simmarized
above for the No Action Aernative in Section1V.15.3.1.1.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and xsting laws and regulations, mtigation measures
are recommenced to further reduce adverse impacts.

MR-1a Coordinate to Ensure Access to Mineral Resources. Where valid mining
claims or leases exist, initiate early@ordination with claim or lease holders
to avoid development measures that would restrict their access tamineral
resource fcilities.

IV.15.3.3.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 1 are syammarized in Table 1V.1518 and presentedin Table R2.1514 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-18
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 1
Mineral Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Subarea (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources| 347,000 20,000 8,000 300 8.0
High potential mineral | 1,519,000 653,000 388,000 13,000 69.2
areas
High priority mineral & | 101,000 100 11,000 2,000 136
energy locations
Rare earth element 59,000 24,000 20,000 200 76.0
areas
Locatable mineral areaj 347,000 11,000 222,000 3,000 680
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Table IV.15-18
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 1

Mineral Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Subarea (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation
Leasable mineral areay 84,000 0 48,000 700 57.2
Mineral material areas| 101,000 700 37,000 600 37.4

Note: The bllowinggeneralroundingrules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may mt sum due to roundingn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 28,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 8%
of the defined geothermal resources within the Plan Area. The g@tential restriction of
access would beminor relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even
without stipulationsto existing claims and allowable uses.

High Potential Mineral Areas: Therewould be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,054,000 acresof high potential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landghroughout all ecoregion subareas, exceptin the Owens River
Valley. This is gpproximately 69% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the
Plan Area. The ptential restriction of access would beignificant relative to the high
potential mineral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for highgtential mineral areas would
reduce impacts impacts would, lowever, remain sgnificant overall.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 13,000
acres primarily within the Panamint Death Valleyecoregion subarea, of high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design
Lands however, these &isting operations would be designated as an allowable use. Aere-
fore, there would be no ptential restriction of access to the high priority nmeral and
energy locations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
44,000 acres primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne
Valley and Easten Sopes ecoregionsubareas, of rare earth dement areasfrom existing
conservation and proposed Reserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 76% of the
defined rare earth dement areas within the Plan AreaPotential rare earth mines affected
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would be the Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine. The potential redtriction of access
would be significant relative to the rare earth dement areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for
existing operations would reduce impacts however, impacts would remain gnificant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential restriction of access tapproximately
236,000 acres throughout all ecoregionsubareas except Owens River Valleyf locatable
mineral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design LandsThis is
approximately 68% of the defined locatable rmeral areas within the Plan Area. There
would be 8000 acres of ACECs closed to locatablamaral extraction; the remaining acres
of ACECs would be open with stidations and restrictions. The ptential restriction of
access would besignificant relative to the locatable nineral areas within the Plan Area.
CMAs for locatable rmeral areas would reduce impactshowever, impacts would remain
significant overall.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential restriction of access t@pproximately
49,000acres, primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate duntains ecoregion subarea,
of leasable nineral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is gpproximately 57% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within the Plan AreaThe
potential restriction of access would beignificant relative to the leasable nneral areas
within the Plan Area. CMAs for leasable imeral areas wouldfurther reduce impacts.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential restriction of access tapproximately
38,000 acres of nineral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This isapproximately 37% of the defined mneral material areas within the
Plan Area. Therevould be 1000 acres of ACECs closed toineral material extraction; the
remaining acres ofACECsvould be open with stipulations and restrictions. The wtential
restriction of access would benoderaterelative to the mineral material areas within the Plan
Area. CMAs would reducempacts.

Summary : Establishing new mnservation areas would create accessestrictions to ar-
rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration within acquired
lands in nservation Planning Areas. Accessastrictions would reduce aailability of
known mineral resources valuable to the region, the state, and to localljnportant mineral
resource recovery sitesA large percentage of mneral resources are located withinReserve
Design Landsunder Alternative 1. Managementactions for Aternative 1 would make NL.CS
lands available for locatable and saleable nmerals and leasable withiNo Surface Occupancy.
Availability and access to nmeral resources within NLCS landsas described abovewould
reduce impacts.

Within conservation lands on BLMadministered lands, eploration and access couldan-
tinue following the areaspecific managementplans, ncluding disturbance caps.Also,
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unpatented mining claims would ©ntinue to be subject to valid existing rights. Impacts to
mineral resources from restrictions to access de toacquisition of @nservation Planning
Area landswould remain significant for high potential mineral areas, rare earth éement
areas,and locatable and leasable imeral areas.CMAs would reduce impacts; bwever,
impacts would remain sgnificant and unmitigable for these mneral resourcesunder
Alternative 1.

IVV.15.3.3.2 Impacts of DRECP Land Use PlameAdmenton BLM Land:
Alternative 1

This section addresses two omponents of effects of he BLM LUPA the dreamlined devel-
opment of renewableenergy ard transmissionon BLM land under the LUPA, and the
impacts of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.15.3.3.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Potential impacts to mineral resources from renewableenergy and tansmission facility
developmentwithin DFAs under Aternative 1 for BLM lands are ammarized below and
presentedin Table 1V.1519.

Table 1V.15-19
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within DFAs by
Technology Type on BLM LUPA Landsz Alternative 1

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts
Resources in by Technology Type (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission

Geothermal resources 92,000 5,000 0 3,000 900
High potential mineral areas 835,000 1,000 0 0 800
High prioritymineral & 77000 0 0 0 20
energy locations

Rare earth element areas 40,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 302,000 200 0 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 71,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 92,000 200 0 40 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding ruleswvere applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sm due to roundingln cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.
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In areas where DFAs werlap with mineral resource areas, ptential renewableenergy and
transmission developmentwithin DFAs would have the 6llowing impacts:

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately 9,000 acres pri -
marily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources from
developmentof solar and ransmissionfacilities on BLM LUPA landsThere would be
approximately 3,000 acres within BLM LUPA landswailable for geothermal resource
development The potential accesg estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geo-
thermal resources within BLM LUPA lands.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 2,000 acres of high mtential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, geo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 0.2% of
the defined high mptential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access
restrictionswould be very small elative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM
LUPA lands.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 20 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs all within potential transmission
corridor s; however, these &isting operations would be designated as an allowable use.
Therefore, there would be no ptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and
energy locations within BLM LUPA lands.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within BLM LUPA lands.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
300 acres of locatable rmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and transmission
facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isgproximately 0.2% of the defined locatable nm-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the locatable mneral areas within BLM LUFA lands

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmission facilities within
BLM LUPA lands.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access restrictionsto approximately
600 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, ggothermal, and ransmis-
sion facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isaproximately 0.4% of the defined nneral
material areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be very
small relative to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands
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Summary : Impacts to mneral resources on BLMadministered lands under &isting land
use plans would be the same asstussedabove under ®ction 1V.15.3.2.1.1. Ntigation
measures also outlined in ®ction 1V.15.3.2.1.1 would bemplemented for any adverse
impacts to mneral resources from Plan implementation under Alternative 1.

IV.15.3.3.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 1 on BLM lands are smmarized below and pesentedin Table IV.1520.

Table 1V.15-20
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA Land Designation z Alternative 1
Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources in Trail
BLM LUPA Wildlife | Managed | Management
Mineral Lands SRMAs NLCS | ACEC | Allocation LWCs Corridors

Resources (acres) (acres)| (acres) | (acres)| (acres) (acres) | (acres/miles)
Geothermal 92,000 24,000 20 22,000 0 0 0 0
resources
High potential 835,000 41,000 98,000 | 233,00 | 112,000 0 3,00 | 5.9
mineral areas 0 0
High priority 77,000 8,000 80 11,000 1,000 0 0 0
mineral &
energy
locations
Rare earth 40,000 20 1,000 | 26,00 1,000 0 0 0
element areas
Locatable 302,000 17,000| 102,000 | 92,000 | 38,000 0 0 0
mineral areas
Leasable 71,000 700 0 0 48,000 0 0 0
mineral areas
Mineral 92,000 20,000| 14,000 | 25,000 1,000 0 60 0
material areas

Note: There is werlapbetween some, but not all, BLM lanésignatiors, such aswerlapof ACECs and National Scenic and

Historic Trail (NSHT) anagementorridors or lands with Wdernesscharacteristis. This gerlapmay result in the appearance

of greater acres ofwerlapbetween mneralresources andanservationlands than actuayl exists.

The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest
1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rouaded to th
nearest10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the subtotals and the

totals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals may not sum to the

total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 46,000 acres
of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed BLM designations, pri-
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marily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea. This is goproximately 50% of
the defined ggothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. Theqtential access estrictions
would be moderate to significant relative to the geothermal resources within the BLM
LUPAIlands. CMAs fogeothermal mineral areascould reduce impacts but likely not to a
significant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 487,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landthroughout most of the ecoregionsubareas. This is g@proxi-
mately 58% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Theqgten-
tial access estrictionswould be significant relative to the high potential mineral areas
within BLM LUPA lards. CMAs for high ptential mineral areascould reduce impacts but
likely not to a dgnificant degree

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 20,000 acres
of high priority m ineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed
Reserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations
would be designated as an allowable use. flerefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the highpriority m ineral and energy bcations within BLM LUPA lands how-
ever, the access to anyxpansionof these high priority mineral and energy could be
severely restrictedand result in dgnificant impacts, primarily within the Panamint Death
Valley ecoregion subarea.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
28,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands mostly within the Kingston and Funeral Muntains and Pinto Lucerne Valley
and Eastern Slopegcoregion subareas. This is gproximately 71% of the defined rare
earth element areas within the BLM LUPAIlands. The mtential access estrictionswould be
significant relative to the rare earth dement areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs fokist-
ing operations could reduce impacts but likely not to a sgnificant degree

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
249,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Land throughout most of the ecoregionsubareas. This is @proximately 82% of the
defined locatable mneral areas within BLM LUPA lands. There would be@)O0 acres of
ACECs closed to locatableineral extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open
with stipulations and restrictions. The mtential access estrictionswould be significant rel-
ative to the locatable mneral areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for locatablemaral
areasmay reducetheseimpacts somewhat, but it is still likely that the impads to the avail-
ability of locatable mnerals would be noderate to significant.
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Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
49,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Desggn Lands primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate duntains and Rovidence
and Bullion Mountains ecoregionsubareas. This is gproximately 69% of the defined
leasable mneral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Theqgtential access estrictionswould be
significant relative to the leasable nmeral areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for leasable
mineral areas would reduce impactsbut likely not to a sgnificant degree.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
60,000 acres of mneral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landghroughout most of the ecoregionsubareas. This is gproximately 65% of the
defined mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands. There would bapproximately
1,000 acres of ACECs closed toineral material extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs
would be open with stipulations and restrictions. The ptential access estrictionswould
be significant relative to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA landsCMAs for nin-
eral material resources would reduce impacts.

Summary : CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mneral
resources from onservation and Reserve Design Landgould apply to BLM lands. Within
some ACECs, imeral resource wses would be closed (no access would be allowed)estric-
tions and stipdations within other Reserve Design Landould allow limited accessCMAs
allowing mineral resource use with restrictions and stipdations would reduce adverse
impacts to mineral resources from Plan mplementation under Alternative 1. Existing

mining claims and mneral resource related access wouldantinue to be allowed, further
reducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.3.3 Impacts ofNatural Community GonservationPlart Alternative 1

The analysis of Covered Ativities under the NCCP is equivalent to thBlan-wide analysis of
the interagency dternatives. Reserve desigrefatures and other onservation actions under
the NCCP kernative s representmore detailed ategoriesof the reserve design underhe
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCRifterences in reserve designdatures do
not affect nonkological resources analyzed in this document, and the aalysis of reserve
design andconservation and managementactions under the NCCP isherefore equivalent
to the Plan-wide analysis of the interagency dternative s, as described in &tion 1V.15.33.1.

IV.15.3.3.4 Impacts of @neralConservationPlan

The impacts of the GCP forl#&rnative 1 would be smilar to those defined in &ction
IV.15.3.2.1 or the Plan-wide analysis, but they would occur on nonéderallands only.
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Potential impacts to gazing allotments resulting from DFAs under Aernative 1 on GCP
(nonfederallands only) are simmarized below and gesentedin Table 1V.1521.

Table 1V.15-21
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on
GCP Lands by Technology TypezAlternative 1

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by Technology
Resources Type (acres)
within GCP
Lands
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission

Geothernal resources 225000 24,000 0 6,000 3,000
High potential mineral areas 191,000 2,000 20 100 300
High priority mineral & 24,000 0 0 0 30
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 4,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 200 0 0 40
Leasable minerareas 13,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 9,000 30 0 0 40

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were roundlee tearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the roundsdbtotals; hereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Peferred Alternative for the GCP are
listed below and described in more detail in &ction IV.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 33,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. There would beapproxi-
mately 6,000 acres within the GCP aailable for geothermal resource development, reduc
ing impacts toabout 8% of the defined gothermal resources within the GCP. Theqgtential
access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the GCP,
even without mitigation requiring avoidance of mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 2,000 acres primarily within the West Mojave and Eastern Slopeacoregion sub-
area, of high potential mineral areas from dcevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, and
transmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 1% of the defined high ptential mineral
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
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high potential mineral areas within the GCP, even ithout mitigation requiring avoidance
of these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 30 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs(potential transmission corridor s);
however, in accordancewith the CMAghat protect minerals, these &isting operations
would be designated as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
240 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is @proximately 0.5% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the GCP, even whout mitigation requiring avoidance of these mneral resources.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof sdar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities within
the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
100 acres of mineral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This s goproximately 1% of the defined mneral material areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the mineral material areas
within the GCP, even whout mitigation requiring avoidance of these mneral resources.

Under Alternative 1, mineral resources found within Reserve Design Landgexisting con-
servation and nservation Planning Areas) on GCP lands araimmarized below and pe-
sentedin Table IV.1522.
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Table IV.15-22
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within
Reserve Design Lands on GCP Lads z Alternative 1

Mineral Existing Conservation
Resources within | Conservation Planning
GCP Lands Areas Areas Percent in
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources 225,000 5,000 200 2.4
Highpotential mineral areas 191,000 15,000 13,000 147
High priority mineral & 24,000 0 2,000 9.6
energy locations

Rare earth element areas 4,000 40 100 4.3
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 20 3,000 75
Leasable mineral areas 13,000 0 700 5.1
Mineral materal areas 9,000 100 600 7.0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values #sE0@ene
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 5,000 acres all
within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources from eist-
ing conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsvithin the GCP. This is jgproximately
2% of the defined gothermal resources within the GCP. Theqgiential access estrictions
would be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 28,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landwithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 14% of the defined high
potential mineral areas within the GCP. Theqtential access estrictionswould be minor
relative to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP. CMAs for higlotential mineral
areas would dfectively reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 2,000 acres
mostly within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of high priority mineral and
energy locations within existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landshow-
ever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations would be designated as an
allowable use. herefore, there would be no tential access estrictionsto the high
priority m ineral and energy bcations within the GCP.
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Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
140 acres primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains ecoregion subarea, of rare
earth lement areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landwithin
the GCP. This ispgproximately 4% of the defined rare earth &ment areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the rare earth dement areas
within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
3,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 7% of the defined locatable rmeral
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
locatable mineral areas within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
700 acres of leasable neral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 5% of the defined leasable nmeral
areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to
the leasable nineral areas within the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of mneral material areasfrom existing conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 7% of the defined mneral material
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
mineral material areas within the GCP.

IV.15.3.3.5 ImpactsOutside the Plan Area
IV.15.3.3.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts oftransmissionoutside the Plan Areaon mineral resources would be the same
under all dternatives.These impacts are as described fahe No Action Aternative in Sec
tion 1V.15.3.1.5 (Impacts of Tansmission Outside the Plan Area

IV.15.3.3.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential impactsto mineral resources resulting from BLM LUPA decisions under the&
ferred Alternative for the CDCA outside the Plan Area areismarized below and pe-
sentedin Table IV.1523.
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Table IV.15-23
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA Lands Outside the Plan Area 7
Alternative 1

Mineral

Resources

within BLM Trail

LUPA Lands Existing & Management

Outside the Proposed NLCS | Proposed ACECs Corridors

Mineral Resources Plan Area (acres)* (acres)* (acres/miles)

Geothermal resources 23,000 14,000 22,000 0 0
High potential mineral areas 175,000 23,000 28,000 0 0
High prioritymineral & 2,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 19,000 2,000 4,000 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 7,000 0 1,000 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 6,000 20 2,000 0 0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules wee applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to

nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were

rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum deito rounding.n cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

*  These ésignatiors mayoverap

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately 36,000 acres
of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
outside the Plan Area. This igearly all of the defined ggothermal resources ouside the
Plan Area. The ptential access estrictions would be significant relative to the geothermal
resources outside the Plan Area. Stipations and restrictions for mineral resource
allowable uses in CMAs forepthermal resources would reduce impactsbut likely not to a

significant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 51,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landseutside the Plax Area. This is pproximately 29% of the

defined high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estric-
tionswould be moderaterelative to the high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area.
CMAs for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tions of high priority mineral and energy bcations from existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area.
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Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
6,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 32% of the defined rare earh
element areas outside the Plan Area. Thegtential access estrictionswould be moderate
relative to the rare earth dement areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for rare eartleement
areas would reduce impacts.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of locatable rmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 13% of the defined locatable
mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Thgotential access estrictionswould be minimal
relative to the locatable mneral areas outside the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Resene Design Land®utside the
Plan Area.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
2,000 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 34% of the defined mneral
material areas outside the Plan Area. There would proximately 100 acres of ACECs
closed to mneral material extraction, the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with
stipulations and restrictions. The mtential access estrictionswould be moderaterelative
to the mineral material areas outside the Plan Area.

IV.15.3.3.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination for Alternative 1

MR-1: Plan component s would reduce or improve access to and d evelopment of known
and future mineral resources. The availability of lands for renewableenergy and tans-
mission developmentmay result in restrictions of access to future nmeral resource areas.
Impacts from potential access estrictions from renewableenergy and tansmissiondevel
opment would be reduced with mplementation of MR-1a, whichrequires early coordination
between developers and mneral leaseholders. Impacts would béurther reduced with
implementation of CMAs that requireavoidanceof impactsto mineral resource areas.
Overall, impactsof the proposed developmentof renewableenergy and tansmissionon
mineral resources would be less thanignificant with implementation of CMAs

DRECP Variance Lands may result in accesstrictions to mineral resources These lands
would create especially severe impacts particularly to:

1 Geothermalresources in the Cadiz Valley and ChocolateoMintains
ecoregionsubarea;
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High potential mineral areas within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareg;

1 High priority mineral areas within the Rovidence and Bullion Mbuntains
ecoregionsubarea;

1 Leasable nneral areas within the Rovidence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion sub-
area; and

1 Mineral material areas within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea.

Areas cesignated for reserve desgn, mnservation, and potection would likely result in
reduced access to future nmeral resource areas. For high ptential mineral areas, rare
earth element areas, locatable nneral and leasable nmeral areas, the impacts would be
significant from the potential restriction of access. fecifically, there would be g@proxi-
mately 1,054,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas tiroughout the majority of eco-
region subareas that may eperiencereduced access orestrictions on future development
For rare earth ement areas, the Molycorp Muntain Passrare earth mine may experience
restrictions on future expansion. For locatable nnerals, gpproximately 236,000 acres
within the majority of ecoregionsubareas may &periencerestricted access on future
developmert. For leasable nmnerals, goproximately 49,000 acres primarily within the
Cadiz Valley and Chocolate dlintains ecoregion subarea, may experiencerestricted access
on future development CMAs would reduce impacts; bwever, impacts created by the
reserve design and @nservation components of Aternative 1 would remain sgnificant and
unmitigable because the kernatved © OAOAOOA AAOECT x1 Ol A OAOOOE
mineral resources.

IV.15.3.3.7 Gomparisonof Alternative 1 with Preferred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents aamparison of all action dternatives and the No Action Aerna-
tive across all disciplines. Thisaction summarizes the mmparison of Alternative 1 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.15.3.3.7.1 Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

A comparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for the
Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1524.
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Table IV.15-24

Alternative 1 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on
DFAs for the Plan-wide DRECP

Mineral Preferred
Resource Alternative 1 Alternative Comparison
Geothermal 45,000 23,100 Alternative 1 would result in 21,900

10,000 geothermal

6,000 geothermal

more acres of DFAs within geothermg
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. Alternative 1 would have
4,000 more acres available for geo
thermal development.

High potential 4,130 3,300 Alternative 1 would result in 830 more
mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potentraln-
eral areas than the Preferred Alternative
High priority 50 0 While proposed DFAs would overlap
mineral & energy them, the existing high prioritgnineral
locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives
Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 1 would be the same dset
element areas Preferred Alternative.
Locatable mineral 600 800 Alternative 1 would result in 200 fewe
areas acres of DFAs within locatable minerg
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 1 and Preferredlternative
areas would be thesame.
Mineral material 600 1,400 Alternative 1 would result in 80@wer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater{200 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areqvided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

A cmomparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative Reserve Design Liads
for the Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1525.
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Table IV.15-25
Alternative 1 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for the Plan-wide DRECP

Alternative 1 Preferred
Mineral Resource (acres) Alternative (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 28,300 24,100 Alternative 1 would result in 4,2000re
acres ofReserve Design Landdhin
geothermal resource areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High potential mineral 1,054,000 793,000 Alternative 1 would result in 261,000

areas more acres oReserve Design Lands
within high potential mineral areas
than the Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 13,100 12,100 While Reserve Design lands overlap

energy locations them, the existing high priority minera
and energy locations wdd be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element 44,200 44,200 Alternative 1 and Preferreélternative

areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral area| 236,000 189,000 Alternative 1 would redtiin 47,000

ACEC acres closed to 8,000 2,000 more acres ofReserve Design Lands

extraction within locatable mineral areas than thé
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral areag 48,700 7,000 Alternative 1 would result id1,700
more acres oReserve Design Lands
within leasable mineral areas thahe
Preferred Alternative.

Mineral material areas 38,300 33,100 Alternative 1 would result iB,200more

ACEC acres closed to 1,000 100 acres ofReserve Design Landghin

extraction mineral material areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowing generalrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.3.7.2 Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative for the BLM Land Use
Plan Amendment

A comparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for BLM
administered lands is smmarized in Table 1V.1526.
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Table IV.15-26

Alternative 1 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for BLM Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 1 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 8,900 4,400 Alternative 1 would result id,500more

3,000 geothermal

2,000 geothermal

acres of DFAs within geothermasource
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative would have
1,000 feweracres available for
geothermal development.

High potential 1,800 3,300 Alternative 1 would result id,500

mineral areas fewer aces of DFAs within high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority 20 0 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under kb alternatives.

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 1 would be the same as the

element areas Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 300 700 Alternative 1 would result id00fewer

areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternaéy

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 1 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 640 1,600 Alternative 1 would result iB60fewer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowing generalrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative within Reserve Design
Landsfor the BLM-administered lands is ssimmarized in Table 1V.1527.
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Table IV.15-27

Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for BLM Lands

Preferred
Alternative 1 | Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 46,020 44,000 Alternative 1 would have 2,020 more
acres ofReserve Design Landithin
geothermal areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High potential mineal 487,000 442,000 | Alternative 1 would have 45,000 more

areas acres ofReserve Design Landithin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 20,080 21,000 While Reserve Design lands overlap

energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral
and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas 28,000 28,000 Alternative 1 and Preferred Alternative
would be the same.

Locatable mineral areas 249,000 212,000 | Alternative 1 would have 37,000 more

ACEC acres closed to 8,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Landghin

extraction locatable mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 48,700 6,000 Alternative 1 would havd2,700more
acres ofReserveDesign Landwithin
leasable mineral areas than the Preferrg
Alternative.

Mineral material areas 60,000 59,000 Alternative 1 would havé,000 more

ACEC acres closed to 1,000 100 acres ofReserve Design Landghin

extraction

mineral material areas thatine Preferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values tdskD@are
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotab
may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.3.7.3 Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP forl#&rnative 1 are the same as those defined ireStion
IVV.15.3.2.1 for thePlan-wide analysis. As a result, tle comparison of Alternative 1 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described above fioe

Plan-wide DRECP.
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IV.15.3.3.7.4 Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative for the GCP

A comparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for GCP
(nonfederal) lands is simmarized in Table 1V.1528.

Table 1V.15-28

Alternative 1 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for GCP Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 1 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 33,000 17,000 Alternative 1 would result in6,000
6,000geothermal | 3,000geothermal | more acres of DFAs within geothermal

resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would have 3)00fewer acres available
for geothermal development.

High potential 2,420 1,300 Alternative 1 would result in,120more

mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High priority 30 20 While proposed DFAsowmld overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 1 would be the same as the

element areas Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 240 200 Altemative 1 would result id0 more

areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 1 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 70 100 Alternative 1 would resulini30fewer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and gnetiitan 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundinin cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the totals ar@dividualy rounded. The totals arenot a sum of the rounded subtotald)éreforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

A cmomparison between Aternative 1 and the Referred Alternative within existing and pro-
posedconservation lands or Reserve Design Land®r the GCP lads is simmarized in

Table IV.1529.
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Table 1V.15-29
Alternative 1 Compared with Preferred Alternative on Reserve Design Lands for GCP
Lands
Preferred
Alternative 1 Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 5,200 5,000 Alternativel would have200more acres
of Reserve Design Landghin geothermal
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
High potential 28,000 23,000 Alternative 1 would hav&,000more
mineral areas acres ofReserve Design Landithin high
potential mineral areashan the
Preferred Alternative.
High priority 2,000 2,000 While proposed DFAs would overlap
mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral
locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.
Rare earth 200 200 Alternative 1 would be the same as the
element area Preferred Alternative.
Locatable mineral 3,000 3,000 Alternative 1 would be the same as the
areas Preferred Alternative.
Leasable mineral 700 800 Alternative 1 would hav&00 feweracres
areas of Reserve Bsign Landwiithin leasable
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.
Mineral material 700 500 Alternative 1 would hav200more acres

areas

of Reserve Design Landgthin mineral
material areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.
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IV.15.3.4  Alternative 2
IV.15.3.4.1 Planwide Impacts of mplementng the DRECP:lt&rnative 2

IV.15.3.4.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAS under Aternative 2 are simmarized in Table 1V.1530
and presentedin Table R2.1520 (Appendix R2).

Table 1V.15-30
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type z Alternative 2

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 347,000 | 11,000| 200 7,000 4,000
High potential mineral areas 1,519,000 | 4,000 | 1,000 200 1,000
High priority mineral & energy locations | 101,000 | 1,000 | 100 0 100
Rare earth element areas 59,000 0 0 0 100
Locatable minaal areas 348,000 3,000 | 1,000 0 1,000
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 102,000 500 100 200 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,00; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals areindividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under Aternative 2 are listed below and described
in more detail in Section 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 22,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. There wauld be approxi-
mately 7,000 acres within the Plan Area gailable for geothermal resource development,
reducingimpacts toabout 2% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area.
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The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources
within the Plan Area, even vithout mitigation requiring avoidanceof mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 7,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from development of solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 0.3% of the defined high pten-
tial mineral areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal
relative to the high potential mineral areas within the Plan Area, even whout mitigation
requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 1,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAS; lowever, per the CMs for mn-
erals, these a&isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. [ferefore, there
would be no mptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would bepotential access estrictionsto approximately
100 acreswithin p roposedtransmission corridor s of rare earth dement areas from cevel
opment of transmissionfacilities, all within the Kingston and Funeral Muntains ecoregion
subarea. This is gpproximately 0.2% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the
Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the rare earth de-
ment areas within the Plan Area, even ithout mitigation requiring avoidanceof these
mineral resources.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
5,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 1% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the Plan
Area. The ptential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the locatable mneral
areas within the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
1,200 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, ggothermal, and rans-
mission facilities. This is @proximately 1% of the defined nineral material areas within
the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral
material areas within the Plan Area.
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Impacts in Study Area Lands

Future Assessment Areas (FAAS). Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands nor DFAS;

they are simply areas that are deferred for future ssessment The future asessmentwill
determine their suitability for either renewableenergy developmentor ecologicalconser-
vation. Ifthere isrenewableenergy developmenton FAA lands, 8LM LUPAwould not be
required. FAAs for each kkernative are described and shownin Table IV.22 and Figure
[1.5-1 in Volumell. The FAAs epresentareas where enewableenergy developmentor
inclusionin the reserve desig could be mplementedthrough an anendmentto the
DRECPbut additional assessmentwould be needed.

Because most of the FAAs aragsentedA O @diphateA A OAAO6  Eliernaive A
there would be no dfference between FAAs in Kernative 2 excep that renewabledevel-
opmentin an FAA would not require a BLMLUPA; tie environmental review process
would therefore be somewhat simpler than if the écation were left undesignated. Develop-
ment or Conservation Designationof the FAAs would ptentially impact the ollowing min-
eral resources:

1 High Potential Mineral Areas: Approximately 4,000 acres, pimarily within the Pro-
vidence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion subarea.

FAAs may result in accessestrictions to mineral resources from either renewableenergy
developmentor ecologicalconservation.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAA$for developmentwould result in impacts
similar to those dentified for DFAswith Plan-wide impacts.SAAs may result in access
restrictions to mineral resources from renewableenergy development No rare earth de-
ment areas would be affected byhe designationof SAAs for @velopment

DRECP Variance Lands DRECP Variance Landgpresentthe BLM Solar PEIS/ariance
Landsfor the EISEIR, based on BLM screeningriteria . Covered Ativities could be per-
mitted for NCCP prposes only through an NCCP plannaendment. However, development
of renewableenergy on variance lands would not require a BLMUPAso the environ -
mental review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the location were left undesig

nated. Developmentor Conservation Designation of the DRECP Variance Lands could result

in access estrictions to mineral resources.

Impact ReductionSrategiesand Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in onservation of some desert lands as well
as the developmentof renewableenergy generation and transmissionfacilities on other
lands. There are sveralways in which the impacts of the enewableenergy development
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covered by the Plan would be lessened. Firghe Plan ncorporates CMAs for eachlterna-
tive, including specific biological reserve design omponents and LUPA eamponents. Also,
the implementation of existing laws, orders, egulations and $andards would reduce the

impacts of poject development If significant impacts would still result after implementa-

tion of CMAs and empliance with applicable laws and regulations, then ecific mitigation
measures are recommendced in this sction.

Conservation and Management Actions

The mnservation strategy for Alternative 2 (see ®ction 11.3.1.1) defines pecific actions
that would reduce the impacts of this #ernative. The onservation strategy includesthe
definition of the reserve design and pecific CMAs for the Peferred Alternative. While the
CMAs were @velopedfor BLM lands only, this aalysisassumes that all CMAs wouldlso
apply to nonfederallands.

The following CMAs apply to all action Bernative s, ncluding Alternative 2.

Minerals CMAs for BLM Land for the Entire Plan Area

For identified mineralslands and «isting mining and energy cevelopment (locatable,
salable, solid leasable andepthermal minerals) with currently approved Plans of (pera-
tions, Notices, Mine and &lamationPlans or Plans of Bvelopment (43 CFR 3200; 3500;
3600; and 3802/09), the mineral resourcesare characterized as under the Peferred Alter -
native (Section 1V.15.3.2.1.1)CMAs under Aernative 2 for NLCS lands would be the same
as the Referred Alternative for mineral resources except for the bllowing:

M Leasable Mineral s:

o National G®nservation Lands would be unsuitable for all leasing.

o BLMwould review National Gonservation Land values and undertake ddi-
tional planning to determine if No Surface Occupancy NSQ leasing can be
permitted.

1 Locatable Mineral s:
o For purposes oflocatable mnerals, National @nservation Lands would be
OOA A O AdtrolA DA Qikitedd GTOA A OA A GndEelquirdaphn ot $ # ! h
operations for greater than casual us€43 CFR 3809.11L
o BLMwould developa priority list of s ubareas for potential withdrawal.

o Initiate segregation of one subregion annually andamnplete mineral withdrawal
review process(within 2-year time frame for each subregion).
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1 Saleable Mineral s: Saleable nmeral developmentwould be limited to BLM parcels
smaller than 2,000 acres. Mtigation and compensationmust result in a net benefit
to National ®nservation Lands.

The following CMAs apply to Aernative 2 for National Scenic and ktoric Trails:

1 Locatable Mineral s: BLMwould proposethat NSHTManagementCorridor s be
withdrawn from mineral entry. Withdrawals would be subject to valid existing
rights.

1 Leasable Mineral s: NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be unavailable for mineral
leasing

1 Saleable Mineral s: NSHT MinagementCorridor s would be unavailable for saleable
mineral development.

Laws and Regulation s

Smilar to the No Action Aternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan mplementation. Relevantregulations are pesentedin the Regulatory
Setting in Volume Ill. The equirements of relevantlaws and regulations are simmarized
above for the No Action Aernative in Section1V.15.3.1.1.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and x@sting laws and regulations, the bllowing mitiga-
tion measureis recommenced to further reduce adver® impacts.

MR-1 Coordinate to Ensure Access to Mineral Resources. Where valid mining
claims or leases exist, initiate early@ordination with claim or lease holders
to define avoidancemeasures so that access to nmeral resource facilities
would not be redricted

IV.15.3.4.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 2 are simmarized in Table 1V.1531 and presentedin Table R2.1521 (Appendix R2).
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Table IV.15-31

Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 2

Mineral Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Resource Type (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources| 347,000 20,000 10,000 100 8.5
High potential mineral | 1,519,000 653,000 429,000 16,000 723
areas
High priority mineral &| 101,000 100 32,000 2,000 33.4
energy locations
Rare earth element 59,000 24,000 28,000 400 89.0
areas
Locatble mineral 348,000 11,000 218,000 4,000 671
areas
Leasable mineral areay 84,000 0 66,000 1,000 79.6
Mineral material areas 101,000 700 70,000 400 70.0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater t{@00vere rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 30,000 acres,

primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources

from existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 9%
of the defined geothermal resources within the Plan Area. The @tential access restrictions
would be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even ithout

stipulations related to eisting claims and allowable uses.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,098,000 acresthroughout all ecoregionsubareas exceptthe Owens River Valley,
of high potential mineral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design
Lands This is gproximately 72% of the defined high mtential mineral areas within the
Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the high poten-
tial mineral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for highgpential mineral areas would
reduce impacts however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

High Prio rity M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 34,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed
Reserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations
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would be designated as an allowable use. fferefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
52,000 acres primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne
Valley and EasterrSopes ecoregion subareas, of rare earth dement areas from «isting
conservation and proposed Reserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 89% of thedefined
rare earth dement areas within the Plan AreaPotential rare earth mines affected would be
the Molycorp Mountain Passrare earth mine. The potential access estrictionswould be
significant relative to the rare earth dement areas within the Plan Area CMAs for gisting
operations would reduce impacts however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
233,000 acres of locatable nneral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is g@proximately 67% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the
Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the locatable
mineral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for localle mineral areas would reducempacts;
however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be mptential access estrictionsto approximately
67,000 acres mostly within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate dintains ecoregionsubarea,

of leasable nineral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is goproximately 80% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within the Plan Area.
There would be 2,356 acres of ACECs closed to locatablmenal extraction; the remaining
acres of ACECs would be open with stipations and restrictions. The ptential access
restrictionswould be significant relative to the leasable nmneral areas within the Plan Area.
CMAs for leasable nmeral areas wouldfurther reduce impects.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
71,000 acres of mneral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 70% of the defined mneral material areaswithin the
Plan Area. There would b@pproximately 400 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material areas
within the Plan Area. CMAs would reduce impacts.

Summary : Establishing new mnservation areas would create accessestrictions to air-

rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration within acquired
lands in Gonservation Planning Areas. Accessastrictions would reduce aailability of known
mineral resources valuable to the region, the state, and to localipportant mineral resource
recovery sites.A large percentage of nineral resources are located withinReserve Design
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Landsunder Alternative 2. Managementactions for Aternative 2 would require withdrawal
of locatable mnerals over time and make NLCEnds unsuitable for extracting leasable
minerals. Because Kernative 2 would have the largest prcentageof NLCS lands and the
NLCS nanagementof minerals would be very restrictive for locatable and leasablminerals,
the impact would be sgnificant. Availability and access to nmeral resources within NLCS
lands, as described abovewould reduce impacts.

Within conservation lands on BLMadministered lands, &ploration and access couldan-
tinue following the areaspecific managementplans, ncluding disturbance caps.Also,
unpatented mining claims would ontinue to be subjectto valid existing rights. Impactsto
mineral resources from restrictions to access due tReserve Design Landwould be
remain significant for high potential mineral areas, rare earth &ment areas,and locatable
and leasable nmeral areas.CMAs would reduce impacts; twever, impacts woul remain
significant and unmitigable for these mineral resourcesunder Alternative 2.

IV.15.3.4.2 Impacts of DRECP Land Use PlameAdmenton BLM Land:
Alternative 2

This section addresses two omponents of effects of he BLM LUPA the dreamlined devel
opment of renewableenergy and tansmissionon BLM land under LUPA, and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.15.3.4.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAs under Aternative 2 for BLM lands are ammarized below
and presentedin Table 1V.1532.

Table 1V.15-32
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within DFAs by
Technology Type on BLM LUPA Landsz Alternative 2

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by Technology
Resources in Type (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 92,000 2,000 0 3,000 700
High potential mineral areas 844000 3,000 1,000 100 900
High priority mineral & 77,000 500 100 0 30
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 40,000 0 0 0 70
Locatable mineral areas 315,000 2,000 1,000 0 500
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Table IV.15-32
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources within DFAs by
Technology Type on BLM LUPA Landsz Alternative 2

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by Technology
Resources in Type (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission
Leasable mineral areas 71,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 92,000 500 100 200 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
roundedto the nearestl0,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to tle total within the table.

In areas where DFAs eerlap with mineral resource areas, ptential renewableenergy and
transmission developmentwithin DFAs would have the 6llowing impacts:

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 6,000 acres
primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of geothermal resources
from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities on BLM LUPA lands. There
would be approximately 3,000 acres within BLM LUPA lands\aailable for geothermal
resource development, reducingimpacts of the defined gothermal resources within those
lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within BLM LUPA lands.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 5,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 0.5% of
the defined high mtential mineral areas within those lands. The wtential access estric-
tionswould be minimal relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 600 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; lowever, per the CMAs for nm-
erals, these aisting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. ferefore, there
would be no mptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within BLM LUPA lands.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
100 acres of rare earth éément areas from developmentof transmissionfacilities. This is

essentially an undetectable amount elative to the overall availability of high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within the Plan Area.
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Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
4,000 acres primarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea, of locatable
mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission facilities within BLM
LUPA lands. This isproximately 0.8% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within those
lands. The ptential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the locatable mneral
areas within BLM LUPA lands.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or ransmission facilities within
BLM LUPA lands.

Mineral Materi al Areas: There would bepotential access estrictionsto approximately
1,200 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, ggothermal, and trans-
mission facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 1% of the defined nneral
material areas within those lands.The potential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands.

Summary : CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mneral
resources from onservation and Reserve Design Landsvould apply to BLM lands. Within
some ACECSs, imeral resource uses would be closed (no access would be allowedgsRic-
tions and stipdations within other Reserve Design Landssuch as some ACECs and SRMAs,
would allow limited accessCMAs allowing nineral resource use with lestrictions and
stipulations would reduce adverse impacts to imeral resources from Plan mplementation
under Alternative 2. Existing mining claims and nineral resource-related access wouldstill

be allowed, furtherreducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.4.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 2 on BLM lands are smmarized below and gesentedin Table IV.1533.

Table IV.15-33
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in
BLM LUPA Land Designations z Alternative 2

Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources Wildlife Trail
in BLM Allocatio | Manage | Management
Mineral LUPA Lands | SRMAs NLCS ACEC n d LWCs Corridors
Resources (acres) (acres) | (acres) | (acres) (acres) (acres) | (acres/miles)
Geothermal 92,000 24,000 | 13,000 | 15,000 0 0 400 0
resources
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Table IV.15-33
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in
BLM LUPA Land Designations z Alternative 2

Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources Wildlife Trail
in BLM Allocatio | Manage | Management
Mineral LUPA Lands | SRMAs NLCS ACEC n d LWCs Corridors
Resources (acres) (acres) | (acres) | (acres) (acres) (acres) | (acres/miles)

High potential 835,000 28,000 | 447,00 | 58,000 200 14,000 | 127,000| 6
mineral areas 0
High priority 77,000 8,000 | 26,000 | 9,000 0 4,000 0 0
mineral &
energy
locations
Rare earth 40,000 20 29,000 | 7,000 0 0 100 0
element areas
Locatable 302,000 5,000 | 225,00 | 6,000 0 4,000 20,000 | O
mineral areas 0
Leasable 71,000 0 70,000 100 50 0 0 0
mineral areas
Mineral 92,000 2,000 | 74,00 | 2,000 0 1,000 9,000 0
material areas

Note: There is verlapbetween some, but not all, BLM lanésignatiors, such aswerlapof ACECs and National Scenic and
Historic Trail (NSHT) anagementorridors or lands with wWdernesscharacteristis. This gerlapmay resultin the appearance

of greater acres ofwerlapbetween mneralresources andanservationlands than actually exists.

The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest
1,000; values lesthan 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rounded to the
nearest10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areqvided, the subtotals and the

totals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotal®reforethe subtotals may not sum to the

total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 52,000 acres

of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed BLM designations. This
is gpproximately 57% of the defined gothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the geothermal resources
within thoselands.CMAs forgeothermal mineral areas could reduce impacts, but likely not
to a dgnificant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 674,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posed Reserve Design LandsThis is @proximately 81% of the defined high ptential min-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Theqgtential access estrictionswould be significant
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relative to the high potential mineral areas within thoselands. CMAs for high ptential min-
eral areas could reduce impacts, but likely not to agnificant degree

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 47,000
acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and pro-
posed Reserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting opera-
tions would be designated as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential
access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within BLM LUPA
lands; however, the access to anyxg@ansionof these high priority mineral and energy bca
tions could be severely restrictedand result in ggnificant impacts.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
36,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is g@proximately 90% of the defined rare earth é&gment areas within the
BLMLUPAIlands. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the rare
earth element areas within those lands. CMAs for &isting operations could reduce impacts,
but likely not to a dgnificant degree

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
260,000 acres of locatable nneral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 86% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within

BLM LUPA lands. There would bapproximately 2,000 acres of ACECs closed to locatable
mineral extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stipations and
restrictions. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the locatable
mineral areas within BLM LUPA landSCMAs for locatable rmeral areas may reduce these
impacts somewhat but it is still likely that the impacts to the aailability of locatable mn-
erals would be sgnificant.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
70,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 99% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within BLM
LUPA lands. The gtential access estrictions would be significant relative to the leasable
mineral areas within BLM LUPA landSCMAs for leashle mineral areas may reduce these
impacts somewhat, but it is still likely that the impacts to the aailability of leasable nin-
erals would be sgnificant.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
88,000 acresof mineral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 96% of the defined mneral material areas within BLM
LUPA lands. There would bapproximately 400 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-78 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

The potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material areas
within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for meral material resources would reduce impats.

Summary : Impacts to mneral resources on BLMadministered lands under &isting land
use plans would be the same agstussedabove in &ction1V.15.3.2.1.1. CMAs anditiga-
tion measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mineral resources from onservation and
Reserve Design Landwould alsoapply to BLM lands. These easures would reduce
adverse impacts to nmeral resources from Plan mplementation under Alternative 2.

IV.15.3.4.3 Impacts ofNatural Community GonservationPlart Alternative 2

The analysis of Covered Ativities under the NCCP is equivalent to thElan-wide analysis of
interagency dternatives. Reserve designefatures and other onservation actions under the
NCCP Hernative s representmore detailed ategoriesof the reserve design underhe
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCRHferences in reserve designédatures do
not affect nonkiological resources analyzed in this document, and the aalysis of reserve
design andconservation and managementactions under the NCCP isherefore equivalent
to the Plan-wide analysis of the interagency dternative s, as described in &tion 1V.15.34.1.

IV.15.3.4.4 Impacts of @neralConservationPlan

The impacts of the GCP forl#&rnative 2 would be smilar to those defined in &ction
IV.15.3.2.1 or the Plan-wide analysis, but they wouldapply to nonfederal lands only.
Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from DFAs under Rernative 2 on GCP
(nonfederallands only) are simmarized below and gesentedin Table 1V.1534.

Table IV.15-34
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on
GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 2

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
within GCP
Lands
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission

Geothermaresources 225000 8,000 200 3,000 15,000
High potential mineral areas 191,000 1,000 100 300 1,000
High priority mineral & 24,000 100 0 40 200
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 4,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 200 100 0 100
Leashle mineral areas 13,000 0 0 0 0
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Table IV.15-34
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on
GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 2

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
within GCP
Lands
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission
Mineral material areas 9,000 50 0 0 100

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 wended to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the totals aradividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum ttie rounded subtotals;hereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Peferred Alternative for the GCP are
listed below and described in more detail in &ction IV.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictions approximately 26,000 acres of
geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities. There
would be 3,609 acres within the GCPvailable for geothermal resource development,
reducingimpacts to 2.6% of the defined gothermal resources within the GCP. Theqgten-
tial access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within

the GCP.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 2,000 acres of high mtential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is @proximately 1% of the defined high ptential
mineral areas within the GCP. Theqgiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative
to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 300 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; towever, per the CMAs for rm-
erals, these aisting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. fferefore, there
would be no mptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would essentially be no mptential access estrictionsto
rare earth dement areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gecothermal, or transmission
facilities within the GCP.
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Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
400 acres of locatable nmeral areas fromdevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 1% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or transmission facilities within
the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
200 acres of mneral material areas fromthe developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 2% of the defined mneral material areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral material areas
within the GCP.

Under Aternative 2, mineral resources found within Reserve Design Landgxisting con-
servation and @nservation Planning Areas) on GCP lands araummarized below and pe-
sentedin Table 1V.1535.

Table 1V.15-35
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within
Reserve Design Lands on GCP Landg Alternative 2

Mineral Existing
Resources within | Conservation Conservation
GCP Lands Areas Planning Areas Percent in
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothernal resources 225000 5,000 1,000 25
High potential mineral areas 191,000 15,000 33,000 17.2
High priority mineral &

energy locations 24,000 0 2,000 8.3
Rare earth element areas 4,000 40 1,000 17.2
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 20 8,000 114
Leasablamineral areas 13,000 0 2,000 122
Mineral material areas 9,000 100 300 4.4

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater tharwHd8 rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the totals aradividualy rounded.The totals are not a sumf the rounded subtotals;hereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 6,000 acres of
geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Degjn Lands
within the GCP. This is jpproximately 3% of the defined gothermal resources within the
GCP. The @ential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within the Plan Area.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would bepotential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 48,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landwithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 17% of the defined high
potential mineral areas within the GCPThe tential access estrictionswould be moder-
aterelative to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP. CMAs for higlotential min-
eral areas would dfectively reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 2,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed
Reserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations
would be designatel as an allowable use. Rerefore, there would beno potential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 8% of the defined rare earth &ement
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
rare earth dement areas within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
8,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jpproximately 11% of the defined locatable nmeral
areas within the GCP. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
locatable mineral areas within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
2,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve

Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 12% of the defined leasable nmeral

areas within the Plan Area. The @tential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to
the leasable nneral areas within the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
400 acres of mineral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 4% of the defined mneral material
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areas within the GCP. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
mineral material areas within the GCP.

IV.15.3.4.5 ImpactsOutside the Plan Area

IV.15.3.4.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts oftransmission outside the Plan Areaon mineral resources would be the same

under all dternatives. These impacts are as described for the No Actioritérnative in Sec

tion 1V.15.3.1.5.

IV.15.3.4.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential impacts mineral resources resulting from BLM LUPA decisions undert&rnative

2 for the CDCA outside the Plan Area arermmarized below and pesentedin

Table 1V.1536.

Table IV.15-36
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA
Lands Outside the Plan Area zAlternative 2

Mineral Resources Existing & Trail

within BLM LUPA Proposed Proposed Management

Lands Outside the NLCS ACECs Corridors

Mineral Resources Plan Area (acres)* (acres)* (acres/miles)

Geothermal resources 23,000 21,000 22,000 0 0
High potentiaimineral areas 175000 64,000 48,000 21,000 0
High priority mineral & 2,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 19,000 2,000 5,000 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 7,000 5,000 5,000 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 6,000 2,000 3,000 1,000 0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to

nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values #sH@ene
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

*  Designatiors overlap

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto the majority of geothermal

resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the Plan
Area. This isnearly 100% of the defined gothermal resources outside the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the geothermal resources
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outside the Plan Area. Stipkations and restrictions for mineral resource allowable uses
included in CMAs for gothermal resources would reduce impactshowever, impacts would
remain significant overall.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately133,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 76% of the
defined high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estric-
tionswould be moderaterelative to the high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area.
CMAs for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tions of high priority mineral and energy bcations from existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
7,000 acres of rare earth é&ment areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This ismproximately 37% of the defined rare earth
element areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estrictionswould be moderate
relative to the rare earth dement areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for rare eartleenent
areas would reduce impacts.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto the majority of
locatable mineral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
outside the Plan Area. This igearly 100% of the definedlocatable mneral areas outside
the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the
locatable mineral areas outside the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no mtential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the
Plan Area.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictions of the majority of
mineral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Degn Lands
outside the Plan Area. This igearly 100% of the defined mneral material areas outside
the Plan Area. There would be 80 acres of ACECs closed tnaral material extraction; the
remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stipations and restrictions. The tential
access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material areas outside the
Plan Area.
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IV.15.3.4.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination for Alternative 2

MR-1: Plan component s would reduce or improve access to and d evelopm ent of known
and future m ineral resources. The availability of lands for renewableenergy and tans-
mission developmentmay restrict access to future nmeral resource areas. Impacts from
potential access estrictions from renewableenergy and tansmission developmentwould
be reduced with mplementation of MR-1a, whichrequires early coordination between
developers and mneral leaseholders. Impacts would béurther reduced with implementa-
tion of CMAs that require avoiding impacts to mmeral resource areasOverall, impactsof
the proposed developmentof renewableenergy and tansmissionon mineral resources
would be less than gynificant with i mplementation of CMAs.

Future AssessmentAreas may result in accessastrictions to mneral resources, g@rticu-
larly high potential mineral areas within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea
and the Providence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion subarea (4,000 acres).

Areas esignated for reserve design, onservation, and potection would likely reduce
access to fture mineral resource areas. For high gtential mineral areas, rare earth &-
ment areas, locatable rmeral, leasable nmeral areas, and nmeral material areas, the
impacts would be sgnificant from the potential restriction of access. gecifically, there
would be goproximately 1,098,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas hiroughout the
majority of ecoregionsubareas that may eperiencereduced accessnd restrict future
development For rare earth dement areas, the Molycorp Muntain Passrare earth mine
may experiencerestrictions on future expansion, and goproximately 52,000 acres may be
impacted primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne Valley
and Eastern Slopes@region subareas. For locatable nmerals, gproximately 233,000
acres within the majority of ecoregion subareas may eperiencerestricted access on future
development For leasable nmerals, gproximately 67,000 acres may eperiencerestricted
access on future dvelopment Formineral materials, goproximately 71,000 acres may
experiencerestricted accesdo future development For these nneral resources, impacts
would be ggnificant. CMAs would reduce impacts;dwever, impactscreated by the reserve
design and onservation components of Aternative 2 would remain significant and unmiti -
gablebecause the lHernatved O OAOAOOA AAOECT x1T OIA GMAOOOEAOD
eral resources

IV.15.3.4.7 Gomparisonof Alternative 2 With Referred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents aamparison of all action dternativ es and the No Action Aerna-
tive across all disciplines. This action summarizes the @mparison of Alternative 2 with
the Preferred Alternative.
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IV.15.3.4.7.1 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for the
Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1537.

Table 1V.15-37

Alternative 2 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on
DFAs for the Plan-wide DRECP

Preferred
Mineral Resource Alternative 2 Alternative Comparison
Geothermal 22,200 23,100 Alternative 2 would result in 90@wer
7,000 6,000 geothermal acres of DFAs withigreothermal
geothermal resource areas than the Preferred

Alternative. Alternative 2 would have
1,000 more acres available for
geothermal development.

High potential 6,200 3,300 Alternative 2 would result in 2,9080re

mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High priority mineral 1,200 0 While proposed DFAsould overlap

& energy locations them, the existing high prioritgnineral
and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives

Rare earth element 100 0 Alternative 2 would result in 100 more

areas acres of DFAs within rare eadlement
areas than the Rferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 5,000 800 Alternative 2 would result in 4,20@0re

areas acres of DFAs within locatable minerg
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 2 and Preferreélternative

areas would be the ame.

Mineral material 1,200 1,400 Alternative 2 would result in 20@wer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater1t@00 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative Reserve Design Liads
for the Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1538.
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Table IV.15-38
Alternative 2 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for the Plan-wide DRECP

Preferred
Alternative 2 Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 30,100 24,100 Alternative 2 would result in 4,000 more
acres ofReserve Design Landithin
geothermal resource areas than the
Preferred Alternative.
High potential mineral 1,098,000 793,000 Alternative 2 would result in 305,0@00re
areas acres ofReserve Design Landithin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.
High priority mineral & 34,100 12,100 While proposed DFAs would overlap
energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral

and energy locations wodlbe an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas 52,400 44,200 Alternative 2 would result in 8,200 more
acres ofReserve Design Landghin rare
earth element areas than the Preferred

Alternative.
Locatable mineral areas 233,000 189,000 Alternative 2 would result in 44,000 more
ACEC acslosed to 2,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Landghin
extraction locatable mineral areas than the Preferre
Alternative.
Leasable mineral areas 67,000 7,000 Alternative 2 would result in 6000more

acres ofReserve Design Landghin
leasable mineral areas than tiReeferred

Alternative.
Mineral material areas 71,100 33,100 Alternative 2 would result i688,000more
ACEC acres closed to 425 100 acres ofReserve Design Landithin
extraction mineral material areas than thereferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded nednest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded sotalls; hereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.4.7.2 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM Land Use
Plan Amendment

A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for BLM-
administered lands is smmarized in Table 1V.1539.
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Table IV.15-39

Alternative 2 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for BLM Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 2 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 5,700 4,400 Alternative 2 would result in,300more
3,000geothermal | 2,000 geothermal| acres of DFAs within geothermal

resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would havel,000fewer acres available
for geothermal development.

High potental 5,000 3,300 Alternative 2 would result id,700more

mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High priority 630 0 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing hily priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 70 0 Alternative 2 would result i@0 more

element areas acres of DFAs rare earth element area
than the Preferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 3,500 700 Alternative 2 would result i2,800more

areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 1,200 1,600 Alternative 2 would result id00fewer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; valuesds than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Vol.IVof VI

IV.15-88

August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative within Reserve Design
Landsfor the BLM-administered lands is smmarized in Table IV.1540.

Table IV.15-40

Alternative 2 Compared with Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for BLM Lands

Preferred
Alternative 2 Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 52,400 44,000 Alternative 2 walld have8,400more
acres ofReserve Design Lanagsthin
geothermal areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High potential mineral 674,200 442,000 Alternative 2 would hav@32,200more

areas acres ofReserve Design Landghin
high potential mineral areathan the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 47,000 21,000 While proposed DFAs would overlap

energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral
and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element 36,120 28,000 Alternative 2 would hav&,120more

areas acres ofReserve Design Landithin rare
earth element areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Locatable mineral areas 260,000 212,000 Alternative 2 would hae 48,000more

ACEC acres closed to 2,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Langithin

extraction locatable mineral areas than tii&referred
Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 70,150 6,000 Alternative 2 would havé4,150more
acres ofReserve Design Langithin
leasable mineral areas than tReefared
Alternative.

Mineral material areas 88,000 59,000 Alternative 2 would hav29,000more

ACEC acres closed to 400 100 acres ofReserve Design Land#hin

extraction mineral material areas than tHereferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundindn cases where subtotals areguided the

subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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IV.15.3.4.7.3 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP forli#&grnative 2 are the same as those defined ireStion 1V.15.3.2.1
for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the amparison of Alternative 2 with the Preferred
Alternativ e for the NCCP is the same as described above fioe Plan-wide DRECP.

IV.15.3.4.7.4 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for GCP
(nonfederal) lands is simmarized in Table 1V.1541.

Table IV.15-41

Alternative 2 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for GCP Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 2 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 26,200 17,000 Alternative 2 would result i8,200more

3,000geothermal

3,000 geothemal

acres of DFAs within geothermal
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would havethe sameacres available for|
geothermal development.

High potential 2,400 1,300 Alternative 2 would result in,100more

mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High priority 340 20 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative

element areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral 400 200 Alternative 2 would result i200more

areas acres of DFAs within locatablemaral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 150 100 Alternative 2 would result iBO more

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the feferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 10@:0# less
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
maynot sum to the total within the table.
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A comparison between Aternative 2 and the Referred Alternative within existing and pro-
posedconservation lands or Reserve Design Landfr the GCP lands istanmarized in

Table IV.1542.

Table 1V.15-42

Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for GCP Lands

Mineral Resource

Alternative 2
(acres)

Preferred
Alternative
(acres)

Comparison

Geothermal

6,000

5,000

Alternative 2 would havé,000 more
acresof Reserve Design Landghin
geothermalareas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High potential mineral
areas

48,000

23,000

Alternative 2 would hav@5,000more
acres ofReserve Design Lanaghin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral &
energy locations

2,000

2,000

While proposed DFAs would overlap
them, the existing high priority mineral
and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas

1,040

200

Alternative 2 would have 960 more acreg
of Resere Design Landsithin rare earth
element areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Locatable mineral areas

8,020

3,000

Alternative 2 would havé,020more
acres ofReserve Design Landdthin
locatable mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable nmeral areas

2,000

800

Alternative 2 would havé,200more
acres ofReserve Design Landghin
leasable mineral areas than the Preferré
Alternative.

Mineral material areas

400

500

Alternative 2 would hav&00fewer acres
of Reserve Design Landghin mineral
material areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded toahesh&00; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the totals aradividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtstahereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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IV.15.3.5 Alternative 3
IV.15.3.5.1 Planwide Impacts of mplementng the DRECP:lt&rnative 3

IV.15.3.5.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility development within DFAs under Aternative 3 are simmarized in Table 1V.1543
and presentedin Table R2.1527 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-43
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type z Alternative 3

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resource (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 347,00 26,000 | 100 10,000 4,000
High potential mineral areas 1,519000 | 4,000 | 100 300 1,000
High priority mineral & energy locations | 101000 2,000 0 0 100
Rare earth element areas 59,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 348000 1,000 30 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 101000 1,000 20 300 400

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to callated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areqvided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under Aternative 3 are listed below and described
in more detail in Section 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 40,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities, pri-
marily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea. There would beapproxi-
mately 10,000 acres within the Plan Area gailable for geothermal resource development,
reducingimpacts to 12% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area. Ta
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potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within
the Plan Area, even whout mitigation requiring avoidance of mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 5,400 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 0.4% of the defined high pten-
tial mineral areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictionswould be minimal
relative to the high potential mineral areas within the Plan Area, even whout mitigation
requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 2,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAS; lowever, per the CMAs for nm-
erals, these a&isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. [ferefore, there
would be no mptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the Plan Area.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 0.3% of the defined locatable rmeral areas within the Plan
Area. The ptential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the locatable mneral
areas within the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no mtential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from developmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmission facilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
2,000 acres of mneral material areas from developmentof solar, ggothermal, and rans-
mission facilities. This is @proximately 2% of the defined nmineral material areas within
the Plan Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral
material areas within the Plan Area.

Impacts in Study Area Lands

Future Assessment Areas (FAAS). Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands noDFAs;
they are simply areas that are deferred for future ssessment The future asessmentwill
determine their suitability for either renewableenergy developmentor ecologicalconser-
vation. Ifthere is renewableenergy developmenton FAA lands, 8LM LUPA would not be
required. FAAs for each kernative are describedin Table IV.:2 and Figure 11.61 in
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Volumell. The FAAs epresentareas where enewableenergy developmentor inclusionin
the reserve design could bemplementedthrough an anendmentto the DRECFbut addi-
tional assessmentwould be needed.

Because most FAAs arerpsentedA O  @diphafeA A OAA OO ElfernabveA thekeA OET T A
would be no dfference between the FAAs in Rernative 2 except that enewabledevelop-

mentin an FAA would not equire a BLMLUPA;so the eavironmental review process

would be somewhat simpler than if the dcation were left undesignated. Developmentor

Conservation Designation of the FAAs would ptentially impact approximately 100 acres of

high potential mineral areas within the Pinto Lucerne Valley and Eastern Slopes

ecoregionsubarea.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs aoaservation may impact mineral
resources. Impacts would be the same as those explained for tRéan-wide reserve design
inthe section®) | PAAOO 1T £ OEA 2A0A00A $AOECIT 86

DRECP Variance Lands DRECP Variance Landepresentthe BLM Solar PEIS/ariance
Landsfor the EIR/EISbased on BLM screeningriteria . Covered Ativities could be per-
mitted for NCCP prposes only through an NCCP plannaendment. However, development
of renewableenergy on variance lands would not require a BLMUPA so the eaviron -
mental review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the dcation were left undesig-
nated. Developmentor Conservation Designation of DRECP &riance Lands could result in
access estrictions to mineral resources.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in ©nservation of some desert lands as well
as the developmentof renewableenergy generation and transmissionfacilities on other
lands. There are sveralways in which the impacts of the enewableenergy development
covered by the Plan would be lessened. First, the Plarcorporates CMAs for eachlgerna-
tive, including specific biological reserve design @mponents and LUPA eamponents. Also,
the implementation of existing laws, orders, egulations and sandards would reduce the
impacts of poject development If 9gnificant impacts would still result after implementa-
tion of CMAs and empliancewith applicable laws and regulations, then ecific mitigation
measures are recommendced in this sction.

Conservation and Management Actions

The monservation strategy for Alternative 3 (seeSection 11.3.1.1) defines pecific actions
that would reduce the impads of this dternative. The onservation strategy includesthe
definition of the reserve design and pecific CMAs for the Peferred Alternative. While the
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CMAs were @velopedfor BLM lands only, this aalysisassumes that all CMAs wouldlso
apply to nonfederal lands.

The following CMAs apply to all action kernative s, ncluding Alternative 3:

Minerals CMAs for BLM Land for the Entire Plan Area

For identified minerals lands and &isting mining and energy evelopment (locatable,
salable,and solid leasableand geothermal minerals) with currently approved Plans of
Operations, Notices, Mine and &lamationPlans or Plans of Bvelopment (43 CFR 3200;
3500; 3600; and 3802/09), the mineral resources have beenlescribedas under the Pe-
ferred Alternative (Section1Vv.15.3.2.1.1).

CMAs under Aternative 2 for NLCS lands would be the same as thesferred Alternative
for mineral resources except for thedllowing:
i Leasable Mineral s:
o National G@nservation Lands would be unsuitable for all leasing.

o BLMwould review National Gonservation Land values and undertake dditional
planning to determine if NSO leasing can begomitted .

1 Locatable Mineral s:
o BLMwould developa priority list of s ubareas for potential withdrawal.

o Initiate segregation of one subregion annually andamplete mineral withdrawal
review process(within 2-year timeframe for each subregion).

1 Saleable Mineral s: Developmentwould be limited to BLM parcelsless than2,000
acres. Mtigation andcompensationOi 6006 OAOOI O ET 1T AO AAT A EE
Conservation Lands

The following CMAs apply to Aernative 3 for National Scenic and ktoric Trails:

1 Locatable Mineral s: BLMwould propose NSHT ManagementCorridor s for
withdrawal from mineral entry. Withdrawals would be subject to valid
existing rights.

1 Leasable Mineral s: NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be unsuitable for all leasing

Saleable Mineral s: Developmentin NSHT ManagementCorridor s would be Imited
to local public works projects. Mtigation and compensationmust result in anet
benefit to NSHT
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Laws and Regulation s

Smilar to the No Action Aternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan mplementation. Relevantregulations are pesentedin the Regulatory
Setting in Volume lll. The equirements of relevantlaws and regulations are simmarized
above for the No Action Aernative in Section1V.15.3.1.1.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and xsting laws and regulations, the bllowing mitiga-
tion measureis recommenced to further reduce adverse impacts.

MR-1

Coordinate to Ensure Access to Mineral Resources. Where valid mining

claims or leases exist, initiate early@ordination with claim or lease holders
to define avoidancemeasures thatwould not restrict accessto mineral
resource fcilities.

IV.15.3.5.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 3 are siammarized in Table IV.1544 and pesentedin Table R2.1528 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-44
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources W ithin Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 3
Mineral Existing BLM LUPA Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Resource Type (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources| 347,00 20,000 10,000 100 8.6
High potential mineral | 1,519000 653000 424,000 12,000 71.7
areas
High priority mineral & 101000 100 12,000 2,000 14.2
energy locations
Rare earth element 59,000 24,000 20,000 200 75.9
areas
Locatable mineral 348,000 11,000 225,000 3,000 68.9
areas
Leasable mineral areay 84,000 0 48,000 1,000 57.6
Mineral material areas| 101000 1,000 38,000 400 38.7

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to

nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were

rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may notsum due to roundingin cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and theotals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 30,000 acres

of geothermal resources from existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is goproximately 9% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area. The

potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within
the PlanArea, even vithout stipulations related to isting claims and allowable uses.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,089,000acres of high mtential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landghroughout the majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is
approximately 72% of the defined high mtential mineral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the high potential mineral
areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for highgtential mineral areas would reduce impacts
however, impacts would remain sgnificant overall.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 14,000
acres of high priority mineral and energy locations within existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting opera-
tions would be cesignated as an allowable use. Rerefore, there would be no ptential
access estrictionsto the high priority m ineral and energy bcations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
44,000 acres of rare earth é&ément areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne
Valley ecoregionsubareas. This is gproximately 76% of the defined rare earth é&ement
areas within the Plan Area. The @ential access estrictionswould be significant relative to
the rare earth dement areas within the Plan Area. CMAs forxésting operations would
reduce impacts however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
239,000 acres of locatdle mineral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landghroughout the majority of ecoregion subareas. This is gproximately 70% of
the defined locatable nineral areas within the Plan Area. There would be 900 acres of
ACECs closetb locatable nmineral extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open
with stipulations and restrictions. The mtential access estrictionswould be significant rel-
ative to the locatable mneral areas within the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
49,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate duntains and Rovidence
and Bullion Mountains ecoregion subareas. This is gproximately 58% of the defined
leasable mneral areas within the Plan Area. The gtential access estrictionswould be sig-
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nificant relative to the leasable nmeral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for leasableim
eral areaswould reduce impacts.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
39,000 acres of mneral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 39% of the defined mneral material areas within the
Plan Area. There would b@pproximately 700 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictions would be moderate relative to the mineral material areas
within the Plan Area.

Summary : Establishing new conservation areas would create accessestrictions to air-
rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration within acquired
lands in @nservation Planning Areas. Accesseastrictions would reduce aailability of
known mineral resources valuable to the region, the state, and to localljportant mineral
resource recovery sitesManagementactions for Aternative 3 would require withdrawal of
locatable minerals over time and make NLCS unsuitable fextracting leasableminerals.
Because Aernative 3 would have the largest grcentage of NLCS land$&ILCS nanagement
would be very restrictive for locatable and leasable imerals.

However, within conservation lands on BLMadministered lands, &ploration and access
could continue following the areaspecific managementplans, ncluding disturbance caps.
Also, unpatented mining claims would ontinue to be aubject to valid existing rights.
Impacts to mneral resources fromrestrictions to access due to acquisition ofddservation
Planning Area lands would be gynificant. CMAs would reduce impacts;dwever, impacts
would remain significant and unmitigable under Alternative 3.

IV.15.3.5.2 Impacts of DRECP Land UAan Anendmenton BLM Land:
Alternative 3

This section addresses two omponents of effects of he BLM LUPA the dreamlined devel-
opment of renewableenergy and tansmissionon BLM land under the LUPA, and the
impacts of the amended land use plans themsads.

IV.15.3.5.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAs under Aternative 3 for BLM lands are ammarized below
and presentedin Table 1V.1545.
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Table IV.15-45
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
within DFAs by Technology Type on BLM LUPA Lands z Alternative 3

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology
Resources in Type (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 92,000 6,000 0 4,000 1,000
High potential mineral areas 835,00 2,000 20 200 1,000
High priority mineral &
energy locations 77,000 1,000 0 0 20
Rare earth element areas 40,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 302,000 500 20 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 71,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 92,000 1,000 20 300 300

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 wereeabtmd
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundinin cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals ad the tatals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

In areas where DFAs eerlap with mineral resource areas, ptential renewableenergy and
transmission developmentwithin DFAs would have the 6llowing impacts:

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 11,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar and ransmissionfacilities on BLM
LUPA lands. Theravould be approximately 4,000 acres within BLM LUPA lands\ailable for
geothermal resourcedevelopment, reducingimpacts to 8% of the defined gothermal
resources within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the geothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 3,000 acres ofhigh potential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, andtransmissionfacilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isgproximately 0.4% of
the defined high mtential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access
restrictionswould be minimal relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM
LUPA lands

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 1,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; fowever, per the CMAs for rm-
erals, these a&isting operations would be designated as an allowable use. fAerefore, there
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would be no potential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within BLM LUPA lands.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmission facilities
within BLM LUPA lands.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
600 acres oflocatable mneral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 0.2% of the defined locatable nm-
eral areas within BLMLUPA lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the locatablemineral areas within BLM LUPA lands

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estriction sto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or ransmission facilities within
BLM LUPA lands.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
2,000 acres of nmineral material areasfrom developmentof solar, geothermal, and rans-
mission facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isgproximately 2% of the defined nineral
material areas within thoselands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands.

Summary : Impacts to mneral resources on BLMadministered lands under &isting land
use plans would be the same asstussedabove in ®ction1V.15.3.2.1.1. Migation mea
sures also outlined in &ction 1V.15.3.2.1.1 wouldoe implemented for any adverse impacts
to mineral resources from Plan inplementation under Alternative 3.

CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mineral resources from
conservation and Reserve Design Landg/ould apply to BLM lands Within some ACECs,
mineral resource uses would be closed (no access would be allowedgdRictions and
stipulations within other Reserve Design Landssuch as some ACECs and SRMAs, would
allow limited accessCMAs allowing nineral resource use with lestrictions and stipdations
would reduce adverse impacts to nmeral resources from Plan mplementation under Alter -
native 3. Existing mining claims and mneral resource-related access would ontinue to be
allowed, further reducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.5.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 3 on BLM lands are smmarized below and in Table IV.1546.
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Table IV.15-46
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in BLM LUPA Land Designation 7
Alternative 3

Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources Wildlife Trail
in BLM Allocatio | Manage | Management
Mineral LUPALands | SRMAs| NLCS ACEC n dLWCs Corrdors

Resources (acres) (acres) | (acres) | (acres) | (acres) | (acres) | (acres/miles)
Geothermal 92,000 24,000 | 26,000 | 13,000 0 0 400 0
resources
High potential 835,00 38,000 | 258000 | 221000 0 16,000 | 127,000| 5.9
mineral areas
High priority 77,000 7,000 1,000 12,000 0 4,000 0 0
mineral &
energy
locations
Rare earth 40,000 20 8,000 20,000 0 0 100 0
element areas
Locatable 302,000 | 16,000 | 191000 | 45,000 0 4,000 20,000 | O
mineral areas
Leasable 71,000 0 5,000 44,000 0 0 0 0
mineral areas
Mineral 92,000 20,000 | 30,000 | 12,00 0 1,000 9,000 0
material areas

Note: There is werlapbetween some, but not all, BLM lanésignatiors, such aswerlapof ACECs and National Scenic and
Historic Trail (NSHT) anagementorridors or lands with wWdernesscharacteristis. This gerlapmay result in the appearance

of greater acres ofwerap between nineralresources andanservationlands than actually exists.

The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest
1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 wereded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rounded to the
nearest10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the subtotals and the

totals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of theunded subtotals;Hereforethe subtotals may not sum to the
total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 59,000 acres
of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed BLM designations. Ths
is approximately 64% of the defined gothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the geothermal resources
within thoselands.CMAs for gothermal mineral areas could reduce impacts, buikely not
to a dgnificant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 660,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from «isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 79% of the defined high mtential min-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Theqgtential access estrictionswould be significant

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-101 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

relative to the high potential mineral areas within thoselands.CMAs for high ptential min-
eral areas could reduce impactdyut likely not to a dgnificant degree

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 24,000
acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landshowever, per the CMs for minerals, these &isting opera-
tions would be designated as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential
access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within BLM LUPA
lands; however, the access to anyxg@ansionof these high priority mineral and energy bca
tions could be severely restrictecand result in moderate impacts overall.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
28,000acres of rare earth &gment areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is g@proximately 70% of the defined rare earth é&&ment areas within the
BLMLUPAIlands. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the rare
earth element areas within those lands. CMAs for &isting operations could reduce impacts,
but likely not to a dgnificant degree

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
276,000 acres of locatable nneral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 91% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within

BLM LUPA lands. There would bapproximately 9,000 acres of ACECs closed to locatable
mineral extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open thistipulations and
restrictions. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the locatable
mineral areas within BLM LUPA landSCMAs for locatable rmeral areas may reduce these
impacts somewhat, but it is still likely that the impats to the availability of locatable mn-
erals would be noderate to significant.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
49,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 69% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within BLM
LUPA lands. The gtential access estrictions would be significant relative to the leasable
mineral areas within those lands. CMAs for leasable mnmeral areas may reducdhese
impacts somewhat, but it is still likely that the impacts to the aailability of leasable nin-
erals would be sgnificant.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
72,000 acres of mneral material areas fram existing conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 78% of the defined mneral material areas within BLM
LUPA lands. There would bapproximately 1,000 acres of ACECs closed toineral mate-
rial extraction; the remaining acresof ACECs would be open with stigations and restric-
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tions. The wtential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material
areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs forineral material resources would reduce impacts
but it is still likel y that the impacts to the aailability of mineral material areas would

be ggnificant.

Summary : CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mneral
resources from onservation and Reserve Design Landaould apply to BLM lands. Within
some ACECs, meral resource uses would be closed (no access would be allowedgsRic-
tions and stipdations within other Reserve Design Landssuch as some ACECs and SRMAs,
would allow limited accessCMAs allowing nineral resource use with lestrictions and
stipulations would reduce adverse impacts to imeral resources from Plan mplementation
under Alternative 3. Existing mining claims and mneral resource related access wouldtill

be allowed, further reducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.5.3 Impacts ofNatural Community GonservationPlarnt Alternative 3

The analysis of Covered Ativities under the NCCP is equivalent to thEelan-wide analysis of
interagency dternatives. Reserve desigrefatures and other onservation actions under the
NCCP Hernative s representmore detailed categoriesof the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCHifterences in reserve designéatures do
not affect nonkiological resources analyzed in this document, and the aalysis of reserve
design andconservation and managementactions under the NCCP isherefore equivalent
to the Plan-wide analysis of the interagency dternative s, as described in &tion1V.15.3.5.1.

IV.15.3.5.4 Impacts of @neralConservationPlan: Aternative 3

The impacts of the GCP forl#&rnative 3 would be smilar to those defined in &ction
IV.15.3.2.1 for thePlan-wide analysis, but they would occuronly on nonfederal lands.
Potential impacts to gazing allotments resulting from DFAs under Kernative 3 onthe GCP
(nonfederal lands only) aresummarized below and pesentedin Table 1V.1547.

Table IV.15-47
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts
on GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 3

Mineral Resources Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
within GCP Lands Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 225000 18,000 100 5,000 3,000
High potential mineral areas 191,000 2,000 100 100 300
High priority mineral &
energy locations 24,000 400 0 0 30

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-103 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

Table IV.15-47
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts
on GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 3

Mineral Resources Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
within GCP Lands Technology Type (acres)

Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission
Rare earth element areas 4,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 200 0 0 50
Leasable mineral areas 13,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 9,000 100 0 0 40

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not suntdue to roundingln cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and theotals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Peferred Alternative for the GCP are
listed below anddescribed in more detail in &ction 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 26,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities.
There would beapproximately 5,000 acres within the GCP wailable for geothermal
resource cevelopment, reducingimpacts to approximately 9% of the defined gothermal
resources within the GCP. Theqgtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to
the geothermal resources within the GCP

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 3,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 2% of the defined hgh potential
mineral areas within the GCP. Theqgtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative
to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 430 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; fowever, per the CMAs for rm-
erals, these aisting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. ferefore, there
would be no mptential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the GCP.
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Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
300 acres of locatable rmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 0.9% of the defined locatable rmeral areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or transmission facilities within
the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
140 acres of mneral material areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 1.5% of the defined mneral material areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral material areas
within the GCP.

Under Aternative 3, mineral resources found within Reserve Design Landgxisting con-
servation and @nservation Planning Areas) on GCP landare summarized below and pe-
sentedin Table 1V.1548.

Table IV.15-48
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
within Reserve Design Lands on GCP Landsz Alternative 3

Mineral Existing Conservation
Resources within Conservation Planning Areas Percent in
Mineral Resources GCP Lands (acres) Areas (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources 225000 5,000 100 2.3
High potential mineral areas 191,000 15,000 12,000 14.5
High priority mineral &

energy locations 24,000 0 2,000 8.7
Rare earth element areas 4,000 40 100 4.3
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 20 3,000 7.2
Leasable mineral areas 13,000 0 1,000 5.1
Mineral material areas 9,000 100 400 7.8

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,0@reugmded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately 5,000 acres of
geothermal resources from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
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within the GCR all within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea. This is gproxi-
mately 2% of the defined gothermal resources within the GCP. Theqgiential access
redriction swould be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 27,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landwithin the GCPthroughout the majority of ecoregion subareas.
This is gpproximately 15% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the GCP. The
potential access estrictionswould be moderate relative to the high potential mineral areas
within the GCP. CMAs for highgiential mineral areas would dfectively reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 2,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed
Reserve Design Landsowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting operations
would be designatel as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
140 acres of rare earth éément areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCR primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mountains eco-
region subarea. This is gproximately 9% of the defined rare earth é&ment areas within
the GCP. Theqtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the rare earth de-
ment areas within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
3,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCPthroughout the majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is
approximately 7% of the defned locatable mneral areas within the GCP. Thegtential
access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of leaable mineral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCR primarily within the Providence and Bullion Mbuntains eco-
region subarea. This is gproximately 5% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within the
Plan Area. he potential access estrictions would be minimal relative to the leasable nn-
eral areas within the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
500 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jgproximately 8% of the defined mneral material
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areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
mineral material areas within the GCP.

IV.15.3.5.5 ImpactsOuside the Plan Area
IV.15.3.5.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts oftransmission outside the Plan Areaon mineral resources would be the same
under all dternatives. These impacts are as described for the No Actioritérnative in Sec
tion IV.15.3.1.5.

IV.15.3.5.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential impacts mineral resources resulting from BLM LUPA decisions undert&rnative
3 for the CDCA outside the Plan Area arermmarized below and pesentedin
Table IV.1549.

Table 1V.15-49
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
in BLM LUPA LandsOutside the Plan Area z Alternative 3

Mineral
Resources within Trail
BLM LUPA Lands Proposed Existing & Management
Outside the NLCS Proposed ACECs Corridors
Mineral Resources Plan Area (acres)* (acres)* (acres/miles

Geothermal resources 23,000 15,000 22,000 0 0
High potential mineral areas 175,000 32,000 48,000 500 0
High priority mineral & 2,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 19,000 2,000 5,000 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 7,000 100 5,000 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 6,000 200 3,000 100 0

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals ae individualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

*  These ésignatiors may @erlap

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto the majority of geothermal

resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the Plan
Area. This isnearly all of the defined geothermal resources outside the Plan Area. The
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potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the geothermal resources
outside the Plan Area. Stiplations and restrictions for mineral resource allowable usesn
CMAs for gothermal resources would reduce impactsbut likely not to a sgnificant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 118,000 acres of high mtential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 67% of the
defined high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Ara. The ptential access estric-
tionswould be significant relative to the high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area.
CMAs for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impactsbut likely not to a

significant degree

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tions of high priority mineral and energy bcations from existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estriction sto approximately
7,000 acres of rare earth é&ment areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 37% of the defined rare earth
element areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estrictionswould be moderate
relative to the rare earth dement areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for rare eartleenent
areas would reduce impacts.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
5,000 acresof locatable mneral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 69% of the defined locatable
mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Theopential access estrictionswould be significant
relative to the locatable nineral areas outside the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the
Plan Area.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
3,000 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 55% of the defined mneral
material areas outside the Plan Area. There would bepproximately 100 acres of ACECs
closed to mneral material extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with
stipulations and restrictions. The wtential access estrictionswould be significant relative
to the mineral material areas outside the Plan Area.
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IV.15.3.5.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination for Alternative 3

MR-1: Plan component s would reduce or improve access to and d evelopment of known
and future m ineral resources. The availability of lands fa renewableenergy and tans-
mission developmentmay restrict access to future nmeral resource areas. Impacts from
potential access estrictions from renewableenergy and tansmission developmentwould
be reduced with mplementation of MR-1a, whichrequir esearly coordination between
developers and mneral leaseholders. Impacts would béurther reduced with implementa-
tion of CMAs that require avoiding impacts to mmeral resource areas. @erall, impactsof
the proposed developmentof renewableenergy and tansmissionon mineral resources
would be less than gynificant with i mplementation of CMAs.

Areas cesignated for reserve design, onservation, and pgotection would likely result in
reduced access to future nmeral resource areas. For high gtential mineral areas, rare
earth element areas, locatable nneral and leasable nmeral areas, the impacts would be
significant from the potential restriction of access. fecifically, there would be g@proxi-
mately 1,089,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas tiroughout the majority of eco-
region subareas that may eperiencereduced acces®r restrictions. For rare earth dement
areas, the Molycorp Muntain Passrare earth mine may experiencerestrictions on future
expansion, and goproximately 44,000 acres may be impaed primarily within the Kingston
and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne Valley and Eastern Slopesagegion subareas.
For locatable minerals, gproximately 239,000 acres within the majority of eoregion sub-
areas may eperiencerestricted access on futue development For leasable rnnerals,
approximately 49,000 acres may eperiencerestricted access on future évelopment For
these mineral resources, impacts would beignificant. CMAs would reduce impacts;dw-
ever, impactscreated by the reserve designrd conservation components of Aternative 3
would remain significant and would remain significant and unmitigable.

IVV.15.3.5.7 Gomparisonof Alternative 3 With Referred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents aamparison of all action dternatives and the N@Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This ection summarizes the @mparison of Alternative 3 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.15.3.5.7.1 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Rreferred Alternative within DFAs for the
Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1550.
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Table IV.15-50
Alternative 3 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for the  Plan-wide
DRECP
Mineral Preferred
Resource Alternative 3 Alternative Comparison
Geothermal 31,100 23,100 Alternative 3 would result i8,000

10,000geothermal

6,000 geothermal

more acres of DFAs within geothermg
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. Alternative 3 would have
4,000more acres available for
geothermal deviopment.

High potential 5,400 3,300 Alternative 3 would result i2,100

mineral areas more acres of DFAs within high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority 2,100 0 While proposed DFAs would ovegla

mineral & energy them, the existing high priorisnineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 3 and Preferreélternative

element areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral 1,130 800 Alternative 3 wold result in330more

areas acres of DFAs within locatable minerg
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 3 and Preferredlternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 1,720 1,400 Alternative 3 would result iB20more

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater flhwere rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not aum of the rounded subtotalshereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Referred Alternative Reserve Design Lands
for the Plan-wide DRECP iswnmarized in Table 1V.1551.
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Table IV.15-51
Alternative 3 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for the Plan-wide DRECP

Preferred
Alternative 3 Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 30,100 24,100 Alternative 3 would result i6,000more
acresof Reserve Design Langithin
geothermal resource areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High potential mineral 1,089,000 793,000 Alternative 3 would result i296,000

areas more acres oReserve Design Lands
within high potential mineral areas than
the Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 14,100 12,100 While proposed DFAs would overlap

energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral
and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas 44200 44,200 Alternative 3 and Preferredlternative
would be the same.

Locatable mineral areas 239,000 189,000 Alternative 3 would result i50,000 more

ACEC acres closed to 9,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Landithin

extraction locatable mineral aremthan the
Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 49,000 7,000 Alternative 3 would resui#2,000more
acres ofReserve Design Landghin
leasable mineral areas than the Preferr¢
Alternative.

Mineral material areas 39,400 33,100 Alternative 3 would result i8,300 more

ACEC acres closed to 700 100 acres ofReserve Design Landghin

extraction mineral material areas than the Preferrg
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater1t@00 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.5.7.2 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM Land Use
Plan Amendment

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for BLM
administered lands is ssmmarized in Table IV.1552.
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Table IV.15-52

Alternative 3 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for BLM Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 3 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 11,000 4,400 Alternative 3 would result i6,600more

4,000geothermal

2,000 geothermal

acres of DFAs within geothernmakource
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
The Peferred Alternative would have
1,004 more acres available for geotherm
development.

High potential 2,220 3,300 Alternative 3 would result in,080

mineral areas feweracres of DFAs within high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority 20 0 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 3 and Preferred Altertige

element areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral 620 700 Alternative 3 would result iB0fewer

areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 3 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the sme.

Mineral material 1,620 1,600 Alternative 3 would result i20 more

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater th&® iy@re rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Referred Alternative within Reserve Desig
Landsfor the BLM-administered lands is smmarized in Table IV.1553.
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Table IV.15-53
Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for BLM Lands

Preferred
Alternative 3 | Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 63,400 44,000 Alternative 3 would havé9,400more
acres ofReserve Design Landithin
geothermal areas than the Preferred
Alternative.
High potential mineral 660,000 442,000 | Alternative 3 would hav&18,000more
areas acres ofReserve DesigLandswithin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.
High priority mineral & 24,000 21,000 While proposed DFAs would overlap
energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral

and energy locations would be an
allowable use uder both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas 28,120 28,000 Alternative 3 would havé20 moreacres
of Reserve Design Langghin rareearth
element areas than the Preferred

Alternative.
Locatable mineral areas 276,000 212,000 Alternative 3 would havé4,000 more
ACEC acres closed to 9,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Landithin
extraction locatable mineral areas than thi&referred
Alternative.
Leasable mineral areas 49,000 6,000 Alternative 3 would havéd3,000more

acres ofReserve Design Landithin
leasable mineral areas than tiReeferred

Alternative.
Mineral material areas 72,000 59,000 Alternative 3 would havé&3,000 more
ACEC acres closed to 700 100 acres ofReserve Design Landghin
extraction mineral material areas than tHereferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesfl0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum tahe total within the table.
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IV.15.3.5.7.3 Alternative 3 Compared with Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP forli&grnative 3 are the same as those defined ireStion 1V.15.3.2.1
for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the amparison of Alternative 3 with the Preferred
Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described above floe Plan-wide DRECP.

IV.15.3.5.7.4 Alternative 3 Compared with Preferred Alternative for the GCP

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for GCP
(nonfederal) lands is simmarized in Table 1V.1554.

Table 1V.15-54

Alternative 3 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for GCP Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 3 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 26,100 17,000 Alternative 3 would result i8,100more

5,000geothermal

3,000 geothermal

acres of DFAs within geothermal
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would have2,000fewer acres available
for geothermal developmen

High potential 2,500 1,300 Alternative 3 would result in,200more
mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.
High priority 430 20 While proposed DFAs would overlap
mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral
locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.
Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 3 and the Preferred
element areas Alternative would be the same.
Locatable mineral 250 200 Alternative 3 would reult in50 more
areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 3 and the Preferred
areas Alternative would be the same.
Mineral material 140 100 Alternative 3 would result id0 more

areas

aaes of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 106 wended to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum ttie rounded subtotals;Hereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

Vol.IVof VI

IV.15-114

August 2014




Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

A comparison between Aternative 3 and the Referred Alternative within existing and pro-
posedconservation lands or Reserve Design Landfr the GCP lands istanmarized in

Table IV.1555.

Table 1V.15-55

Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for GCP Lands

Preferred
Alternative 3 Alternative

Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 5,100 5,000 Alternative 3 would haw 100 moreacres
of Reserve Design Landghin geothermal
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

High potential 27,000 23,000 Alternative 3 would havd,000more

mineral areas acres ofReserve Design Landithin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority 2,000 2,000 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 140 200 Alternative 3 would have 60 fewer acreg

element areas of Reserve Design Lanaghin rare earth
element areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Locatable mineral 3,020 3,000 Alternative 3 would hav@0 more acresof

areas Reserve Design Land#hin locatable
mineral areaghan the Preferred
Alternative.

Leasable mineral 1,000 800 Alternative 3 would hav800more acres

areas of Reserve Design Landgthin leasable
mineral areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

Mineral material 500 500 Alternative 3 would be the san®s the

areas

Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; valOesrdéddwere
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalgreforethe subtdals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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IV.15.3.6  Alternative 4
IV.15.3.6.1 Planwide Impacts of mplementing the DRECP lt&rnative 4

IV.15.3.6.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact MR-1: Plan components would reduce or improve access to and development of
known and future m ineral resources.

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility developmentwithin DFAs underAlternative 4 are simmarized in Table 1V.1556
and presentedin Table R2.1534 (Appendix R2).

Table 1V.15-56
Potential Acres of Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology Type z Alternative 4

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by
Resources Technology Type (acres)
Resource Type (acres) Solar | Wind GT Transmission

Geothermal resources 347,00 19,000 | 100 10,000 2,000
High potential mineral areas 1,519000 | 2,000 | 100 200 600

High priority mineral & energy locations | 101000 300 0 0 30

Rare earth elemnt areas 59,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 348,000 800 100 0 200
Leasable mineral areas 84,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 101000 700 50 100 300

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater{00 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under Aternative 4 are listed below and @scribed
in more detail in Section 1V.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 31,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmissionfacilities, pri-
marily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea There would be 10000 acres
within the Plan Area available for geothermal resource development, reducingimpacts to
6% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area. The gtential access estric-
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tions would be minimal relative to the geothermal resources within the Plan Area, even
without mitigation requiring avoidanceof mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 3,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, ggo-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities throughout the majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is
approximately 0.2% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the high potential mineral areas
within the Plan Area, even wthout mitigation requiring avoidanceof these

mineral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 330 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAS; lowever, per the CMAs for nm-
erals, these a&isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. [ferefore, there
would be no potential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the Plan Area.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
800 acres of locatable rmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities, primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate duntains ecoregion subarea.
This is goproximately 0.3% of the cefined locatable mneral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas

within the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no mtential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, ggothermal, and rans-
mission facilities, primarily within the Cadiz Valley and Chocolate duntains ecoregion
subarea. This is gproximately 0.8% of the defined nineral material areas within the Plan
Area. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the mineral material
areas within the Plan Area.

Impacts in Study Area Lands

Future A ssessment Areas. There are no FAAs under KRernative 4.
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Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs asoaservation may impact mineral
resources. Impacts would be the same as thoseplained for thePlan-wide reserve design
inthe section®0) | PAAOO 1T £ OEA 2A0A006A $AOECT 86

DRECP Variance Lands DRECP Variance Landepresentthe BLM Solar PEIS/ariance
Landsfor the EIR/EIS,based on BLM screeningrieria . Covered Ativities could beper-
mitted for NCCP prposes only through an NCCP plannaendment. However, development
of renewableenergy on variance lands would not require a BLMUPA so the eaviron -
mental review processwould be somewhat simpler than if the dcation were left undesig-
nated. Developmentdesignationof the DRECP Variance Lands could result in access
restrictions to mneral resources as follows:

1 Geothermal Resources: Aproximately 17,000 acres within thelmperial Borrego
Valley ecoregionsubarea

1 High Potential Mineral Areas: Aoproximately 87,000 acres, pimarily within the
Cadiz Valley and Chocolate dintains andImperial Borrego Valley ecoregion
subarea

1 High Priority Mineral and Energy locations: Approximately 15,000 acres, within the
Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea

1 Rare Earth Eement Areas Approximately 100 acres within theKingston and
Funeral Mountains ecoregion subarea, potentially impacting the MolycorpMountain
Passrare earth mine.

1 Locatable Mnerals: Approximately 47,000 acres hroughout the majority ecoregion
subareas, with the majority within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea.

1 Leasable Nherals: Approximately 18,000 acres all within the Povidence and
Bullion Mountains ecoregion subarea.

1 Mineral Materials: Approximately 17,000 acresthroughout the majority of ecoregion
subareas, butprimarily within the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

Implementation of the Plan would result in onservation of some desert landsand develop-
ment of renewable energy generation and transmissionfacilities on other lands. There are
several ways that the impacts of the enewableenergy developmentin the Plan would be
reduced.First, the Plan ncorporates CMAs for eachlgernative, including specific biological
reserve design omponents and LUPA emponents. Also, themplementation of existing
laws, orders, egulations and sandards would reduce the impacts of pject development
If significant impacts would still result after both implementation of CMAs ad compliance
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with applicable laws and regulations, then ecific mitigation measures are ecommenced
in this section.

Conservation and Management Actions

The mnservation strategy for Alternative 4 (see ®ction 11.3.1.1) defines pecific actions
that would reduce the impacts of this Hernative. The onservation strategy includesthe
definition of the reserve design and gecific CMAs for the Ireferred Alternative. While the
CMAs were @velopedfor BLM lands only, this aalysisassumes that all CMAs would ab
apply to nonfederal lands.

The following CMAs apply to all action kernative s, ncluding Alternative 4:

Minerals CMAs for BLM Land for the Entire Plan Area

For identified minerals lands and &isting mining and energy cevelopment (locatable,
salable, sdid leasable and gothermal minerals) with currently approved Plans of Qera-
tions, Notices, Mine and &lamationPlans or Plans of Bvelopment (43 CFR 3200; 3500;
3600; and 3802/09), the mineral resources have beemescribed asthe same as the -
ferred Alternative (Section1V.15.3.2.1.1).

CMAs under Aernative 4 for NLCS lands would be the same as thesferred Alternative
for mineral resources except for thedllowing:

1 Leasable Mineral s: May be allowed Nonsurface Occupancy is required outside of
nondesignated lands, Variance Lands, and DFAs.

1 Locatable Mineral s: Subjectto deed restrictions, bcation of mining claims is
nondiscretionary. Plans of geration will include actions to reduce mtential impacts
on sensitive receptors. Mitigation, subject to technicaland economicfeasibility, will
be required.

1 Saleable Mineral s: Continuous use of &isting areas of sand and gravel extractions
is allowed, subjectto BLM permits.New operations mayalsobe allowed, sibjectto
deed restrictions.

The following CMAsapply to Alternative 4 for proposed NLCS lands:

1 Locatable Mineral s: Locatable mnerals would be treatedthe same asimited or
controlled use areas and @lan of operations will be required for greater than
casual use (CFR 3809.11) réposedfor withdrawa |, subject to valid existing rights
(VER9 and grandfathered uses. Develop priority list oécoregion subareas for
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potential withdrawal. Initiate segregation of one subregion annually andamplete
mineral withdrawal review p rocess(within 2-year timeframe for each subregion).

1 Leasable Mineral s: Leasing germitted if values of @nservation lands are potected
or enhanced through nitigation or compensation.

1 Saleable Mineral s: Available for mineral materials development Mtigation and
compensationmust resultin anet benefit to NLCS

Laws and Regulation s

Smilar to the No Action Aternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan mplementation. Relevantregulations are pesentedin the Regulatory
Setting in Volume Ill. The equirements of relevantlaws and regulations are simmarized
above for the No Action Aernative in Section1V.15.3.1.1.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and x@sting laws and regulations, the bllowing mitiga-
tion measureis recommenckd to further reduce adverse impacts.

MR-1 Coordinate to Ensure Access to Mineral Resources. Where valid mining
claims or leases exist, initiate early@ordination with claim or lease holders
to define avoidancemeasures that would not restrict access to nmeral
resource fcilities.

IV.15.3.6.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 4 are syammarized in Table 1V.1557 and presentedin Table R2.1535 (Appendix R2).

Table IV.15-57
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 4
Mineral Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Resource Type (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources| 347,000 20,000 7,000 200 7.7
High potential mineral | 1,519000 653000 346,000 14,000 66.7
areas
High priority mineral &| 101000 100 11,000 2,000 13.6
energy locations
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Table IV.15-57
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within Reserve Design Lands z Alternative 4

Mineral Existing BLM LUPA | Conservation
Resources | Conservation | Conservation Planning
in Subarea Areas Designations Areas Percent in
Resource Type (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Rare earth element 59,000 24000 20,000 200 75.9
areas
Locatable mineral 348,000 11,000 153,000 4,000 48.5
areas
Leasable mineral areay 84,000 0 48,000 1,000 57.2
Mineral material areas 101000 1,000 32,000 400 32.8

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: valuestgr than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotalseaprovided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 27,000 acres
of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
This is goproximately 8% of the defined gothermal resources within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be small relative to the geothermal resources within the
Plan Area, even whout stipulations related to eisting claims and allowable uses.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,013,000acres of high ptential mineral areas fromexisting conservation and
proposed Reserve Design Land&hroughout the majority of ecoregionsubareas. This is
approximately 67% of the defined high ptential mineral areas within the Plan Area. The
potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the high potential mineral
areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for highgtential mineral areas would reduce impacts
however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 13,000
acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landshowever, per the CMAs for nmerals, these &isting opera-
tions would be tesignatad as an allowable use. Aerefore, there would be no ptential
access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the Plan Area.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
44,000 acres of rare earth é&ément areas from «isting conservation and proposedReserve
Design Lands primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne
Valley and Eastern Slopesa®regionsubareas. This is gproximately 76% of the defined
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rare earth dement areas within the Plan Area. The gtential access edriction swould be
significant relative to the rare earth dement areas within the Plan Area. CMAs forxésting
operations would reduce impacts however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access edriction sto approximately
168,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 49% of the defined locatable nmeral areas within the
Plan Area. There ar@pproximately 2,000 acres ofACECs closed to locatableineral
extraction, the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictions would be moderate relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be mptential access estrictionsto approximately
49,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is g@proximately 57% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within the
Plan Area.The potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the leasable
mineral areas within the Plan Area. CMAs for leasableimeral areas would reduce impacts
however, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
33,000 acres of mneral material areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 33% of the defined mneral material areas within the
Plan Area. There ar@pproximately 400 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stipations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictionswould be moderate relative to the mineral material areas
within the Plan Area.

Summary : Establishing new @nservation areas would create accessestrictions to air-
rently undevelopedmineral resource areas and pevent future exploration within acquired
lands in nservation Planning Areas. Accessastrictions would reduce aailability of
known mineral resources valuable to the region, the state, and to localljmportant mineral
resource recovery sitesManagementactions for Aternative 4 would require withdrawal of
locatable mneral developmentover time. It would be available for mineral materials and
would be available for geothermal developmentwith stipulations. Because Rernative 4
would have managementactions that would allow mining in the NLCS landsoverall impacts
would be reduced

Within conservation lands on BLMadministered lands, eploration and access couldan-
tinue following the areaspecific managementplans, ncluding disturbance caps.Also,

unpatented mining claims would ©ntinue to be aubject to valid existing rights. Impacts to
mineral resources fromrestrictionsto access due to acquisition of @servation Planning
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Area lands would be gnificant for high potential mineral areas, rare earth éement areas,
and leasable nmeral areas. CMAs would reduce impactsplwever, impacts would remain
significant and unmitigable under Alternative 4.

IV.15.3.6.2 Impacts of DRECP Land Use PlameAdmenton BLM Land:
Alternative 4

This section addresses two omponents of effects of he BLM LUPA the dreamlined devel-
opment of renewableenergy and tansmissionon BLM land under he LUPA, and the
impacts of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.15.3.6.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting from renewableenergy and tansmission
facility development within DFAs under Aternative 4 for BLM lands are ammarized below
and presentedin Table 1V.1558.

Table 1V.15-58
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources Within DFAs by
Technology Type on BLM LUPA Landsz Alternative 4

Mineral Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology
Resources in (acres)
BLM LUPA
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wind GT Transmission

Geothermal resources 92,000 2,000 0 4,000 300
High potential mineral areas 835,00 700 100 100 400
High priority mineral & 77000 300 0 0 0
energy locations

Rare earth element areas 40,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 302,000 600 50 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 71,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 92,000 700 50 100 200

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calctéad values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cags where subtotals arerpvided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

In areas where DFAs werlap with mineral resource areas, mtential renewableenergy and
transmission developmentwithin DFAs would have the 6llowing impacts:
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Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 6,000 acres of
geothermal resources from developmentof solar and tansmissionfacilities on BLM LUPA
lands. There would beapproximately 4,000 acres within BLM LUPA lands\ailable for geo-
thermal resource development, reducingimpacts of the defined gothermal resources
within BLM LUPA lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
geothermal resources with BLM LUPA lands, evenithout mitigation requiring avoidance
of mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is@proximately 0.2% of
the defined high ptential mineral areas within those lands. The wtential access estric-
tionswould be minimal relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands,
even without mitigation requiring avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 300 acres of
high priority mineral and energy bcations within DFAs; fowever, per the CMAs for rm-
erals, these a&isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use. fferefore, there
would be no potential access estrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations
within BLM LUPA lands.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within BLM LUPA lands.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This isgproximately 0.2% of the defined locatable nm-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. Tdpotential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the locatable mneral areas within BLM LUPA lands.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, geothermal, or transmission facilities within
BLM LUPA lands.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
1,000 acres of mneral material areas from developmentof solar, geothermal, and rans-
mission facilities within BLM LUPA lands. This is pproximately 0.8% of the defined nin-
eral material areas within BLM LUPA lands. Thegtential access estrictionswould be min-
imal relative to the mineral material areas within BLM LUPA lands.
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IV.15.3.6.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

Potential impacts to mineral resources resulting fromReserve Design Landander Alterna-
tive 4 on BLM lands are smmarized below and in Table 1V.1559.

BLM LUPA Land Designation z Alternative 4

Table IV.15-59
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources in

Mineral Mineral Resources in BLM Land Designations
Resources in Trail
BLM LUPA Wildlife | Manage | Management
Mineral Lands SRMAs| NLCS | ACEC | Allocation| dLWCs Corridors
Resources (acres) (acres) | (acres) | (acres)| (acres) (acres) | (acres/miles)

Geotlermal 92,000 24,000 | 4,000 | 17,000 0 0 0 0
resources
High potential 835,00 39,000 | 183,000 | 143,000/ 71,000 17,000 | 11,000 | 5
mineral areas
High priority 77000 7,000 100 11,000 1,000 4,000 0 0
mineral &
energy
locations
Rare earth 40,000 0 8,000 20,000 0 0 0 0
element areas
Locatable 302,000 13,000 | 119,000| 42,000 0 2,000 100 0
mineral areas
Leasable 71,000 0 5,000 0 44,000 0 0 0
mineral areas
Mineral 92,000 16,000 | 21,000 | 14,000 0 1,000 1,000 | O
material areas

Note: There is werlapbetween some, but notlg BLM land dsignatiors, such aswerlapof ACECs and National Scenic and
Historic Trail (NSHT) anagementorridors or lands with Wdernesscharacteristis. This gerlapmay result in the appearance
of greater acres ofwerlapbetween nineralresourcesand onservationlands than actually exists.

The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest
1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 1@3; 8100 or less were rounded to the
nearest10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the subtotals and the
totals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals may not sum to the
total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately 45,000 acres
of geothermal resources from «isting conservation and proposed BLM designations. This
is approximately 49% of the defined geothermal resources within BLM LUPA lands. The
potential access estrictionswould be moderate relative to the geothermal resources
within t he BLM LUPAlands. CMAs for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impacts.
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High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 464,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from «isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design LandsThis is gproximately 56% of the defined high mtential min-
eral areas within BLM LUPA lands. The @ential access estrictionswould be significant
relative to the high potential mineral areas within BLM LUPA lands. CMAs for higlofential
mineral areas would reduce impactshowever, impacts would remain ggnificant overall.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 23,000
acreswithin existing conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landshowever, per the
CMAs for mnerals, these a&isting operations would be cesignated as an allowable use.
Therefore, there would be no ptential access estrictionsto the existing high priority min-
eral and energy bcations within BLM LUPA landsHowever, any future expansionareas
may be Imited or restricted by Reserve Design Lands

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
28,000 acres of rare earth é&gment areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands primarily within the Kingston and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne
Valley and Eastern Slopeso®regionsubareas. This is gproximately 70% of the defined
rare earth dement areas within the BLM LUPAlands. The ptential access estrictions
would be significant relative to the rare earth dement areas within BLM LUPA lands.
CMAsfor existing operations would reduce impacts however, impacts would remain
significant overall.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
176,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
DesignLands This is gproximately 58% of the defined locatable rmeral areas within

BLM LUPA lands. There arapproximately 2,000 acres of ACECs closed to locatablemaral
extraction; the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stifations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the locatable mneral areas
within BLM LUPA lands.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
49,000 acres of leasable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 69% of the defined leasable nmeral areas within BLM
LUPA lands. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the leasable
mineral areas within BLM LUPA landsSCMAs for leasable nmeral areas would reduce
impacts; however, impacts would remain gynificant overall.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
53,000 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Lands This is gproximately 58% of the defined mneral material areas within BLM
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LUPA lands. There arapproximately 400 acres of ACECs closed toineral material
extraction, the remaining acres of ACECs would be open withiptilations and restrictions.
The potential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the mineral material areas
within BLM LUPA lands.

Summary : CMAs and ntigation measures outlined for Plan-wide impacts to mneral
resources from onservation and Reserve Design Landaould apply to BLM lands. Within
some ACECs, meral resource uses would be closed (no access would be allowedgdRic-
tions and stipdations within other Reserve Design Landssuch as some ACECs and SRMAs,
would allow limited access.CMAs allowing nineral resource use with lestrictions and
stipulations would reduce adverse impacts to imeral resources from Plan mplementation
under Alternative 4. Existing mining claims and nineral resource-related access would
continue to be allowed, further reducingimpacts.

IV.15.3.6.3 Impacts ofNatural Community GonservationPlant Alternative 4

The analysis of Covered Ativities under the NCCP is equivalent to thEelan-wide analysis of
the interagency dternatives. Reserve desigrefatures and oher conservation actions under
the NCCP kernative s representmore detailed ategoriesof the reserve design under
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCHifterences in reserve designéatures do
not affect nonkiological resources analyzed in this document, and the aalysis of reserve
design andconservation and managementactions under the NCCP isherefore equivalent
to the Plan-wide analysis of the interagency dternative s, as described in &tion1V.15.3.6.1.

IV.15.3.6.4 Impacts of @neralConservation Plan: Aternative 4

The impacts of the GCP forl#&rnative 4 would be smilar to those defined in &ction
IV.15.3.2.1 for thePlan-wide analysis, but they would occuronly on nonfederal lands.
Potential impacts to gazing allotments resulting from DFAs under Aternative 4 on GCP
(nonfederal lands only) are simmarized below and pesentedin Table 1V.1560.

Table 1V.15-60
Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on
GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 4

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
Resources Technology (acres)
within GCP
Lands
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar wind GT Transmission
Geothermal resources 225000 16,000 100 6,000 1,000
High potential mineral areas 191,000 1,000 100 100 100
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Table IV.15-60

Potential Acres of Mineral Resources Impacts on
GCP Lands by Technology Typez Alternative 4

Mineral Potential Mineral Resources Impacts by
Resources Technology (acres)
within GCP
Lands
Mineral Resources (acres) Solar Wwind GT Transmission

High priority mineral &
energy bcations 24,000 20 0 0 20
Rare earth element areas 4,000 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 41,000 200 20 0 100
Leasable mineral areas 13,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 9,000 100 0 0 100

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to callated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals areqvided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Potential impacts to mineral resources under the Referred Alternative for the GCP are
listed below and described in more detail in &ction IV.15.2.

Geothermal : There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately 23,000 acres
of geothermal resources from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission facilities.
There would beapproximately 6,000 acres within the GCP aailable for geothermal resource
development, reducingimpacts toabout 5% of the defined gothermal resources within
the GCP. Theqtential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within the GCP, evenithout mitigation requiring avoidanceof mineral resources.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 1,200 acres of high ptential mineral areas fom developmentof solar, wind, go-
thermal, and ransmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 0.8% of the defined high pten-
tial mineral areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal rela-
tive to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP, even ithout mitigation requiring
avoidanceof these mneral resources.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be ptential access estric-
tionsto approximately 40 acres of high priority mineral and energy bcations from devel-
opment of solar and tansmissionfacilities. This is gproximately 0.2% of the defined high
potential mineral areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal
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relative to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP, evewithout mitigation requir-
ing avoidanceof these mneral resources.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto rare earth
element areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, gothermal, or transmissionfacilities
within the GCP.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
300 acres of locatable nmeral areas from developmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is gproximately 0.7% of the defined locatable nmeral areas wthin the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the locatable mneral areas
within the GCP.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, ggothermal, or ransmission facilities within
the GCP.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
200 acres of mneral material areas from cevelopmentof solar, wind, and tansmission
facilities. This is @proximately 0.2% of the defined mneral material areas within the GCP.
The potential access estrictionswould be very small relative to the mineral material areas
within the GCP.

Under Alternative 4, mineral resources found within Reserve Design Landgexisting con-
servation and @nservation Planning Areas) on GCP lands araummarized below and pe-
sentedin Table 1V.1561.

Table IV.15-61
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
Within Reserve Design Lands on GCP Landsz Alternative 4

Mineral
Resources Existing
within GCP Conservation Conservation
Lands Areas Planning Areas Percent in
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation

Geothermal resources 225000 5,000 200 2.4
High potential mineral areas 191,000 15,000 14,000 15.2
High priority mineral & 24,000 0 2,000 9.3
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 4,000 40 100 4.3
Locatable mineral areas 41000 20 4,000 10.7
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Table IV.15-61
Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
Within Reserve Design Lands on GCP Landsz Alternative 4

Mineral
Resources Existing
within GCP Conservation Conservation
Lands Areas Planning Areas Percent in
Mineral Resources (acres) (acres) (acres) Conservation
Leasable mineral areas 13,000 0 700 51
Mineral material areas 9,000 100 400 8.4

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were ap@d to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and thereforetotals may not sum due to tmding.In cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

Geothermal : There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately 5,000 acres of
geothermal resources from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Lands
within the GCP. This is jpproximately 2% of the defined gothermal resources within the
GCP. The @tential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the geothermal
resources within the Plan Area, even thout stipulations related to &isting claims and
allowable uses.

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 29,000 acres of high mtential mineral areas from «isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landwithin the GCP. This is pproximately 15% of the defined high
potential mineral areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal
relative to the high potential mineral areas within the GCP. CMAs for higlotential mineral
areas would dfectively reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would beapproximately 2,000 acres
of high priority mineral and energy bcations within existing conservation and proposed
Reserve Design Landsowever, per the CMASs for nmerals, these &isting operations
would be designated asallowable uses. Therefore, there would be no ptential access
restrictionsto the high priority mineral and energy bcations within the GCP.

Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
140 acres of rare earth é&ment areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 4% of the defined rare earth éement
areas within the GCP. Theqiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
rare earth dement areas within the GCP, even ihout stipulations related to &isting
claims and allowable uses.
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Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
4,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is jpproximately 11% of the defined locatable nmeral
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
locatable mneral areas within the GCP, evenithout stipulations related to «isting claims
and allowable uses.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approximately
700 acres of leasable nmeral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 5% of the defined leasable nmeral
areas within the Plan Area. The @tential access estrictions would be minimal relative to
the leasable nineral areas within the GCP, even ihout stipulations related to &isting
claims and allowable uses.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
500 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landswithin the GCP. This is pproximately 8% of the defined mneral material
areas within the GCP. Thegiential access estrictionswould be minimal relative to the
mineral material areas within the GCP, even ithout stipulations related to isting claims
and allowable uses.

IV.15.3.6.5 ImpactsOutside the Plan Area
IV.15.3.6.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts oftransmission outside the Plan Areaon mineral resources would be the same
under all dternative s. These impacts are as described for the No Actioritérnative in Sec-
tion IV.15.3.1.5.

IV.15.3.6.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential impacts mineral resources resulting fromBLM LUPA decisions under leernative
4 for the CDCA outside the Plan Area araramarized below and pesentedin TablelV.15-62.
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Table IV.15-62

Estimated Acres of Mineral Resources
in BLM LUPA LandsOutside the Plan Area z Alternative 4

Mineral

Resources

within BLM Trail

LUPA Lands Existing & Management

Outside the Proposed NLCS | Proposed ACECs Corridors

Mineral Resources Plan Area (acres)* (acres)* (acres/miles)

Geothermal resources 23,000 16,000 22,000 0 0
High potential mineral areas 175000 33,000 48,000 0 0
High priority mineral & 2,000 0 0 0 0
energy locations
Rare earth element areas 19,000 2,000 5,000 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 7,000 200 5,000 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 6,000 200 3,000 0 0

Note: The bllowing generalrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10, and therefore totals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

*  Designatiors may @erlap

Geothermal : There would be ptential access estrictionsto the majority of geothermal
resources from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the Plan
Area. This ismost of the defined geothermal resources ouside the Plan Area. The gtential
access estrictions would be significant relative to the geothermal resources outside the
Plan Area. Stiplations and restrictions for mineral resource allowable uses included in
CMAs for g¢othermal resources would reducempacts, but likely not to a sgnificant degree

High Potential Mineral Areas: There would be ptential access estrictionsto approxi-
mately 81,000 acres of high ptential mineral areas from &isting conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landeutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 46% of the
defined high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area. Thegpential access estric-
tionswould be moderaterelative to the high potential mineral areas outside the Plan Area.
CMAs for high ptential mineral areas would reduce impacts.

High Priority M ineral and Energy Location s: There would be no mtential access estric-
tions of high priority mineral and energy bcations from existing conservation and pro-
posedReserve Design Landsutside the Plan Are.
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Rare Earth Element Areas: There would be mtential access estrictionsto approximately
7,000 acres of rare earth éement areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 37% of the definedrare earth
element areas outside the Plan Area. Thegtential access estrictionswould be moderate
relative to the rare earth dement areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs for rare eartleement
areas would reduce impacts.

Locatable Mineral Areas: There would be potential access estrictionsto approximately
5,000 acres of locatable nmeral areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. This isgproximately 68% of the defined locatable
mineral areas outside the PlarArea. The ptential access estrictionswould be major rela-
tive to the locatable mneral areas outside the Plan Area.

Leasable Mineral Areas: There would be no ptential access estrictionsto leasable nin-
eral areas from &isting conservation and proposed Reserve Design Landsutside the
Plan Area.

Mineral Material Areas: There would be tential access estrictionsto approximately
3,000 acres of mneral material areas from «isting conservation and proposed Reserve
Design Landsoutside the Plan Area. Tis is goproximately 55% of the defined mneral
material areas outside the Plan Area. There aspproximately 200 acres of ACECs closed to
mineral material extraction, the remaining acres of ACECs would be open with stipations
and restrictions. The ptential access estrictionswould be significant relative to the min-
eral material areas outside the Plan Area. CMAs forineral material areas would

reduce impacts.

IV.15.3.6.6 CEQA ignificanceDetermination for Alternative 4

MR-1: Plan component s would redu ce or improve access to and development of known
and future m ineral resources. The availability of lands for renewableenergy and tans-
mission developmentmay result in restrictions of access to future nmeral resource areas.
Impacts from potential access estrictionsfrom renewableenergy and tansmissiondevel
opment would be reduced with mplementation of MR-1a, whichrequires early coordination
between developers and mneral leaseholders. Impacts would béurther reduced with
implementation of CMAs tharequire avoiding impacts to mneral resource areas. @erall,
impacts of the proposed developmentof renewableenergy and tansmissiondevelopment
on mineral resources would be less thanignificant with i mplementation of CMAs

DRECP Variance Lands mayselt in access estrictions to mineral resources, @rticularly
for the following resources and areas

1 Geothermalresources (17,000 acres) in the Cadiz Valley and Chocolatedmtains
ecoregionsubarea;

Vol.IVof VI IV.15-133 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.15. MINERAL RESOURCES

1 High potential mineral areas (90,000 acres) tiroughout the majority of
ecoregion subareas;

1 High priority mineral areas (15,000 acres) gmarily within the Imperial Borrego
Valley and Rovidence and Bullion Mbuntains ecoregion subareas,

1 Locatable mneral areas (47,000 acres) liroughout the majority of
ecoregion subareas;

1 Leasable nineral areas (18,000 acres) within the Rovidence and Bullion Mbuntains
ecoregionsubarea; and

1 Mineral material areas (17,000 acres)liroughout the majority of
ecoregionsubareas.

Areas cesignated for reserve design, onservation, andprotection would likely result in
reduced access to future nmeral resource areas. For high ptential mineral areas, rare
earth element areas, and leasable meral areas, the impacts would beignificant from the
potential restriction of access. gecifically, there would be g@proximately 1,013,000 acres
of high potential mineral areas tiroughout the majority of ecoregion subareas that may
experiencereduced access orestrictions on future development For rare earth éement
areas, the Molycorp Muntain Pass rare earth mine may experiencerestrictions on future
expansionand goproximately 44,000 acres may be impactednomarily within the Kingston
and Funeral Mbuntains and Pinto Lucerne Valley and Eastern Slopesagegion subareas.
For leasable ninerals, gproximately 49,000 acres may gperiencerestricted access on
future development For these nmeral resources, impacts would beignificant. CMAs
would reduce impacts; lowever, impactscreated by the reserve design andanservation
components of Aternative 4 would remain significant and unmitigable because the Herna-

tive6 O OAOAOOA AAOECT x1 Ol A OnkraiceenbErde® AAAAOO OI
IVV.15.3.6.7 Gomparisonof Alternative 4 With Referred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents aamparison of all adion alternatives and the No Action Rerna-
tive across all disciplines. This ection summarizes the @mparison of Alternative 4 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.15.3.6.7.1 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for the
Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in Table 1V.1563.
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Table IV.15-63
Alternative 4 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on
DFAs for the Plan-wide DRECP

Mineral Preferred
Resource Alternative 4 Alternative Comparison
Geothermal 31,100 23,100 Alternative 4 would result iB,000more
10,000 6,000 geothermal| acres of DFAs within geothermal resource
geothermal areas than the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 4 would havd,000more acres
available fogeothermal development.
High potential 2,900 3,300 Alternative 4 would result iAdOOmore
mineral areas acres of DFAs within high potential miner
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
High priority 330 0 While poposed DFAs would overlap them
mineral & the existing high priority mineral and
energy energy locations would be an allowable u
locations under both alternatives.
Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative
element areas would be the same.
Locatable 1,100 800 Alternative 4 would result iB00more
mineral areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
Leasable 0 0 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative
mineral areas would be the same.
Mineral 1,150 1,400 Alternative 4 would result ir250 fewer
material areas acres of DFAs within mineral material are
than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values ledsan 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may mt sum due to roundindn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded. The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.
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A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative Reserve Design Lands
for the Plan-wide DRECP iswmmarized in TablelV.15-64.

Table IV.15-64

Alternative 4 Compared With the Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for the Plan-wide DRECP

Preferred
Alternative 4 Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 27,200 24,100 Alternative 4 would esult in3,100 more
acres ofReserve Design Landdhin
geothermal resource areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High potential mineral 1,013,000 793,000 Alternative 4 would result i220,000 more

areas acres ofReserve Design Lanaghin high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 13,100 12,100 While proposed DFAs would overléygm,

energy locations the existing high priority mineral and
energy locations would be an allowable
use under both alternatives.

Rae earth element 44,200 44,200 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral areas 168,000 189,000 Alternative 4 would result id1,000fewer

ACEC acres closed to 2,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Land#hin

extraction locatable mineral areas than the Preferre
Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 48,700 7,000 Alternative 4 would result1,700more
acres ofReserve Design Lanaghin
leasable mineral areas than tfeeferred
Alternative.

Mineral material areas 33,100 33,100 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative

ACE@cres closed to 400 100 would be the same.

extraction

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values lefsan 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.
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IV.15.3.6.7.2 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM Land Use
Plan Amendment

A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for BLM
administered lands is smmarized in Table 1V.1565.

Table 1V.15-65

Alternative 4 Compared with the Preferred Alternative on DFAs for BLM Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 4 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 6,300 4,400 Alternative 4 would result id,900 more

4,000geothermal

2,000 geothermal

acres of DFAs within geothermal
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would have2,000 feweracresavailable
for geothermal development.

High potential 1,300 3,300 Alternative 4 would result i2,000

mineral areas fewer acres of DFAs within high
potential mineral areas than the
Preferred Alternative.

High priority 300 0 While proposed DFAs would overlap

mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral

locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.

Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative

element areas would be the same.

Locatable mineral 750 700 Alternative 4 would result iBO more

areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative

areas would be the same.

Mineral material 1,050 1,600 Alternative 4 would result irb50 fewer

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values legsan 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative within Reserve Design
Landsfor the BLM-administered lands is smmarized in Table 1VV.1566.
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Table IV.15-66
Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative on
Reserve Design Lands for BLM Lands

Preferred
Alternative 4 | Alternative
Mineral Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 45,000 44,000 Alternative 4 would hve 1,000 more
acres ofReserve Design Landithin
geothermal areas than the Preferred
Alternative.

High potential mineral 465,000 442,000 | Alternative 4 would hav&2,000 more

areas acres ofReserve Design Landghin high
potential mineral areas tharhe
Preferred Alternative.

High priority mineral & 23,100 21,000 While proposed DFAs would overlap

energy locations them, the existing high priority mineral
and energy locations would be an allow
able use under both alternatives.

Rare earth element areas 28,000 28,000 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative
would be the same.

Locatable mineral areas 176,100 212,000 Alternative 4 would hav85,900fewer

ACEC acres closed to 2,000 2,000 acres ofReserve Design Landithin

extraction locatable mineral areakan thePreferred
Alternative.

Leasable mineral areas 49,000 6,000 Alternative 4 would havéd3,000more
acres ofReserve Design Landghin
leasable mineral areas than tiReeferred
Alternative.

Mineral material areas 53,000 59,000 Alternative 4 would havé,000fewer

ACEC acres closed to 400 100 acres ofReserve Design Landghin

extraction mineral material areas than tHereferred
Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,8@raunded to
nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the nearesi0,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals areguided the
subtotals and the teals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.6.7.3 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of he NCCP for Rernative 4 are the same as those defined ireStion
IV.15.3.2.1 for thePlan-wide analysis. As a result, the amparison of Alternative 4 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described above Rlan-wide DRECP.
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IV.15.3.6.7.4 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative within DFAs for GCP
(nonfederal) lands is simmarized in Table 1V.1567.

Table IV.15-67

Alternative 4 Compared with the Pref erred Alternative on DFAs for GCP Lands

Preferred
Mineral Alternative 4 Alternative
Resource (acres) (acres) Comparison
Geothermal 23,100 17,000 Alternative 4 would result i6,000more

6,000geothermal

3,000 geothermal

acres of DFAs within geothermal
resource areas than the Preferred
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
would have3,000fewer acres available
for geothermal development.

High potential 1,300 1,300 Alternative 4 and Preferred Alternative
mineral areas would be the same.
High priority 40 20 While proposed DFAs would overlap
mineral & energy them, the existing high priority mineral
locations and energy locations would be an
allowable use under both alternatives.
Rare earth 0 0 Alternative 4 and the Preferred
element areas Alternative woudl be the same.
Locatable mineral 320 200 Alternative 4 would result in20more
areas acres of DFAs within locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.
Leasable mineral 0 0 Alternative 4 and the Preferred
areas Alternative would be the same.
Mineral material 200 100 Alternative 4 would result inO0Omore

areas

acres of DFAs within mineral material
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000reeerded to

nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and tereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals

may not sum to the total within the table.
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A comparison between Aternative 4 and the Referred Alternative within existing and pro-
posed conservation lands or Reserve Design Landfr the GCP lands istanmarized in

Table 1V.1568.
Table IV.15-68
Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative on Reserve Design Lands for GCP
Lands
Preferred
Alternative Alternative
Mineral Resource 4 (acres) (acres) Comparison

Geothermal 5,200 5,000 Alternative 4 would hav200more acreof
Reserve Design Langghin geothermal areas
than the Preferred Alternative.

High potential mineral 29,000 23,000 Alternative 4 would havé,000moreacres of

areas Reserve Design Land#hin highpotential
mineral areas than thereferred Alternative.

High priority mineral 2,000 2,000 While proposed DFAgould overlapthem, the

& energy locations existing high priority mineral and energy
locations would be an aleable use under
both alternatives.

Rare earth element 140 200 Alternative 4 would have 60 fewarcres of

areas Reserve Design Landithin rare earth
elementareas than théPreferred Alternative.

Locatable mineral 4,020 3,000 Alternative 4 would hee 31,020moreacres of

areas Reserve Design Landithin locatable mineral
areas than the Preferred Alternative.

Leasable mineral area 700 800 Alternative 4 would hav&00 feweracres of
Reserve Design Landithin leasable mineral
areas than the Preferred t&Fnative.

Mineral material areas 500 500 Alternative 4 would be the same as the

Preferred Alternative.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to
nearest 1,000; values less thd,000 and greater than 100 were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were
rounded to the neares10,and thereforetotals may not sum due to roundinth cases where subtotals arequided the
subtotals and the ttals are ndividualy rounded. The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotalereforethe subtotals
may not sum to the total within the table.

IV.15.3.7

Summary of Alternatives

Table IV.1569 provides a simmary of potential acres impacted for thePlan-wide analysis
area for technology, mnservation lands, andstudy area lands.
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Study Area Lands for the Plan -wide DRECP

Table 1V.15-69
Summary Alternative Comparison of Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology, Conservation Lands, and

No Action Preferred Alternative Alternative | Alternative
Mineral Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 3 4
Technology Impacts (acres)
Geothermal resources 8,700 23,100 45,000 22,200 40,100 31,100
High potential mineral areas 7,340 3,300 4,130 6,200 5,400 2,900
High priority mineal & energy locations 440 0 50 1,200 2,100 330
Rare earth element areas 800 0 0 100 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 4,430 800 600 5,000 1,130 1,100
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 1,570 1,400 600 1,200 1,720 1,150
TOTAL 23,280 28,600 50,380 35,900 50,450 36,580
Existing Conservation Areas / Reserve Design Lands (acres)
Geothermal resources 32,000 24,100 28,300 30,100 30,100 27,200
High potential mineral areas 784,000 793,000 1,054,000 1,098,000 1,089,000 1,013,@0
High priority mineral & energy locations 100 12,100 13,100 34,100 14,100 13,100
Rare earth element areas 33,000 44,200 44,200 52,400 44,200 44,100
Locatable mineral areas 106,000 189,000 236,000 233,000 239,000 168,000
Leasable mineral areas 0 7,000 48,700 67,000 49,000 49,000
Mineral material areas 23,700 33,100 38,300 71,100 39,400 33,400
TOTAL 978,800 1,102,500 1,462,600 1,585,700 1,504,800 1,347,800
Study Area Lands (acres)
FutureAssessmenfreas
Geothermal resources 0 0 0 0 0 0
High potential mineral areas 0 11,000 0 4,000 100 0
High priority mineral & energy locations 0 10,000 0 0 0 0
Rare earth element areas 0 7,000 0 0 0 0
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Table 1V.15-69
Summary Alternative Comparison of Potential Mineral Resource Impacts by Technology, Conservation Lands, and
Study Area Lands for the Plan -wide DRECP

No Action Preferred Alternative Alternative | Alternative
Mineral Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 3 4
Locatable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0 0
Leasable mineral areas 0 8,000 0 0 0 0
Mineral material agas 0 700 0 0 0 0
SpecialnalysisAreas
Geothermal resources 0 * 0 0 0 0
High potential mineral areas 0 * 0 0 0 0
High priority mineral & energy locations 0 * 0 0 0 0
Rare earth element areas 0 * 0 0 0 0
Locatable mineral areas 0 * 0 0 0 0
Leasal# mineral areas 0 * 0 0 0 0
Mineral material areas 0 * 0 0 0 0
DRECPvariancelands
Geothermal resources 0 0 2,000 0 0 17,000
High potential mineral areas 0 0 4,000 0 0 87,000
High priority mineral & energy locations 0 0 300 0 0 0
Rare earth elemendreas 0 0 0 0 0 100
Locatable mineral areas 0 0 0 0 0 47,000
Leasable mineral areas 0 0 500 0 0 18,000
Mineral material areas 0 600 3,000 0 0 17,000
TOTAL 0 373,000* 9,800 4,000 100 186,100

*  There are two areas defined as SAAs. Tlaesas are in the Silurian Valley and just westighiay395 in Kern County.

Note: The bllowinggeneralrounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest 1,000; values |@&0tbad freater than
100were rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rounded to the nddresid thereforetotals may not sum due to roundintn cases where subtotals aregp
vided, the subtotals and the tals are ndividualy rounded.The totals are not a $n of the rounded subtotalshereforethe subtotals may not sum to the total within the table.
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