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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 268: GARY ZIMMERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 268-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter opposes the project. The commenter 
also states the DEIR is inadequate and identifies the Centennial Industrial Site as a “Toxic 
Superfund Waste Site.” The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the 
decisionmakers. Regarding the Centennial Industrial Site, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. Responses to specific comments are 
provided below. 

The commenter incorrectly asserts that the Centennial Site is a “Superfund” site. The Centennial 
Site has never been on the National Priorities List1 (A “Superfund site”). The Centennial Site has 
never been proposed to be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). The USEPA has prepared 
a Site Inspection Report in 2019 for the Centennial site but did not score the site using the Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS). The HRS is the primary method used to place sites on the NPL2. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-2 
The commenter objects to the project’s energy consumption and states that the project will result 
in adverse air quality impacts (e.g., GHG emissions). The commenter does not identify how the 
DEIR is inadequate with regard to these impacts. The DEIR analyzed air quality impacts in 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and found those impacts to 
be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 27 
– Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-3 
The commenter raises concerns regarding businesses that sell electronic equipment and any 
potential impacts related to underground blasting and vibrations. The vibration impacts to 
electronic equipment was analyzed for analog devices and underground blasting associated with 
the project would result in a less than significant vibration-related impact to analog devices. (DEIR, 
pp. 4.10-54, 4.10-55.) Regarding purely economic losses as a result of the project, the commenter 
is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 268-4 
The commenter asks if a proposed estimate of business losses to electronics businesses near 
the project site. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 268-3. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-5 
The commenter asks if the Project Applicant has developed a cleanup plan for the Centennial 
Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate 
Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-6 
The commenter asks if the Project Applicant will pay for the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial 
Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 

  

 
1 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-national-priorities-list-npl 
2 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/about-superfund-cleanup-process#pasi 
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Response to Comment Ind 268-7 
The commenter raises concerns with the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, and Master Response 
9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 26-8 
The commenter asks whether asbestos is found within the Idaho-Maryland Mine tailings and 
whether new waste rock from the Idaho-Maryland Mine would contain asbestos. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, and 
Master Response 9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

The DEIR discusses asbestos in detail in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy) and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is 
also referred to Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-9 
The commenter is concerned about the economic benefits of the project. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-10 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potentially adverse economic impacts. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-11 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potentially adverse economic impacts. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-12 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potentially adverse economic impacts. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-13 
The commenter is concerned that the price of gold may fluctuate and impact the viability of the 
project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-14 
The commenter is concerned that the price of gold may fluctuate and impact the viability of the 
project. The commenter is also concerned about reclamation when the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
closes. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Regarding reclamation, the project requires an approved Reclamation plan. To ensure that 
reclamation will proceed in accordance with the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall 
require as a condition of approval Security that will be released upon satisfactory performance. 
The applicant may pose Security in the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit 
from an accredited financial institution, or other method acceptable to the County and the State 
Mining and Geology Board as specified in State regulations, and which the County reasonably 
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determines are adequate to perform reclamation in accordance with the mining operation’s 
approved Plan. (DEIR, p. 4.6-24, Appendix C.) 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those 
agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-15 
The commenter provides an image of chart showing the historic price of gold from 1992 to 2022. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-16 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate but provides no specifics or evidence. 
Responses to specific comments are provided above. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues 

Response to Comment Ind 268-17 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate but provides no specifics or evidence. 
Responses to specific comments are provided above. In regards to quality of life concerns, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-18 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate but provides no specifics or evidence. 
Responses to specific comments are provided above. In regards to economic issues, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 268-19 
The commenter states that the project is poorly conceived, speculative, and should not be 
approved. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 269: GARY ZIMMERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 269-1 
This letter is a duplicate of Individual Letter 268. Please see responses to comments for Individual 
Letter 268.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 270: GAVEN MOORE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 270-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 271: GEOFF POLLARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 271-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the proposed project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 272: GEOFFREY NELSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 272-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter is concerned with two areas of the 
DEIR, Project Background and Hydrology. The comment is noted and responses to specific 
comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 272-2 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 272-3 
The DEIR discusses the impact to private wells in Chapter 4.8 and found that the impacts would 
be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 272-4 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 272-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 273: GERALD THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 273-1 
The comment expresses general concerns regarding air quality and climate change. Please see 
Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 (c)(3) specifically mentions “Offsite measures, including offsets that are not 
otherwise required, to mitigate a project’s emissions” as one option for GHG mitigation. As such, 
the carbon offset mitigation within the DEIR is adequate and meets the requirements set forth by 
the CEQA Guidelines. Chapter 4 of this Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan for all the required mitigation measures. In addition, the project will undergo annual 
inspections as required by SMARA. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
impacts of the proposed project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, 
a detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 274: GERI STOUT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 274-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR, but points to other 
comment letters received. Please see Reponses to Comment Letters Grp 6 to 8 and Grp 29 to 
32. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 275: GERI STOUT AND GREG CICATELLI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 275-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 276: GERRI SNELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 276-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 277: GLEN GARROD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 277-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 277-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that mitigation was left ambiguous in the DEIR, but 
does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 277-3 
Please see Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Population and Housing, of the DEIR regarding impacts 
related to housing future mine workers. Please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic 
Impacts. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 278: GLENNA ROGERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 278-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 279: GORDON MANN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 279-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. The comment 
has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 280: GREG DEYOUNG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 280-1 
Comment noted. This is an introductory comment and does not provide a comment on an 
environmental issue associated with the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 280-2 
The commenter raises concerns regarding the feasibility of biological mitigation measures but 
does not provide specific detail about why those mitigation measures are infeasible. The 
mitigation measures require a variety of actions depending on the impact, ranging from additional 
state or federal agency permitting to preconstruction surveys, and each contains performance 
standards and timing making them consistent with CEQA. 

The commenter specifically questions the feasibility of the conservation easement requirement in 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) for the Pine Hill flannelbush. It should be noted, the conservation 
easement is required prior to the issuance of grading permits; as a result, no impacts to Pine Hill 
flannelbush can occur until the conservation easement is in place. As noted by the commenter, 
the conservation easement (or similar mechanism) will require an easement holder, management 
and operations plan, and will be recorded with the County recorder. Please see Response to 
Comment Agcy 3-5.  

Response to Comment Ind 280-3 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(c) is stating that every attempt will be made to avoid impacts to waters 
of the U.S. and state during project implementation. The mitigation measure continues with 
additional language requiring agency permitting when those “waters” cannot be avoided. 
Reasonable estimates of impacts to waters of the U.S. and water of the state were assessed in 
the DEIR, and standard mitigation to avoid and minimize impacts in coordination with Corps was 
included. The precise avoidance and minimization actions will be specifically determined after 
consultation with the Corps, which is engineering level detail. Engineering level detail is not 
required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 
26.)  

Response to Comment Ind 280-4 
The commenter questions the feasibility of compensatory mitigation. The comment does not 
include the full text of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(c) which shows compensatory mitigation, if 
required, is part of the section 404 permit process for impacts to waters of the United State or 
jurisdictional waters of the State if they cannot be avoided. The regulatory agencies issuing these 
permits would include as conditions of those permits monitoring and performance criteria for 
wetland creation and/or restoration if chosen or required, as well as identification of contingencies 
that would be implemented in the event such mitigation failed. Note that this mitigation is required 
to be in place prior to ground disturbing activities, so no impacts would occur until mitigation 
acceptable to the regulatory agencies is in place. Additionally, compensatory mitigation could be 
implemented through the purchase of mitigation credits through the in-lieu fee mitigation program, 
which would not require any monitoring or performance criteria by the applicant, if such credits 
are purchased per permit requirements. An in-lieu fee compensatory mitigation program is up and 
running and available for permitted projects in Nevada County. The specific mechanism that is 
implemented to compensate for impacts to aquatic resources will ultimately be determined in 
consultation with the regulatory agencies. The list is provided not to imply that one or more of 
these methods might not be successful, but rather to be transparent about the full range of options 
available. It is inappropriate to finalize the mechanism of mitigation prior to permit discussions 
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with the agencies that have authority over the resources being mitigated. The CWA Section 404 
permit from the USACE and the CWA Section 401 permit from the RWQCB will require full 
compensatory mitigation for all impacts to aquatic resources as conditions of the permits for the 
project.  

Response to Comment Ind 280-5 
Please see Master Response 34 – Resident Fish, Master Response 36 - Flows in South Wolf 
Creek, Master Response 32 – Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, and Master Response 35 
– Discharge to South Wolf Creek, regarding the impacts to fish, discharge flow volumes, 
temperature, and quality, potential for erosion, and species impacts. CEQA guidelines require 
analysis of impacts to special-status fish, and as no special-status fish have potential to occur 
within South Fork Wolf Creek or Wolf Creek, no analysis of impacts to fish is appropriate. 

Response to Comment Ind 280-6 
DEIR Chapter 6 considered project alternatives. As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and 
provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives that achieves the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project impacts. 
The alternatives analysis is not required to consider every project alternative but is governed by 
a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice.” The alternative analysis in the DEIR considered nine different alternatives. Five 
alternatives were considered but rejected from detailed analysis since they did not meet most 
project objectives, were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. Four 
alternatives were analyzed in detail (see DEIR section 6.3.) The County believes this provides a 
reasoned choice of alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers. Further, the 
alternative proposed by the commenter, to reduce throughput to 500 tons per day, but maintain 
the project life at 80 years, is substantially similar to Alternative 4, which was already addressed 
in the DEIR. The commenter’s proposed alternative would also cause a potential inconsistency 
with General Plan Policy 17.9 to “Encourage the mining of previously mined land, if such land still 
contains economically mineable minerals, so the land can be reclaimed for alternative uses.” The 
proposed alternative would leave economically mineable minerals unextracted after the life of the 
permit and would therefore conflict with this policy. This Alternative would also have fewer 
employment and economic benefits as compared to the proposed project, which would not satisfy 
Objective 7. Similar to Alternative 4, this alternative may reduce some traffic impacts due to less 
traffic volume per day. However, as this alternative could cause a new land use impact due to 
inconsistency with the General Plan Policy 17.9, and would not meet Objective 7, this alternative 
is dismissed from further consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 281: GREG WOLFE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 281-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 282: GREGORY WEISSWASSER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 282-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 283: GUARIONEX DELGADO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 283-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 284: GWEN MOORE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 284-1 
The commenter states that the project will impact water resources and pollute the Glenbrook 
Basin with additional traffic. The commenter also states that the project will result in negative air 
quality impacts, specifically asbestos and crystalline silica. The commenter does not state how 
the DEIR is inadequate with regard to the stated impacts. Air quality impacts, including asbestos 
and crystalline silica, are examined in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy). Impacts to water resources are analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 21 – Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, 
Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 284-2 
The commenter summarizes a portion of Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy) which estimates the carbon sequestration loss from deforestation of the 24 acres at 
both project sites. (DEIR, p. 4.3-17.) The commenter also states the project’s trucking component 
will further degrade the County’s air quality. However, the commenter does not identify any 
inadequacies of the DEIR. Carbon sequestration losses from the removal of forest areas by the 
project are included in the greenhouse gas emissions of the project. Air emissions from trucking 
is included in the analysis of air quality in Chapter 4.3. 

Response to Comment Ind 284-3 
The commenter states that the transport of engineered fill to the Centennial Industrial Site will 
result in pollutants, noise, and congestion. The commenter does not provide any additional 
information. Air pollution from trucking in analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR; noise from trucks is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration) of the DEIR; and traffic impacts from trucks are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 
(Transportation) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 284-4 
The commenter states that the County should reject the project. The commenter’s opposition to 
the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 285: HANK MEALS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-2 
As discussed further on pages 1-5 and 1-6 of the DEIR, separate CEQA review of a Remedial 
Action Plan (RAP) is being conducted with DTSC as the CEQA lead agency. DTSC released the 
CEQA document (Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND]) for the “Centennial M1 
Property Clean-Up Project Remedial Action Plan” project, SCH# 2021070473) for public review 
on July 26, 2021. The IS/MND identifies mitigation measures with which Rise, as the property 
owner responsible for implementing the Centennial M1 Property Clean-Up Project Remedial 
Action Plan (Centennial Clean-Up Project) would need to comply, prior to and during remedial 
activities associated with the RAP, that would ensure that physical impacts to the environment 
are mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is 
a Separate Project Under CEQA. The comment does address the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-3 
Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-4 
Please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, regarding impacts related to noise. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but does 
not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible 
nor required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-5 
Impacts related to light and glare were addressed in Impact 4.1-3 within Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, 
of the DEIR. As discussed therein, light spillover is not projected to occur off-site. In its role as the 
lead agency, the County of Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other 
information that may be presented to the agency, such as lighting requirements, in deciding 
whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 285-6 
The comment is a general comment about significant and unavoidable impacts, stating they 
should be monitored over time. Chapter 4 of this Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for all required mitigation measures and the site will be inspected annually as 
required by SMARA. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment Ind 285-7 
Long-term changes in visual character associated with the proposed project in combination with 
cumulative development and the creation of new sources of light or glare associated with the 
proposed project in combination with cumulative development are discussed under two separate 
impact statements, as shown in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. As the commenter noted, 
Impact 4.1-4 related to long term changes in visual character was determined to be cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable (DEIR p. 4.1-30); however, Impact 4.1-5 related to 
the creation of new sources of light or glare was determined to be less than cumulatively 
considerable (DEIR p. 4.1-32). 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 286: HARRY WOODUM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 286-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 286-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, as well as Chapter 4.11, Public 
Services and Utilities, of the DEIR for more information related to impacts regarding water usage. 
Please also refer to Master Response 13 through 16 regarding groundwater. The commenter 
expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 286-3 
Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 286-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 287: HARRY WYETH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 287-1 
The commenter is comparing conclusions to two different impacts. Impact 4.1-4 related to long 
term changes in visual character was determined to be cumulatively considerable and significant 
and unavoidable (DEIR p. 4.1-30); however, Impact 4.1-5 related to the creation of new sources 
of light or glare was determined to be less than cumulatively considerable (DEIR p. 4.1-32). 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 288: HEIDI BREUER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 288-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 288-2 
Impact to birds, animals, and other creatures is addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, 
of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 30 – Biological Study Technical Adequacy and Master 
Response 37 – Birds and Raptors. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 289: HELEN AND GERALD MARTINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 289-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate in the areas of traffic, asbestos and noise but 
provides no specific reasons for inadequacy. The commenter is referred to Chapters 4.12 
(Transportation), 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), and 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration) of the DEIR. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 289-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze traffic impact from employees commuting to 
the project site. Traffic impacts, including employee and service vehicles, are extensively 
analyzed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Table 4.12-
8 and Table 4.12-9. The commenter is also concerned about traffic noise generated from the 
project. Noise from traffic is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) in the DEIR. The 
aesthetic effect of trucks traveling along the surrounding roadways is a temporary condition and 
does not result in a permanent change in the overall aesthetics of the surrounding area. Project 
traffic on Brunswick Road would be from trucking (6:00AM to 10:00PM) and employees during 
shift change. Over the life of the project, up to 118 haul truck round trips would occur on Brunswick 
Road during the hours from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM, seven days a week. On an hourly basis, this 
equates to approximately 7.4 haul truck round trips per hour on Brunswick Road. 

Response to Comment Ind 289-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR indicates Level of Service (LOS) will decrease with the 
addition of project traffic. The LOS for each individual intersection studied in the DEIR varies and 
is not consistently LOS D or C, as stated by the commenter. The addition of traffic from mining 
operations does not lower the LOS of most intersections analyzed. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 289-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of asbestos impacts is inadequate. Detailed 
descriptions, analysis, management plans, and mitigation measures for the management of 
asbestos are provided in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of 
the DEIR. Prior to underground gold mining, intensive planning efforts will be conducted as 
required under the ASUR plan and as required to meet state and federal regulations and achieve 
safety, environmental, and economic goals. Please see Section 6.0 of the ASUR Plan (Appendix 
E.2 of the EIR). Underground mine planning, as required in the ASUR plan, includes exploratory 
drilling, geologic mapping, material logging, and testing. These same processes also ensure 
future mining operations avoid and manage rock types that may contain naturally occurring 
asbestos to ensure that applicable thresholds are not exceeded. (Id.) In other words, the 
mandatory mine planning that is required by the DEIR in the ASUR Plan will provide information 
to the mine operator on asbestos content of rock prior to mining that area. That information can 
then be used to avoid areas, if any exist, with asbestos content that would make it infeasible to 
comply with the 0.01% asbestos content limit required by the ASUR Plan.  

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos 
Assumptions, and Master Response 23 – Adequacy of sampling – Asbestos.  
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Response to Comment Ind 289-5 
The commenter is concerned about noise impacts from the blasting, crushing, and processing of 
the underground mining operation. The commenter also states that the DEIR’s noise data is 
outdated and new surveys should be conducted. Regarding the noise impacts, no crushing of 
rock is proposed on the surface. The remaining noise impacts related to the operation at the 
Brunswick site were analyzed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) and impacts were found to 
be less than significant. The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment Ind 617-4. 

Response to Comment Ind 289-5 
The commenter is concerned about noise impacts of the project but does not state how the DEIR 
is inadequate. Noise impacts, except for the construction of the water pipeline, have been 
determined to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 
(Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 290: HOLLY AHRENS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 290-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment also notes that there is no independent monitoring of these issues, but does not make 
clear to what issues are being referred. All of the technical reports used to support the preparation 
of the DEIR were independently peer reviewed by technical experts hired through the County. In 
addition, on-going inspections of the site will occur annually as required by SMARA. The comment 
has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 291: HOLLY AHRENS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 291-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 290-1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 292: HUNTER JONES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 292-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 292-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 292-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 292-4 
The referenced book does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the commenter’s 
concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their 
consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 293: INGE IVENS  
 
Response to Comment Ind 293-1 
This is an introductory comment, expressing general concerns. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter’s specific comments are addressed in 
Responses to Comments Ind 293-2 through Ind 293-4.  

Response to Comment Ind 293-2 
The commenter states the DEIR does not take the long-term impact of released arsenic and other 
toxic metals into account. Metal content in dust generated by all activities of the project were 
evaluated in the Health Risk Assessment. Please see Chapter 4.3 and Appendix E.1 of the DEIR. 
Please see also Master Response 20 – Conservatism used for Metals in Dust. 

The commenter states that the number of current samples and data on arsenic levels in current 
mine water is insufficient. Water samples have been taken in the Brunswick shaft and from the 
mine drains along Idaho-Maryland Road. The water treatment plant is designed to treat arsenic, 
if necessary, and an NOA is required for the mine water discharge to ensure that the discharged 
water meets applicable water quality standards. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. 

The commenter states that the number of samples for arsenic in existing rock and tailings at the 
Brunswick site is insufficient and that half of the Brunswick site was not sampled for toxic metals. 
The commenter believes that the source of the area of elevated arsenic on the Brunswick site, as 
stated by NV5, is speculative. Figure 4.7-1 of the DEIR shows sampling locations conducted by 
NV5 inside the estimated boundary of historic waste rock fill as delineated on the figure. Areas 
outside of the sampled area of the Brunswick site either would not be disturbed by the project or 
are not potentially contaminated with historic mine waste rock. Therefore, the sampling of these 
areas of the Brunswick site is not necessary. As discussed on page 15 of the Phase I-II ESA, the 
mine waste rock reportedly originated primarily from the New Brunswick Mine portion of the Idaho‐
Maryland Mine, which is known to have low arsenic concentrations, and also from the Empire 
Mine, which is known to contain elevated arsenic concentrations (see page 15 of Appendix J of 
the DEIR). As discussed on page 38 of the ESA, the mixed soil and rock fill beneath the 
southeastern paved area contain total and soluble arsenic concentrations that exceed regulatory 
benchmarks. Based on the higher arsenic concentrations and anomalous acid Based Accounting 
(ABA) results for this material, the geotextile fabric incorporated into the fill, and historical aerial 
photographs that suggest the grading was performed after mining operations were suspended, 
the material was likely imported to the site and did not originate from mining operations at the 
New Brunswick Shaft. As such, the DEIR’s conclusion is based on evidence, not on mere 
speculation.  

The commenter states that high concentrations of arsenic are associated with nearby mining 
sites. However, the Idaho-Maryland Mine is a different gold deposit and hosted in different rock 
types than the Empire-Northstar and Lava Cap Mines. Arsenic levels from samples taken in 
various rock types at the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project are low. (see Section 4.4 of Appendix K.2 
of the DEIR.) 

The commenter states that there needs to be concurrent measurements to evaluate metals in 
engineered fill proposed to be placed at the Brunswick and Centennial sites and that metals 
content should be determined before it is used as building material. A WDR is required prior to 
placement of engineered fill. Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization, and 
Master Response 11 – Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction Markets. 
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Response to Comment Ind 293-3 
The commenter explains the toxicity of arsenic and cites arsenic concentrations from the Empire 
State Mine and the Lava Cap Mine. However, the Idaho-Maryland Mine is a different gold deposit 
and hosted in different rock types than the Empire-Northstar and Lava Cap Mines. Arsenic levels 
from samples taken in various rock types at the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project are low. Please see 
Section 4.4 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. 

Metal content in dust generated by all activities of the project were evaluated in the Health Risk 
Assessment for the DEIR. Please see also Master Response 20 – Conservatism used for Metals 
in Dust. 

The commenter also cites the EPA standards for arsenic levels in drinking water. The MCL for 
arsenic in water is noted and is discussed in the DEIR and in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. (see 
DEIR, p. 4.8-21.) 

Response to Comment Ind 293-4 
As discussed in the DEIR, the Project Applicant has entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement 
with the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for the voluntary cleanup of 
soil contamination on Centennial Industrial Site. A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) has been 
prepared and is under review by DTSC. The DTSC project is a separate project from the Idaho-
Maryland Mine Project, is not under the authority of the County, and is subject to its own separate 
CEQA review. As such, the cleanup project is not the proper subject of the DEIR. Please see 
Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

The Centennial site is not designated, nor under consideration to be listed, as a “superfund site” 
by the US EPA. The estimated total capital cost for clean-up of the Centennial site is estimated in 
the RAP at $3 million (see page 53 of the Draft Final RAP). 

The proposed project would likely produce mine waste with lower sulfide and metal content than 
those produced historically, and the historic mine waste has been determined to be Group C 
mining waste from which any discharge would be in compliance with the applicable water quality 
control plan, including water quality objectives other than turbidity. Please see Master Response 
9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6209 

Individual Letter 294 

Ind 294-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6210 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 294: IRENE FRAZIER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 294-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Issues. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 295: ITARA O’CONNELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 3 – Owner Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-2 
The comment restates a sentence in the DEIR regarding the Centennial Site, but provides no 
context which would allow a response. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-3 
Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-4 
Please see Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and, specifically, the following 
excerpt from page 4.5-21 of the DEIR: 
 

[…] InContext contacted the NAHC on September 10, 2019 to request a search of the 
Sacred Lands File for tribal cultural resources within or near the project area. The results 
of the Sacred Lands File search were negative, which indicates that known cultural 
resources do not exist on the project site.5 In addition, InContext contacted each of the 
following Native American tribes with the potential to have knowledge of cultural resources 
in the project area: 
 

• Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe; 
• Tsi Akim Maidu;  
• United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC); and 
• Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe. 

 
In an effort to gather data regarding cultural resources of importance to these entities that 
could be affected by the project, the above parties were contacted via regular mail, email, 
and telephone between September 16, 2019 and December 16, 2020. Reponses were not 
received from any of the above tribes. 
 
On November 25, 2019, Nevada County sent project notification letters with offers to 
consult pursuant to AB 52 to the Tsi Akim Maidu Tribal Council, Shingle Springs Band of 
Miwok Indians, Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe, and UAIC. The Tsi Akim Maidu 
Tribal Council, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, and Nevada City Rancheria 
Nisenan Tribe did not respond within the 30-day consultation period. The UAIC responded 
on December 18, 2019, and requested consultation and copies of the Cultural Impact 
Report, technical reports, requests for and results of records searches, and Geographic 
Information System (GIS) Shapefiles. The County provided such information. In addition, 
the UAIC noted that they are not aware of any Native American archaeological sites in or 
near the project site. 

 
As presented above, consistent with CEQA Guidelines and Assembly Bill 52, as part of the DEIR 
process, local tribes were notified and invited to consult on the proposed project, and such 
information was presented in the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment Ind 295-5 
A project risks dividing an established community if the project would introduce infrastructure or 
alter land uses so as to change the land use conditions in the surrounding community, or isolate 
an existing land use. As discussed under Impact 4.9-1, the proposed project would operate on 
land designated for industrial use and currently used to store industrial materials on both the 
Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The project would not affect access to the nearby 
roadways and would not change access to a nearby community from these roadways. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-6 
The comment expresses a general opinion that Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(e) shall be revised 
such that the sign installed would face the industry and, “cars on the road, trucks use caution 
before entering.” The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the 
proposed project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-7 
Long-term changes in visual character associated with the proposed project were discussed in 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. As noted therein, given the proposed heights of the 
structures and the permanent alteration of the views, the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, if the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 
proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." As such, the County would be required to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to address the aforementioned significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 
Impacts related to light and glare were addressed in Impact 4.1-3 within Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, 
of the DEIR. As discussed therein, light spillover is not projected to occur off-site. In its role as the 
lead agency, the County of Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other 
information that may be presented to the agency, in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 295-8 
The DEIR concludes that impacts to visual character of the site would be significant and 
unavoidable. In addition, please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 296: J.T. MAYR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 296-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 296-2 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for 
their consideration. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 296-3 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for 
their consideration. Please see Master Responses and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 296-4 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 297: J.T. MAYR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 297-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 297-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 296-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 297-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 296-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 297-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 296-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 297-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 296-4. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 298: JACKIE MCRAE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 298-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 299: JACQI BRITTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 299-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6230 

Individual Letter 300 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6231 

 
  

Ind 300-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6232 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 300: JACQUELINE FINLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 300-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 301: JAKE JACUS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 301-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the proposed project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 302: JALANA SMITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 302-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 303: JAMES BLIMTHORPE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 303-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the proposed project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 304: JAMES BLIMTHORPE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 304-1 
The commenter notes the EIR is fake, but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 305: JAMES HAUFLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 305-1 
The commenter asks if the Project Applicant tested any of the rock/core samples for radioactive 
elements. Water sampling conducted for the project included radiological testing, including 
uranium, as shown in Table 3-6 of Appendix K.2 and all results are well below regulatory 
standards, as shown in the table. Uranium was not analyzed in rock samples because elevated 
uranium is not present in the rock types in the mine area. The commenter is referred to Response 
to Comment Grp 8-15. 

Response to Comment Ind 305-2 
The commenter asks if the Project Applicant will purchase a bond for reclamation of the project 
site. A reclamation bond is required for the project. The commenter is referred to page 4.6-24 of 
the DEIR and Appendix C of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 305-3 
The commenter asks if there is any information supporting the notion that engineered fill could be 
used for local or regional construction projects. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
11 – Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction Markets.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 306: JAMES MCMASTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 306-1 
The commenter states that the groundwater model is flawed due to the initial start point and 
baseline data but provides no further information. The DEIR analyzed the project’s impacts to 
groundwater in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and found impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the degree to which asbestos emissions from 
the project will need to be managed but does not identify any inadequacies of the DEIR with 
regard to asbestos. The DEIR analyzed asbestos emissions in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and found the impacts to be less than significant after 
mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, 
Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, Master Response 23 – Adequacy 
of Asbestos Sampling, Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR excluded elements which puts the project’s GHG emissions 
over an arbitrary threshold, but recent climate change goals purportedly require net zero GHG 
emissions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-4 
The commenter states the DEIR improperly excludes the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial 
Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-5 
The commenter states that missing construction schedules skew the DEIR’s analysis of the 
project’s impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 24 – Project Construction 
Schedule. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-6 
The commentor states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise and underestimates 
the noise impacts of dumping waste near residential neighborhoods but provides no further details 
or explains how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed noise impacts in Chapter 4.10 (Noise 
and Vibration) and found the noise impacts associated with engineered fill placement to be less 
than significant after mitigation (see Impact 4.10-2). Regarding nighttime noise, please see 
Response to Comment Grp 21-130.   

Response to Comment Ind 306-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR must discuss air traffic hazards due to a potential moisture 
cloud plume. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 7-95. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-8 
The commenter states the project does not adhere to federal mining guidelines regarding blasting. 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-144. 
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Response to Comment Ind 306-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to demonstrate impacts to wildlife would be less than 
significant and is concerned about discharging water to South Fork Wolf Creek during a drought. 
The commenter does not provide any additional information to identify how the DEIR is 
inadequate with regard to wildlife impacts. The DEIR analyzed biological impacts in Chapter 4.4 
(Biological Resources) and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. The DEIR 
also analyzed the impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
and found the impacts less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 30 – Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 35 – Discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 – Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR utilizes meteorological data in the health risk assessment 
that does not reflect local conditions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 – 
Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

Response to Comment Ind 306-11 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 307: JAMES MULLEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 307-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 308: JAMIE LEGON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 308-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 309: JAN TODD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 309-1 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater, including drought and 
climate change. See also Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 310: JAN ZIMMERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 310-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Responses to specific comments are provide below. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-2 
The commenter states that cumulative effects analysis in the DEIR is inadequate in various areas 
of the DEIR but provides no further information. Therefore, no specific response is possible. In 
regard to quality of life concerns, please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues 
and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately assesses mitigation risk and questions what 
will happen if the Project Applicant fails to implement required Mitigation Measures, but provides 
no additional information. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-4 
The commenter states that the project’s impacts analyzed in the DEIR will last forever and asks 
whether the mitigation will last forever. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility and Appendix C of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-6 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine will leave nearby residents’ 
private wells without groundwater and will adversely impact the economic value and property 
rights of nearby residents. Regarding the impacts to groundwater, the commenter is referred to 
Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding the economic value of the properties, the commenter 
is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-7 
The commenter states that the mitigation measures analyzed in the DEIR are too expensive or 
will fail but provides no further information or evidence. The environmental impacts of the 
proposed mitigation measures are analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-8 
The commenter states that cumulative impacts do not match proposed mitigations, but provides 
no further information or evidence. Therefore, no specific response is possible. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-9 
The commenter references Comment Letter 10 from the Nevada Irrigation District (NID) and 
incorporates the same concerns as the NID. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the 
DEIR (Hydrology and Water Quality), Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Responses to Agency 
Letter 10 from the NID. 
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Response to Comment Ind 310-10 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine will result in the discharge 
of toxic substances into South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the 
DEIR and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-11 
The commenter assumes that the discharge of water into South Fork Wolf Creek will harm the 
creek. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-12 
The analysis in the DEIR is specific to the currently proposed project for the Idaho-Maryland Mine. 
The commenter is referred Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-13 
The commenter states that the groundwater impacts associated with the San Juan Mine Ridge 
Mine constitutes a major problem with the Idaho-Maryland Mine DEIR. The San Juan Ridge Mine 
Project is not relevant to the analysis of the Idaho-Maryland Mine DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-14 
The commenter states that adverse water and toxic issues require the County to reject the project, 
but does not provide any additional information. The analysis in the DEIR determined that water 
and air impacts are less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapters 
4.3 and 4.8 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 310-15 
The commenter states that the current condition of the Centennial Industrial Site is not suitable 
for the placement of engineered fill. The commenter is referred to Master Response 9 – Historical 
Mine Waste at Centennial Site, and Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-16 
The commenter references the approved remediation plan from the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control for the Centennial Industrial Site and asks if the DEIR includes analysis of 
the remedial action plan. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is 
a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-17 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), Master Response 9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site, and Master Response 8 
– Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-18 
The commenter states that former gold mining operations have deposited waste into the San 
Francisco Bay and asks if the Project Applicant will clean up certain toxics on the property it 
purchased in 2017, alluding to the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment Ind 310-19 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and speculation regarding whether the 
mitigations will be completed does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been noted for 
the decisionmakers. All mitigation measures for the project have been included in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared for the project and included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The MMRP gets adopted along with EIR certification, should this occur, and is 
used by County staff to track project compliance with mitigation measures. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 310-20 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Please also see 
the above responses.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 311: JANAK KIMMEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 311-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 312: JANE BAYLIS-GARCIA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for 
more information related to air pollution. As evaluated under Impact 4.3-2, and shown in Table 
4.3-21, emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) would not result in health risks to nearby 
receptors in excess of NSAQMD thresholds. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 was included 
to ensure an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan is prepared, as required by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). Further information regarding the assumptions used when conducting 
the Health Risk Assessment for the proposed project is included in Master Responses 20 through 
22. Finally, please also see Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollution Thresholds during 
Operations. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-3 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater, including drought and 
climate change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-4 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-5 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is inadequate, but does not provide 
specific examples. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 312-7 
The comment is a closing remark and does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 313: JANE GARCIA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 313-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6268 

 
  

Individual Letter 314 

Ind 314-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6269 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 314: JANE MARKHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 314-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 315: JANE PELTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 315-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 316: JANE PRIMROSE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 316-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 317: JANET BRISSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 317-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 317-2 
Wildlife migration is address in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources of the DEIR. Specifically in 
Impact 4.4-4 starting on page 4.4-92 of the DEIR. The DEIR was prepared by an independent 
consultant hired by Nevada County and all the technical reports were independently peer 
reviewed by consultants hired through the County. In its role as the lead agency, Nevada County 
decisionmakers will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be 
presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 318: JANET CINQUEGRANA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 318-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. In addition, see Master Response 35 
regarding discharge into South Fork Wolf Creek. Impacts related to blasting are addressed in 
Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as well as Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of 
the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 319: JANET CINQUEGRANA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 319-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 318-1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 320: JANET DUNSTAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 320-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 3, and 14. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, 
and Chapter 4.12, Transportation with regard to impacts associated with hauling and piling waste 
rock, as well as Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, and Chapter 4.6, Geology and Soils, with 
regard to impacts associated with blasting. Housing is addressed in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and 
Population and Housing. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of 
the proposed project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 321: JANET RICHMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 321-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 322: JANET ROSNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 322-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 323: JANETTE AND CHRIS CARPENTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 323-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 324: JANICE BEDAYN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 324-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 324-2 
The commenter states that GHG mitigation measures are “weak” because they include qualifying 
terms such as “feasible” for implementation of mitigation. While the commenter describes the 
mitigation as weak due to the qualifying language that the mitigation must be feasible, this term 
come directly from the CEQA Guidelines. (see 14 CCR Sec. 15041(a).) Per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15041, a CEQA lead agency has authority to require “feasible” mitigation, and conversely 
does not have authority to impose mitigation that is infeasible. Availability of electric equipment 
and vehicles and alternative fuel equipment is changing as technology improves, so it is 
appropriate that this mitigation measure includes a feasibility and commercial availability 
standard. Based on these qualifying terms, use of electric equipment that is not now available 
may at a later date be required by the County under this mitigation measure. The County has 
enforcement authority for Mitigation Measure 4.3-7, so it would be at the County’s discretion to 
determine whether a particular electric vehicle or type of equipment is feasible in economic or 
practical terms. Note that the project is already proposing to use all electrical equipment 
underground, which reduces GHG emissions compared to use of diesel equipment below the 
surface.   

Response to Comment Ind 324-3 
Greenhouse gas emissions contribute to climate change but are not directly related to health 
impacts. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR in regard to the analysis of health risks from the 
project’s air emissions. The carbon offsets are required to mitigate emissions of greenhouse 
gases and the related global climate change impacts, so the local air quality is not related to this 
mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 324-4 
Please see Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD 
Criteria Pollution Thresholds During Operation. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program is 
included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR, which sets forth all mitigation measures imposed in the 
DEIR and will be used by the County for enforcement purposes.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 325: JASON PRIVETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 325-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 325-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, regarding impacts related to noise. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but does 
not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible 
nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 325-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 326: JASON WHITE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 326-1 
The comment expresses support for the project, but does not specifically address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 327: JAY JACQUET 
 
Response to Comment Ind 327-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the proposed project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 328: JEAN MATSUNO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 328-1 
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate but provides no specifics or evidence in this 
comment. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-2 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-3 
Criteria pollutant emissions and greenhouse gases from the project are analysed in Chapter 4.3 
of the DEIR and impacts have been determined to be less than significant after mitigation. The 
DEIR assumed 100 hours of generator use in the air quality analysis; however, extended use of 
generators is speculative and CEQA does not require analysis of speculative impacts. Given that 
it is unknown if/ when a PSPS would occur, it is considered a speculative event, and per the 
CEQA Guidelines, if a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note 
its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact (14 CCR 15145). California courts have 
consistently held that “an EIR is not required to engage in speculation in order to analyze a worst-
case scenario.” (see Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors 
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 373.). The use of emergency generators is speculative and beyond 
the reasonable control of the applicant. However, criteria air pollutant emissions associated with 
24-hour operation of the emergency generators is provided in Table 4.3-25 of the DEIR on page 
4.3-104 for informational disclosure purposes only. 

DEIR Chapter 4.13 analyzed the project’s potential contribution to wildfire risk. Regarding climate 
change, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-4 
Please see Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-5 
Please see Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. The County’s attainment of compliance 
with ozone standards is to be achieved by County-wide implementation of Northern Sierra Air 
Quality Management District thresholds and mitigation, as well as continuing improvements in 
technology and emissions standards. The Project Applicant is not solely responsible for meeting 
the County’s air quality objectives.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-6 
Air quality measures are not limited to one year of construction. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the 
DEIR. Also see Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollution Thresholds during Operations. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-7 
As discussed on page 4.12-82 of the DEIR, because the proposed project is anticipated to directly 
employ approximately 312 employees during full operations, pursuant to Section L-II 4.1.9 of the 
Nevada County LUDC, the Project Applicant would be required to submit to the County a detailed 
analysis of transportation alternatives, documenting feasible measures for reducing auto 
dependence. Please see pages 4.12-82 through 4.12-83 for further information. Further, the 
proposed project would incorporate an area for bicycle racks at the Brunswick Industrial Site, 
which would provide a minimum of 11 racks (44 bicycle spaces). 
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Response to Comment Ind 328-8 
The Final EIR will clarify that burning of vegetative material will be prohibited in a condition of 
approval, which shall be included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-9 
Electrical grid power generates no on-site air emissions. Electrical grid power indirectly generates 
greenhouse gases (GHG) from power generation, but substantially less greenhouse gas 
emissions than diesel or gasoline powered generators and machinery. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-10 
Climate Change is a global impact, so purchase of carbon offsets is related to a global impact 
rather than local air quality. Also see Master Response 28 – Greenhouse Gas Credits. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-11 
Please see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-12 
Please see Chapter 4.3 regarding analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. Also see Master 
Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-13 
The DEIR biological impact analysis is based on the guidance provided in the CEQA guidelines, 
Appendix G. DEIR Chapter 4.4 analyzed six different biological impacts including potential 
impacts to special status species and associated habitat and migratory corridors.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-14 
The DEIR, and Appendix F.7, correctly identify the onsite pond as a historic man-made clay-lined 
pond that was associated with historic saw milling operations. The pond is non-jurisdictional 
pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act but may be considered a “water of the State of California.” 
Special status species that may use the pond and surrounding habitat were considered in Impact 
4.4-2 and impacts to “waters” was considered in Impact 4.4-3. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-15 
The Madrone peer review was in regard to the draft copies of the various biological studies 
completed by the applicant’s biological consultant and not the updated analysis that served as a 
basis for the DEIR. As stated on page 4.4-1 of the DEIR, the reports were updated, as necessary 
to address the comments included in the third-party independent peer review performed by 
Madrone Ecological Consulting, Inc. under contract with Raney. Please see Master Response 30 
– Technical Study Adequacy. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-16 
Please see Master Response 30 – Technical Study Adequacy, and Master Response 37 – Birds 
and Raptors. 

The CEQA guidelines require analysis of substantial interference to "the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites." Migration is defined as the seasonal 
movement of animals from one habitat to another. Various animal, bird, and fish species are not 
automatically considered migratory just because they move from one location to another. 
Migration serves a purpose for the species such as winter/summer habitat for foraging or 
breeding. It is acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR impact analysis (see section 4.4.4) that 
species exist within the project site that are common to the area. Potential impacts to these 
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species were analyzed and mitigation measures have been provided where it was determined 
impacts to species could occur as a result of project activities, including the implementation of 
preconstruction surveys and agency permitting requirements. The only migratory species 
acknowledged by the County General Plan is deer migration corridors. Impact 4.4-4 addressed 
the project's impact to this potential migratory corridor and concluded it was less than significant.  

Response to Comment Ind 328-17 
Please see Master Response 37 – Birds and Raptors. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-18 
Noise and vibration impacts to species was analyzed in DEIR section 4.4.4, Impact 4.4-2, and 
was determined to be less than significant. It should be noted, increases in daytime and nighttime 
ambient noise level increases caused by activities at the Brunswick Industrial Site do not extend 
to the Empire Mine State Park (EMSP) boundary (see DEIR Figure 4.10-7). Engineered fill 
placement at the Centennial Industrial Site is the closest project activity to the EMSP and could 
last approximately 6 years. The nearest receptor to the EMSP is number 8 (see DEIR Figure 4.10-
3) and the closest noise and vibration measurement location is number 7 and 8 (see Figure 4.10-
3). As shown in DEIR Table 4.10-12, Centennial Industrial Site engineered fill activity does not 
exceed existing baseline noise levels (see Table 4.10-6). As a result, wildlife species that may 
use the EMSP should not experience an increase in noise levels above ambient levels and 
therefore, such impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-19 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 328-18 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-20 
Comment noted. Please see responses to comments in Group Letters 7 and 8. 

Response to Comment Ind 328-21 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 329: JEANNINE MAYER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 329-1 
The commenter opposes the project primarily due to the project’s impacts to groundwater water 
supplies during the drought. The commenter does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master 
Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 329-2 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s water usage but does not identify any 
inadequacies with the DEIR analysis. The commenter’s concerns about the project have been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 329-3 
The commenter states that the project will adversely impact groundwater wells but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality), which found impacts to groundwater supplies to be less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 329-4 
The commenter states that the project will expand underground mine workings and disrupt 
groundwater wells, but provides no additional detail on why the DEIR’s analysis of impacts to 
groundwater in inadequate.  

The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR and Master 
Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation, and 
Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 329-5 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding groundwater and states that impacts to private 
wells will devalue property. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 
15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 330: JEFF BROWNWOOD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 330-1 
The commenter is opposed to the project based on several impacts discussed in the DEIR. The 
commenter’s opposition to the Proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Impacts of the project to the 
environment, traffic, noise, and water are analyzed in the DEIR. In regard to quality of life and 
property values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 330-2 
The commenter states that the Nevada County is now a residential and light industrial area and 
does not want a mining operation in the community. The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed 
project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 330-3 
The commenter is concerned that the Idaho-Maryland Mine would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week for 80 years and the traffic impacts the project would generate. The commenter is 
specifically concerned about traffic impacts to State Routes 49 and 174. The DEIR states that 
operation truck traffic would, at the most, occur from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM. (DEIR, Table 4.12-7.) 
The DEIR also states that no project truck traffic would occur on State Route 174. (DEIR, Table 
4.12-9.) The DEIR’s Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) analyzed traffic impacts and found those 
impacts to be less than significant after mitigation, with the exception of the intersection at 
Brunswick Road and State Route 174 and the Brunswick Road and Sutton Way intersection, 
where impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation. 
(DEIR, pp. 4.12-56, 116.) The commenter is also concerned about impacts to noise and impacts 
to private wells from the dewatering of the mine but does not provide any additional information. 
Those potential impacts were analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Chapter 
4.10 (Noise and Vibration). Finally, the commenter states that the project would result in 
decreased property values. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts, and Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 330-4 
The commenter references Impact 4.7-2 which discusses hazards to the public through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. (DEIR, p. 4.7-35.) However, the commenter does not provide any 
additional information on why the DEIR is inadequate. As stated on page 4.11-25 of the DEIR:  

In addition, underground metal mining has injury rates similar to residential construction 
and injury rates are significantly less than agriculture, truck transportation, and logging. 
The non-fatal lost time injury rate for underground metal mining of approximately 1.5 
injuries per year per 100 workers is similar to that experienced in the residential 
construction industry.29,30 From the period of 2016 to present, only two fatal injuries have 
occurred in all the underground metal mines combined in the United States (both in 
2018).31,32 

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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Response to Comment Ind 330-5 
The commenter states that the discharge of the treated water to South Fork Wolf Creek will 
degrade the watershed but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred 
to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South 
Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter also raises concerns regarding hazards, water quality, air 
quality, and GHGs, wetlands, and species of concern, but provides no information on which to 
formulate a specific response. These impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. In regard 
to quality of life and property values, the commenter is referred to please see Master Response 
1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 330-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s impacts, which are less than significant after mitigation, 
will become significant over the course of the 80-year project but does not explain why. 
Cumulative impacts have been analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter’s opposition to the 
Proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 331: JEFF CLAUSSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 331-1 
The commenter asks which agency is responsible for regulating and inspecting the storage of 
explosives at mining operations. The onsite storage and use of explosives is regulated by state 
and federal laws and regulations as discussed on pages 4.7-23 through 4.7-28 of the DEIR. The 
U.S. Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) is responsible for the inspection of explosives 
storage and use in underground mines. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-2 
The commenter asks how often inspections occur for the use of explosives at mining operations. 
As stated on page 4.7-13 of the DEIR, MSHA is required to inspect each underground mines at 
least four times a year.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-3 
The commenter asks what OSHA guidelines govern above ground explosives. The project does 
not propose to store explosives on the surface. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-4 
The commenter asks who would ensure that explosives delivered to the project site are 
immediately taken underground for storage. The management and employees of the mine are 
responsible for transferring explosives from surface to underground. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-5 
The commenter asks how soon explosives would be needed should the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
reopen. Explosives would not be required before the mine is dewatered. Explosive magazine and 
ground support requirements for explosives storage areas are discussed on pages 4.7-26 through 
4.7-28 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-6 
The commenter asserts that the project will, at some point, store explosives on the surface. The 
project does not propose to store explosives on the surface.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-7 
The commenter asks who would inspect the explosives storage facility. MSHA would inspect 
underground explosive storage facilities. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-8 
The commenter asks how aboveground storage of explosives would impact wildland firefighting 
efforts. The project does not propose to store explosives on the surface.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-9 
The commenter asks how aboveground storage of explosives would impact an evacuation during 
a wildfire. The project does not propose to store explosives on the surface.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-10 
The commenter asks how the engineered fill would be placed at the Centennial Industrial Site. As 
stated on page 3-33 of the DEIR, the engineered fill would be transported from the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site using haul trucks. Approximately 1.6 million tons 
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of engineered fill would be trucked from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial 
Site over a five-year period for placement and compaction. The average transport of engineered 
fill would be 1,000 tons per day or 365,000 tons per year. A maximum transport rate of up to 2,000 
tons of engineered fill per day is required to make up for periodic weather or operational delays. 
Truck payloads would be approximately 20 tons per truck and, therefore, would require up to 100 
trips per day and an average of 50 trips per day. Engineered fill may be mixed on-site using mobile 
equipment to ensure uniformity and meet specifications for compaction. Engineered fill would 
continue to be placed, graded, and compacted in a series of lifts to an elevation ranging between 
2,520 and 2,570 means sea level (approximately 30 to 70 feet above ground surface). Fill slopes 
would be 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) or flatter (see Figure 3-14). Following completion of fill 
activities, the fill slopes would be revegetated to control erosion and ensure slope stability. The 
final grading would result in 37 acres of flat developable land on property zoned industrial. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-11 
The commenter asks what the hours of operation are for the project. Hours of operation for project 
activities are shown in Table 3-7 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-12 
The commenter asks if the project will have night lighting. The project will have night lighting at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Section 4.1-3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-13 
The commenter is concerned about noise and dust from the project equipment. Noise from 
equipment operation is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR. Dust 
emissions are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of 
the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-14 
The commenter asks how arsenic would be controlled from spreading via dust and wind. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and 
Appendix E.1 of the DEIR regarding air emission modelling and health risk assessment including 
dust control methods, assumptions, and required mitigation measures.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 
of the DEIR requires the submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to Northern 
Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The ADMP has 
minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air 
monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD may revise 
the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring.  

Response to Comment Ind 331-15 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 331-14. 

Response to Comment Ind 331-16 
The commenter asks what OSHA and Nevada County Environmental Health regulations govern 
arsenic and asbestos dust from construction activities. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR 
requires the submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air 
Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The ADMP has minimum 
requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air monitoring 
if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The Nevada County Environmental 
Health Department does not regulate arsenic or asbestos in dust. The action level for inorganic 
arsenic is 5 micrograms per cubic meter and permissible exposure limit under OSHA regulations 
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for inorganic arsenic is 10 micrograms per cubic meter. (29 CFR 1926.1018.) The time weighted 
average limit for asbestos is 0.1 fiber per cubic centimeter and excursion limit is 1 fiber per cubic 
centimeter under OSHA regulations for asbestos. (29 CFR 1926.1101.)  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 332: JEFF KANE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 332-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter opposes the project. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

The commenter states that the project’s damage to air quality will be unmitigable but does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. The DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts included a health 
risk assessment and found air quality impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-2 
The commenter states that the project will expose Nevada County residents to dust, ozone, 
asbestos, silica, diesel particulate matter, GHGs, and noxious particulates and chemicals but 
does not specify how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, 
criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, 
silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant 
after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The 
health risk assessment specifically addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-3 
The commenter references DEIR Table 4.3-19, which indicates the maximum mitigated daily 
project emissions per source and type of emission and states that the project will emit 8.5 million 
pounds of emissions over the course of the lifespan of the use permit. As shown in Table 1.3-19 
and discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), the 
Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) has established thresholds of 
significance for ROG, NOx, and PM10. The project emissions of these constituents are not 
significant after mitigation and applicant proposed measures. There is no threshold established 
for the sum of all emissions as prepared by the commenter. 

The commenter also states that the DEIR omits the GHG impacts of idling diesel engines by citing 
to the following in the DEIR: “starting and idling emissions, which are minor, are excluded because 
the focus is on the Vehicle Miles Traveled rather than the ultimate origin and/or destination of 
each trip.” (DEIR, p. 4.3-95.) However, this same language is contained in the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Emissions Analysis prepared by Dudek (DEIR, Appx. E.1., p. 45.) Starting and idling 
GHG emissions were included in the project’s GHG emission estimates. DEIR page 4.3.95 
discusses the exclusion of starting and idling GHG emissions from the calculation of emissions of 
off-site mobile source GHG emissions by air district. As stated in the DEIR, this information is 
provided only to facilitate full public disclosure and to present the magnitude of potential GHG 
emissions occurring within other air districts. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-4 
The commenter states that the mining industry in general either neglects or circumvents mitigation 
measures and implies that the Project Applicant will do the same. However, the commenter 
provides no evidence to substantiate this claim. The commenter specifically points to Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1(b) as evidence that the Project Applicant will only use Tier 4 Final engines if 
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commercially available. However, the APM-AQ-1 (applicant proposed measure) would require all 
off-road diesel-fueled and emergency generators owned by the Project Applicant to be Tier 4 
Final engines. (DEIR, p. 4.3-65.) Moreover, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) requires the submission 
of a Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan in which the Project Applicant must 
demonstrate compliance with the Mitigation Measure. The Mitigation Measure is also enforceable 
by the County. Regarding the assertion that the Project Applicant would not follow mitigation 
measures, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-5 
The commenter questions whether mitigation measures can be enforced by the County and 
provides an opinion of the Project Applicant’s character. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-6 
The commenter states that any benefit of the project is outweighed by impacts to air quality but 
does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 332-7 
The commenter claims that the DEIR is based on estimates supplied by Rise Gold. The DEIR 
was prepared by Nevada County and all Project Applicant-supplied technical reports were peer 
reviewed by the County’s third-party consultants. Thresholds of significance and project impacts 
are thoroughly discussed in the DEIR. In regard to the commenter’s opinion on the Project 
Applicant’s reputation, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. The DEIR takes into account the air quality effects of the project on Nevada County 
residents, including children. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 332-8 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the project’s air quality impacts and opposes the 
project. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. There is no 
requirement to reduce emissions, including greenhouse gases to zero. Please see Master 
Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds.  
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Individual Letter 333 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 333: JEFF KANE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 333-1 
This comment is substantially similar to Comments Ind 332-1 and 332-2. The commenter is 
referred to Responses to Comments Ind 332-1 and Ind 332-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-2 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-3. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-3. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-3 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-4. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-4. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-4 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-5. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-5 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-6. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to consider the project’s air quality impact with regard 
to children. The DEIR’s Health Risk Assessment did analyze the project’s air quality impacts to 
children. (DEIR, p. 4.3-61–63.) The commenter is also referred DEIR, Appendix E.1. (Health Risk 
Assessment), page 357.  

Response to Comment Ind 333-7 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-7. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-7. 

Response to Comment Ind 333-8 
This comment is substantially similar to Comment Ind 332-8. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 332-8.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6322 

Individual Letter 334 

Ind 334-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6323 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6324 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6325 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 334: JEFF KANE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 334-1 
This letter is identical to Individual Letter332: Jeff Kane. The commenter is referred to Responses 
to Comments Ind 332-1 through Ind 332-8. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 335: JEFF LITTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 335-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR should not be trusted, asserts that the impacts have been 
understated, and then cites the San Juan Ridge Mine as an example of water contamination 
caused by a mining operation. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that the DEIR was prepared 
by the applicant to underestimate impacts, the DEIR was prepared by County’s independent EIR 
consultant and technical studies submitted by the applicant have been peer reviewed by the 
County’s own independent technical experts. With regard to the comparison between the San 
Juan Ridge mine and the project, these are separate projects, and the project’s water quality 
impacts have been analyzed in the DEIR and found to be less than significant after mitigation. 
The DEIR’s conclusions regarding water quality were also peer reviewed by the County’s 
independent experts, who concurred with the analysis and conclusions.  

Response to Comment Ind 335-2 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not disclose what chemicals will be in the water 
discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek and that the project could result in ammonium nitrate 
pollution. The constituents and requirements for the mine water discharge are discussed in detail 
and analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. An analysis of the number of wells within recharge proximity of the entire downstream 
watershed is not required as the water discharge will be required to meet all water quality goals. 

As discussed on page 4.8-48 of the DEIR, the primary residual components of the ammonium 
nitrate-fuel oil (ANFO) used for blasting, ammonia and nitrate, are very soluble and mobile in 
water. This means that any blasting residuals would be continually removed from the mine over 
time through the dewatering system. The proposed WTP is designed to treat ammonia and other 
blasting residuals that might occur due to incomplete detonation. Thus, when the mine is allowed 
to flood again following the completion of mining, there is no reasonable potential that residuals 
from former blasting activities would cause a violation of any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 336: JEFF PEACH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 336-1 
Please see Master Responses 13, 14, 15, and 16. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 337: JEFF RUSSELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 337-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 337-2 
Please see the analysis under Impact 4.8-3, which starts on page 4.8-69 of the DEIR. As detailed 
therein, the proposed project would be subject to the requirements set forth in Mitigation Measure 
4.8-3, ensuring that the Project Applicant submits a Final Drainage Report to the Nevada County 
Planning Department for review and approval that demonstrates the on-site storm drain systems 
are sized such that site runoff (in addition to treated mine discharge for the Brunswick Industrial 
Site) under the post-development conditions will not exceed pre-development levels in the 
downstream channel(s) during design storm events. With incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-
3, the DEIR concludes that potential impacts related to on- or off-site flooding would be less than 
significant. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 337-3 
Please see Master Responses 1, and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 338: JEFFREY MASON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 338-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
As discussed on page 1-1 of the DEIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the purpose 
of the DEIR is to a) inform public agency decision-makers, and the public generally, of the 
significant environmental effects of the project, (b) identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant adverse environmental effects, and (c) describe reasonable and feasible project 
alternatives which reduce environmental effects. In its role as the lead agency, the County of 
Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be 
presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
As part of assessing potential project impacts that could occur to all environmental issue areas 
required for analysis under CEQA, the DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with 
applicable policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local levels 
and incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants. Where potential impacts are 
identified, the DEIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified 
impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to 
incorporation of mitigation. As such, the analysis within the DEIR is adequate, meets the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines, and is not biased. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 338-2 
The purpose of a DEIR is not to approve or deny a project. In its role as the lead agency, the 
County of Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may 
be presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 338-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is misleading, but does not provide 
specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Please see Response to Comment 
Ind 338-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 338-4 
A rise in the levels of truck traffic and noise, relative to existing levels, that could occur through 
approval of the proposed project does not, in itself, constitute a significant impact. The 
determination of a potential impact associated with increases in truck traffic and noise would be 
considered significant is based on applicable thresholds, which are detailed in Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, and Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. For example, the DEIR 
includes analysis of potential impacts associated with short-term increases in ambient noise levels 
under Impact 4.10-1, which starts on page 4.10-27. Table 4.10-11 includes applicable noise level 
thresholds and discloses the receptor locations at which noise generated by project construction 
activities would exceed such thresholds. Because exceedance of the applicable thresholds could 
occur, the DEIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 on page 4.10-30, which requires that the 
project incorporate noise reduction measures during construction of the potable water line along 
East Bennett Road. However, because the noise reductions that would be achieved by the 
measures cannot be definitively determined to confirm that noise levels would be reduced to 
below a level of significance, the DEIR discloses that the impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable for the purposes of CEQA evaluation. In its role as the lead agency, the County of 
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Nevada will weigh the overall merits of the project against the impacts identified in the DEIR as 
part of determining whether the County should approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 338-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 339: JENNIFER BUCK-DIAZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 339-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 339-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project and the adequacy of the DEIR, 
but does not provide specific detail regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative issues. With regard to native plants, please see Master Responses 30 and 31. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 339-3 
Please see Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 339-4 
Please see Master Responses 13, 14, and 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 339-5 
The project, as proposed, is detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. As part of 
assessing potential project impacts that could occur to all environmental issue areas required for 
analysis under CEQA, the DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with applicable 
policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local levels and 
incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants. Where potential impacts are 
identified, the DEIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified 
impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to 
incorporation of mitigation. Where potential impacts would remain significant, even with the 
incorporation of mitigation, such impacts are concluded within the DEIR to be significant and 
unavoidable. Table 2-1, which starts on page 2-10 of the DEIR, summarizes all potential impacts 
evaluated in the DEIR and discloses the potential impacts that would remain significant and 
unavoidable. The analysis within the DEIR is adequate and meets the requirements set forth by 
the CEQA Guidelines. The commenter does not provide specific information related to the 
asserted inadequacies; therefore, a detailed response cannot be provided. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 340: JENNIFER BURT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 340-1 
Comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 340-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate and intentionally misleading but provides no 
specifics or evidence. Therefore, a specific response is not possible. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-3 
The analysis in the DEIR determined the project will have a significant and unavoidable aesthetics 
impact due to substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
project sites or site surroundings, or conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality. However, the DEIR determined that the project will have a less than 
significant impact on scenic vistas and would not create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day of nighttime views in the area (see DEIR Impact 4.1-3).  

Regarding air quality and asbestos: Please see Chpater 4.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 18 - 
Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, and Master 
Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. Additionally, please see the response to 
the referenced CEA comment letter (Group Letters 7 and 8).  

Response to Comment Ind 340-4 
The project would not increase seismic activity, decrease geological stability, or the structure of 
the aquifer. Please see Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR, the NV5 memo attached to the FEIR as Appendix 
P, and Response to Comment Ind 248-13. 

Project impacts to groundwater have been extensively analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 
15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-5 
The commenter states the DEIR analysis of hazards and hazardous materials is grossly 
inadequate but provides no further information. Therefore, a further response is not possible. 

Please see Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-6 
The commenter asserts that the groundwater model analysis does not consider an adequate 
baseline dataset and requests that the project monitor water levels for 10 years before 
commencing dewatering. With regard to the data used of the groundwater model, please see 
Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. The 
commenter does not provide a justification for the need for 10 years of baseline data and such 
extensive baseline data is not required to adequately assess the project’s groundwater impacts.  
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Response to Comment Ind 340-7 
The commenter asserts that the groundwater monitoring should cover a larger area but does not 
explain why. The groundwater impact analysis and groundwater well monitoring plan were 
reviewed by the County’s independent experts, who concurred with the impact conclusions and 
required mitigation, including the geographic scope of the monitoring area. Please see Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a Domestic Well Monitoring 
Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the 
project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. 
To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the 
project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-8 
The applicant is already required to collect baseline well monitoring data and collect water level 
data throughout the project operations and is responsible for costs of well mitigation. Please see 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a), 4.8-2(b), and 4.8-2(c) in the DEIR. Any financial assurances 
required for the mine are the responsibility of the mine operator. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-9 
The commenter states that the groundwater should be completed for an area of 5 miles from the 
mineral rights boundary but provides no evidence why an arbitrary 5 miles from this boundary line 
is required. Please see Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 
14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a Domestic Well 
Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown 
isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master 
Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be 
imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-10 
The commenter states that many experts conclude that many more wells than those discussed in 
the DEIR would be significantly affected by the project but provides no evidence of these expert 
conclusions. Please see Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The Well Mitigation Plan requires compensation for water charges. Please see Appendix K.9 of 
the DEIR.  

The commenter states that water quality of NID potable water is lower than the water quality from 
domestic water wells, but provides no evidence to support this statement. Drinking water supplied 
to Nevada Irrigation District (NID) customers continues to meet and exceed state and federal 
public health standards, based on testing results that serve as the basis for the District's Water 
Quality Report. See NID water quality report at: 
https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-11 
Please see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf
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Response to Comment Ind 340-12 
Noise impacts to people have been evaluated in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and, except for 
construction of the water pipeline, have been found to be less than significant after mitigation. 
Noise impacts to wildlife is analyzed in the DEIR (see page 4.4-74 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 340-13 
The commenter states that certain impacts were not sufficiently addressed in the DEIR, but 
provides no evidence to support these claims. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Air quality 
impacts, traffic impacts, aesthetic impacts, water quality impacts and water supply impacts were 
all analyzed in the DEIR in Chapters 4.3, 4.12, 4.1, and 4.8, respectively. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-14 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between project driveway and Brunswick Road.  

The applicant is also required to pay traffic improvement fees and fair share payments for various 
traffic improvements, including intersections. Please see Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 340-15 
PG&E provided a will serve letter for the project, PG&E has confirmed that there are electric 
facilities available to serve the proposed project in accordance with all applicable design 
standards, rules, and tariffs on file with the State of California Public Utilities Commission. The 
proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new electric power 
facilities. Please see page 4.11-35 of the DEIR.  

Please also see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and Master Response 25 - 
Nevada County Energy Action Plan.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 341: JENNIFER DALMAU 
 
Response to Comment Ind 341-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 342: JENNIFER IAMS-MCGUIRE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 342-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 342-2 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 343: JENNIFER KELLY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 343-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 343-2 
Air quality and health risk impacts from the project have been analyzed in the DEIR and have 
been found to be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and 
Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 343-3 
Crushers would be placed underground and not on the surface, which greatly reduces noise 
transmission (see page 3-25 of the DEIR). Noise from truck traffic has been analyzed in the DEIR 
and was determined to be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.10 of the 
DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 343-4 
Wildfire is analyzed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR and hazards and hazardous materials are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 343-5 
The commenter asserts that the project would result in water supply and water quality impacts. 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR regarding water supply and water quality impacts, as well as 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. Regarding the commenter’s fault 
concerns, the magnitude of the mine rock excavation and placement is far smaller than the 
magnitude of the mass of bedrock underlying the site. The magnitude of the energy released 
during mining excavations by rock removal and rock placement is much smaller than the 
magnitude of energy activation required to trigger the release of a local pre-Holocene fault. No 
analysis was performed nor is necessary, as there is no potential for inducement of seismic 
activity on these faults from the proposed mining activity. Please see the NV5 Memo attached as 
Appendix P to the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 343-6 
As stated on page 3-42 of the DEIR, all access locations at the project sites will be gated and 
secured. Additional fencing around the aboveground facilities may be installed as part of the 
proposed project, if deemed necessary for security and safety. Fencing would generally be placed 
on the publicly accessible borders of the site along E. Bennett Road and Brunswick Road, which 
are already partially fenced and in the areas of the two headframes and associated buildings. 
Fencing would exclude some wildlife from the operations areas of the proposed project. No 
fencing would be placed that would exclude wildlife from the South Fork of Wolf Creek.  

Project lighting is discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR, on pages 4.1-23 through 
4.1-29 of the DEIR. As demonstrated therein, the proposed project would not create a new source 
of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

The commenter states that additional traffic, especially heavy trucks, will lead to more roadkill. 
However, the commenter does not provide any evidence that weight of vehicles increases roadkill 
or that project traffic on existing roads would result in a significant impact to wildlife.  
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Noise impacts to wildlife is analyzed in the DEIR (see page 4.4-74 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 343-7 
The commenter asserts that the project will result in traffic impacts and roadway wear. Traffic 
impacts have been evaluated in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires 
that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the Project Applicant shall enter into 
separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to 
provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the 
project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, 
including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between 
project driveway and Brunswick Road.  

With regard to evacuation, please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

With regard to quality-of-life concerns, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 343-8 
PG&E provided a will serve letter for the project, PG&E has confirmed that there are electric 
facilities available to serve the proposed project in accordance with all applicable design 
standards, rules, and tariffs on file with the State of California Public Utilities Commission. The 
proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new electric power 
facilities. Please see page 4.11-35 of the DEIR.  

County, state, and federal regulations and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in the 
DEIR. Please also see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 343-9 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility, and Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 344: JENNIFER LONG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 344-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 344-2 
Please see Master Responses 18, 22, and 23. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 344-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 345: JENNIFER TODD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 345-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the 
decisionmakers. The commenter also states the economic benefits of the project are outweighed 
by the environmental impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 345-2 
The commenter states that the project will have an adverse effect on the water table. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 345-3 
The commenter states that the local employment benefits of the project are overstated and the 
commenter references the Project Applicant’s prior mining project. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 345-4 
The commenter states that the waste rock from the Idaho-Maryland Mine contains toxic 
substances and will have adverse impacts to biological resources on the surface. The commenter 
is referred to see Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. The commenter’s opposition 
to the project is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 346: JENNIFER WEIR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 346-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. In regard to groundwater, 
please see Master Reponses 14 and 15. Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of 
the DEIR and noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). 
 
Response to Comment Ind 346-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 346-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 346-4 
Please see Master Response 16 – Drought & Climate Change.  
 
The proposed project includes a septic system and leach field to accommodate wastewater 
treatment. The DEIR, on page 4.6-49, notes that according to the septic system evaluation, a 
relatively large, acceptably permeable soil area has been identified within the proposed leach field 
area. The evaluation concludes that the project site is suited for a Pressure Dose sewage disposal 
system with a minimum of 1,935 lineal feet of leach line. A minimum 10,000-gallon septic pump 
tank with watertight risers over each lid and outlet effluent filter would be required. The pump tank 
would be oversized in order to accommodate for potential power loss, backups, and surge flows 
in the future. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 requires that all drainage be diverted away 
from the septic tank, pump tank, and leach field. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 346-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 347: JERE MCGREW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 347-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Water quality is addressed in 
Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, 
a detailed response is neither possible nor required. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 348: JEREE WALLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 348-1 
Please see Master Response 1. Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR. Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation). 
Water is addressed in Chapter 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities). The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required.  
 
In addition, as detailed in Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the DEIR on 
page 4.5-21, InContext contacted Native American tribes with the potential to have knowledge of 
cultural resources in the project area, which included the Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe. 
Reponses were not received from any of the tribes. Furthermore, on November 25, 2019, Nevada 
County sent project notification letters with offers to consult pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 to 
Native American tribes who had previously requested to be notified by the County. The tribes 
contacted by the County pursuant to AB 52 included the Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe. 
The Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe did not respond within the 30-day consultation period. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 349: JESSE MENDEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 349-1 
The commenter urges the Nevada County Board of Supervisors to not approve the project. The 
commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to groundwater and states that it is not 
possible to anticipate the impacts from dewatering the Idaho-Maryland Mine. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Regarding impacts to private wells, the DEIR states 
that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant after mitigation (DEIR, p. 4.8-
54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 349-2 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s traffic-related impacts and states that the 
roadways can already become congested due to tourism. The commenter also states that the 
project’s truck traffic will degrade the roadways. The DEIR discusses traffic impacts in Chapter 
4.12 and found that the impacts would less than significant after mitigation, with the exception 
that the impacts to the intersections at SR 174/Brunswick Road and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way 
would be significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation. Regarding 
damages to the pavement from project traffic, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to 
commencement of engineered fill hauling, the Project Applicant shall enter into separate road 
maintenance agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to provide the 
project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the project’s 
impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, including 
Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between Project 
Driveway and Brunswick Road. Lastly, project trucks would not be hauling 24 hours per day. 
(DEIR, Table 3-7) 

Response to Comment Ind 349-3 
The commenter states that DEIR is lacking a discussion of the Centennial Industrial Site cleanup. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA. The commenter also states that blasting 24 hours per day will be disruptive to residences 
nearby. The DEIR analyzed underground blasting for the project and found that the noise from 
blasting would fall below applicable criteria. (DEIR, p.4.10-45.) Regarding groundborne vibrations 
from blasting, the DEIR found that impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. Regarding 
the assertion that blasting would occur 24 hours per day, blasting activities are proposed to take 
place twice daily, with blasting between shifts at 7AM and 7PM, with 3 to 4 drift rounds blasted 
every 12 hours between shift changes and longhole blasts of approximately 3,300 tons of rock 
taking place once every 3-4 days. (DEIR, p. 4.7-28.) Notwithstanding the above well-supported 
conclusions in the DEIR, mitigation measures (4.10-3 and 4.10-4) have been included requiring 
the applicant to perform robust noise and vibration monitoring programs throughout the life of the 
project.  

Response to Comment Ind 349-4 
The commenter is concerned about the impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek from the discharge of 
treated water. The commenter is referred to Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 
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Response to Comment Ind 349-5 
This comment references the Project Applicant’s prior mining project and does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 349-6 
The commenter reiterates opposition to the project. The commenter’s opposition to the project is 
noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 350: JESSE NUGENT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 350-1 
Please see Master Responses 1. 
 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR 
serve more as “damage control,” than as tangible steps required of the proposed project to reduce 
the severity level of potential impacts identified in the DEIR, but does not provide specific 
examples that would allow for a detailed response. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
 
Response to Comment Ind 350-2 
Please see Master Responses 14, 15, and 16. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding groundwater but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 350-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR will 
not “compensate” for potential impacts, but does not provide specific examples that would allow 
for a detailed response. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 350-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 350-5 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6371 

Individual Letter 351 

Ind 351-1 

Ind 351-4 

Ind 351-2 
Ind 351-3 

Ind 351-5 
Ind 351-6 

Ind 351-7 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6372 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 351: JESSICA HIGGINS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-2 
Please see Master Responses 14 and 15.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-3 
Please see the analysis under Impact 4.3-4, which evaluates the proposed project’s potential to 
result in inefficient or wasteful use of energy and starts on page 4.3-86 of the DEIR. Based on the 
incorporation of various measures, including the applicant’s proposed APM-AQ-1 (Exhaust 
Emission Control) and Tier 4 engines as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b), the DEIR 
concludes that the proposed project would not result in an inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-4 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-5 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding noise but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-6 
Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding traffic but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 351-7 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 352: JILL FRANCIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 352-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 353: JIM BAIR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 353-1 
The commenter suggests that the asbestos mitigation, including the Asbestos Dust Mitigation 
Plan (ADMP), is insufficient to mitigate asbestos impacts. Prior to underground gold mining, 
intensive planning efforts will be required to meet state and federal regulations and achieve safety, 
environmental, and economic goals. Underground mine planning includes exploratory drilling, 
geologic mapping, material logging, and testing. These same processes also ensure future mining 
operations avoid and manage rock types that may contain naturally occurring asbestos. Please 
see Section 6.0 of the ASUR Plan (Appendix E.2 of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment 
(included in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR) is based on conservative assumptions, as described in 
Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment. Nevertheless, the DEIR 
concluded that the project could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing receptors 
to substantial concentrations of asbestos and requires mitigation to reduce the impact to a less 
than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP 
to the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The 
ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, 
such as air monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP.  

Various project activities create dust particles which are assumed to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos for the purposes of the Health Risk Assessment. These naturally occurring asbestos 
fibers are minerals contained within the rock and must be liberated and become airborne to pose 
a public health risk. The Health Risk Assessment for the project assumes that every asbestos 
structure present in dust (coarse particulate matter, PM10) is liberated and would be counted as 1 
structure in a given airmass. This is a very conservative assumption as a large proportion of 
asbestos structures would not be liberated and would be enclosed in dust particles. These 
enclosed fibers would not be counted as asbestos in an air sample because they have no effect 
on human health. Please see Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos 
Assessment.  

The commenter suggests that management of dust does not result in the management of 
asbestos fibers and that any asbestos fibers in the air would be similar in geographical distribution 
as wildfire smoke. These opinions and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted by the 
County. However, substantiation of these assertions is not presented in the comment letter. It 
appears that the commenter does not understand the nature of naturally occurring asbestos 
fibers, which are part of the mineral composition of certain rocks. While the air quality analysis 
assumes a conservative level of asbestos fiber liberation into air (see Master Response 22 – 
Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment), most asbestos fibers present in rocks would not 
be liberated from either the rock or dust particles created from the rocks and would not be counted 
as asbestos in an air sample because they have no effect on human health. Additionally, as 
asbestos fibers are considered a subset of coarse particulate matter, reduction in dust 
concentration at a receptor location would result in a reduction of asbestos at the receptor location 
with a corresponding reduction in calculated health risk.  

Finally, the commenter believes that the ADMP must be reviewed and approved during the CEQA 
process. However, the commentor is incorrect, as ADMPs are typically prepared and approved 
after the CEQA process is complete. CEQA regulations state that compliance with a regulatory 
permit or other similar process may be identified as mitigation if compliance would result in 
implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, based on substantial evidence 
in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the specified performance standards (see CCR 
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§ 15126.4.) Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP to 
NSAQMD for review and approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the 
mitigation measure. The requirements for the ADMP are regulated by the Asbestos ATCM for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations [17 CCR 93105]). Notably, 
compliance with the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos, including development of an 
ADMP, is the standard approach within CEQA documents to address health concerns associated 
with exposure to asbestos from unpaved surfaces, construction and grading operations and 
quarries where asbestos is found or likely to be found in order to ensure potential health risk 
impacts to the public would be minimized to a less than significant impact. Multiple other projects 
in the NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with 
these naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to 
the extent possible. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project 
shall also comply with all applicable criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-2 
The commenter refers to the requirements of the Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing. All materials 
would be tested in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing. Materials with detectable 
asbestos by PLM testing would not be used for Surfacing (see page 4.3-61 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 353-3 
The commenter believes that asbestos testing proposed for the project will constrain the project 
unless an electron microscope lab is set up on site. Two methods of asbestos testing are required 
under the ASUR Plan. Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) testing is required to comply with the 
Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing and trucks may not transport material without a receipt based on 
the PLM results. Any materials with detectable asbestos would not be allowed to be used for 
surfacing. As discussed on page 4.3-61 of the DEIR, the average asbestos content of the total 
mined material is of primary concern given that asbestos does not have established acute 
noncancer effects. The purpose of Transmission Electron Microscopy (TEM) testing, which 
utilizes an electron microscope, in the ASUR Plan is not to control the fate of the rock and tailings 
after it reaches surface (that is the purpose of the PLM testing described above). Rather, the TEM 
testing is done for forward planning purposes to verify that mine planning is effectively minimizing 
the potential for public exposure to airborne asbestos from the project. Therefore, the TEM results 
are not required immediately and would not constrain the project operations as asserted by the 
commenter.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-4 
The commenter states that blasting will continue 24 hrs per day 7 days a week under 2,585 acres 
and those ongoing explosions are to occur as little as 200 feet below inhabited areas. As 
discussed in the DEIR, regular drift round blasting would occur approximately twice daily over 
several seconds. Longhole blasting might occur every three or four days and would last for only 
seconds. Blasting would typically take place between work shifts (7:00AM and 7:00PM). Except 
for the construction of the proposed Service Shaft, located on the applicant’s surface property, no 
blasting would take place closer than 500 feet below ground surface. Economic gold 
mineralization does not exist everywhere within the mineral rights and therefore blasting would 
not take place under an area of 2,585 acres. As shown on Sheet 15 of Appendix K.2, assumed 
mining areas are based on the projected down-dip extensions to mineralized veins historically 
mined. Further, please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. As discussed 
therein, to address public concerns regarding the scope of future mining within the mineral rights 
area, the applicant has agreed to an enforceable condition of approval that will limit the area of 
permitted underground mining to a smaller area within the mineral rights area (shown on maps 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6385 

A101, A201 and A202), and will also prohibit blasting closer than 500 feet below ground surface 
except for construction of the service shaft.  

The commenter believes that the project should be evaluated by comparison to other massive 
extraction projects in populated areas which have failed. The commenter does not provide any 
information on these other extraction projects. The commenter believes the DEIR should provide 
evidence by example that no residential area has been rendered unhabitable by similar projects. 
The Idaho-Maryland Mine and the adjacent Empire and Northstar mines were previously in 
production and closed around 1956. Residential zones in the areas surrounding these mines have 
been inhabited during and after these historic operations. The DEIR evaluates impacts from the 
actual activities proposed by the project in accordance with CEQA. A comparison to other projects 
would not achieve the goal and purpose of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-5 
The commenter asserts that until an ADMP is approved, that air quality impacts from asbestos 
must be considered significant and unavoidable. However, CEQA regulations state that 
compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process may be identified as mitigation if 
compliance would result in implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, 
based on substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the specified 
performance standards (see CCR § 15126.4.) Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the 
submission of an ADMP to the NSAQMD for review and approval. The ADMP has minimum 
requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air monitoring 
if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD may revise the ADMP 
on the basis of air monitoring. Components of the ASUR Plan will become part of the approved 
ADMP and other components will be used as company policy and procedures to assist with 
compliance with the ADMP.  

The commenter believes that all asbestos fibers present in rock can be fully liberated from dust 
particles. The commenter is incorrect and appears not to understand the nature of naturally 
occurring asbestos fibers, which are part of the mineral composition of certain rocks. While the 
air quality analysis assumes a conservative level of asbestos fiber liberation into air (see Master 
Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment), most asbestos fibers present in 
rocks would not be liberated from either the rock or dust particles created from the rocks and 
would not be counted as asbestos in an air sample because they have no effect on human health.  

The commenter believes that asbestos fibers are too small to de detected to ensure compliance 
with the approved ADMP. However, the procedures for air monitoring for asbestos are specified 
by California regulations and require the use of procedures developed by the US EPA. These 
procedures have been developed to ensure the protection of the public health from naturally 
occurring asbestos fibers. Please see Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos 
Assessment. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-6 
TEM measurements are converted to PCM equivalent units in order to calculate health risk. 
Conversion factors and cancer potency factors are provided in OEHHA – Air Toxic Hot Spots 
Program – Risk Assessment Guidelines Appendix C. OEHHA is the lead state agency for the 
assessment of health risks posed by environmental contaminants in California. The health risk 
associated with asbestos exposure from the project, as presented in the DEIR, was based on the 
OEHHA guidelines.  
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Response to Comment Ind 353-7 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP to the NSAQMD for 
review and approval. The requirements for the ADMP are regulated by the Asbestos ATCM for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations [17 CCR 93105]). The 
NSAQMD may revise the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring. The NSAQMD is responsible for 
approval and enforcement of the ADMP. The NSAQMD is responsible for providing the 
resources/manpower (such as Air Pollution Control Officers) in order to fulfill its regulatory role. 
Compromised enforcement is a speculative assertion without justification provided. As stated in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment regarding compromised enforcement amounts 
to speculation, no further response is necessary.  

Notably, compliance with the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos, including 
development of an ADMP, is the standard approach within CEQA documents to address health 
concerns associated with exposure to asbestos from unpaved surfaces, construction and grading 
operations and quarries where asbestos is found or likely to be found in order to ensure potential 
health risk impacts to the public would be minimized to a less than significant impact. Multiple 
other projects in the NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as throughout the state, have relied upon 
compliance with these naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to control any potential 
asbestos emissions to the extent possible. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, 
the proposed project shall also comply with all applicable criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally 
occurring asbestos. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-8 
The Health Risk Assessment for the project assumes that every asbestos structure present in 
dust (coarse particulate matter, PM10) is liberated and would be counted as 1 structure in a given 
airmass. This is a very conservative assumption as a large proportion of asbestos structures 
would not be liberated and would be enclosed in dust particles. This is the most conservative 
assumption possible and overstates calculated health risk. A refinement of the relationship 
between asbestos found in rock samples and how much becomes airborne is therefore 
unnecessary for the analysis of the DEIR. Please see Master Response – Conservatism of 
Asbestos Assumptions.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-9 
Samples from various lithologies at the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project were selected for asbestos 
testing. Sampling was based on lithologies where mining could take place and not on percentages 
of drill holes completed during exploration. As stated on page 7 of the ASUR Plan, Rise completed 
19 exploration drill holes, totalling 67,500 feet of drilling, from 2017 to 2019. Forty-two (42) 
samples, mainly from diamond drill core from various lithologies at the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Project, were submitted for asbestos testing in 2019. PLM testing was done on forty samples and 
TEM testing was done on two samples. In 2021, Rise requested the 40 samples previously 
submitted (and analyzed by PLM) to be reanalyzed using the TEM method. The location of 
exploration samples tested for asbestos are shown on sheets 1-3 of the ASUR Plan; sample 
name, drill hole, downhole depths, sample interval, rock type, and test results are provided in the 
appendix of the ASUR Plan (Appendix E.2 of the DEIR).  

Prior to underground gold mining, intensive planning efforts will be required to meet state and 
federal regulations and achieve safety, environmental, and economic goals. Underground mine 
planning includes exploratory drilling, geologic mapping, material logging, and testing. These 
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same processes also ensure future mining operations avoid and manage rock types that may 
contain naturally occurring asbestos. Please see Section 6.0 of the ASUR Plan (Appendix E.2 of 
the DEIR). Please also refer to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-10 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 353-9. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-11 
The asbestos content in rock is related to lithology and not proximity. Please see Response to 
Comment Ind 353-9 regarding sampling for naturally occurring asbestos. Naturally occurring 
asbestos (chrysotile) has been found in serpentinite and the management of this material will be 
required as discussed in the DEIR and ASUR Plan. Serpentinite is not a favorable host rock for 
gold mineralization and therefore a significant amount of serpentinite is not expected to be mined. 
Certain historic gold veins were hosted in serpentinite, which has altered to ankerite. This 
alteration process also alters chrysotile fibers into a non-asbestos mineral form. Very little 
asbestos is present in historic mine tailings derived from millions of tons of historic mining, 
including veins hosted in ankeritized serpentine. Please see Master Response 9 - Historical Mine 
Waste at Centennial Site.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-12 
Asbestos by Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) cannot be directly compared to Transmission 
Electron Microscopy (TEM) or Phase Contrast Microscopy (PCM) results. The OEHHA Guidelines 
provide a conversion of TEM structures to PCM equivalent fibers and from PCM fibers to PCM 
weight percent. 

The use of PLM is required to comply with the Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing. This ATCM is 
designed to protect the public from exposure to asbestos from materials used for Surfacing. The 
use of TEM testing is required in order to calculate health risk in accordance with OEHHA 
guidelines. 

PLM and TEM testing serve different purposes and are appropriately used for those different 
purposes in the analysis of the DEIR. 

TEM measurements are converted to PCM equivalent units in order to calculate health risk. 
Conversion factors and cancer potency factors are provided in OEHHA – Air Toxic Hot Spots 
Program – Risk Assessment Guidelines Appendix C. OEHHA is the lead state agency for the 
assessment of health risks posed by environmental contaminants in California. These 
conversions are provided in footnotes and references of the Air Quality Technical Report 
(Appendix E.1 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 353-13 
The commenter is referring to a draft version of the ASUR plan which is not included in the DEIR. 
Please see Appendix E.2 of the DEIR. 

Page 4.3-61 of the DEIR has been modified in the Final EIR as follows: 

The applicant has prepared an Asbestos, Serpentinite, and Ultramafic Rock Management 
Plan (ASUR Plan) which is designed to exclude minimize asbestos containing material, 
serpentinite, or ultramafic rock from the engineered fill produced as part of the project. 

The above change is for clarification purposes and comports with the language in the ASUR Plan 
(see Appendix E.2 to the DEIR).  
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Asbestos Containing Material is material with detectable asbestos using Polarized Light 
Microscopy (PLM). This material will not be used for Surfacing. If planned mining is projected to 
result in the Asbestos Inventory 3-month rolling average to exceed 0.01% by mass of equivalent 
PCM units, gold mineralization will not be mined and barren rock will either not be mined or mined 
using a dust collection system and materials disposed underground (see page 9 of the Appendix 
E.2). 

The commenter asks if detection of asbestos in rock would result in useless gold ore or barren 
rock. The purpose of the ASUR Plan is to manage mined materials to ensure public health risk 
from asbestos is minimized in compliance with the ADMP required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. 
If gold ore or barren rock contains asbestos that would potentially result in non-compliance with 
the ADMP, it would be managed in a manner as described in the ASUR plan, as discussed above.  

The commenter asks if there is still enough rock to warrant mining given the restrictions of the 
ADMP and management procedures to comply with the ADMP outlined in the ASUR Plan. The 
assumed asbestos content in materials used for the purpose of health risk assessment, using the 
maximum allowable content in rock for the ASUR Plan, are much greater than actual content of 
asbestos in materials based on sampling of drill core and historic mine tailings. Please see Master 
Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment. Therefore, it is expected that the 
measures required by the ADMP will not appreciably impact future production of the proposed 
mining operations. 

The commenter states that the DEIR cannot be approved until the operational plans discussed in 
the ASUR Plan are completed and incorporated into the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the 
DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP to the NSAQMD for review and approval. Components 
of the ASUR Plan will become part of the approved ADMP and other components will be used as 
company policy and procedures to assist with compliance with the ADMP. The details of applicant 
operational plans are not required to be completed for the approval of the DEIR because they are 
only indirectly related to the ADMP, which is required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, and this 
mitigation measure ensures that potential health impacts to the public from naturally occurring 
asbestos would be less than significant after mitigation. Further, CEQA regulations state that 
compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process may be identified as mitigation if 
compliance would result in implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, 
based on substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the specified 
performance standards (see CCR § 15126.4.) 

Response to Comment Ind 353-14 
The Health Risk Assessment for the project assumes that every asbestos structure present in 
dust (coarse particulate matter, PM10) is liberated and would be counted as 1 structure in a given 
airmass. This is a very conservative assumption as a large proportion of asbestos structures 
would not be liberated and would be enclosed in dust particles. This is the most conservative 
assumption possible and overstates calculated health risk. Please see Master Response 22 – 
Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment. Although the Health Risk Assessment prepared 
for the project is conservative, the analysis does not preclude the NSAQMD from requiring air 
monitoring, as detailed in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-15 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 353-1 through Ind 353-14. The County acknowledges 
the comment and notes it provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional 
environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the DEIR. For that reason, the County provides 
no further response to this comment.  
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Response to Comment Ind 353-16 
The commenter provides a definition for “mineralization” from a google search online1, which 
refers to vermicomposting and soil mineralization, as set for the below:  
 

Mineralization is the process by which chemicals present in organic matter are 
decomposed or oxidized into easily available forms to plants. Transformation of organic 
molecules in soil is mainly driven by its microbiota such as fungi and bacteria along with 
earthworms. 

 
The project is a mining project and the definition of mineralization provided by the commenter, 
related to composting, is not a conventional definition of mineralization and is not relevant to the 
analysis. 
  
A conventional2 definition of a mineral is as follows: 
 

1) Ore 
2) An inorganic substance 
3) Something neither animal or vegetable 
4) A solid homogenous crystalline chemical element or compound that result from the 

inorganic processes of nature. 
 
The term mineralization or mineralized rock in the DEIR refers to vein materials (“ore”) which 
contain gold and sulphide minerals such as pyrite hosted and adjacent to quartz veins. These 
sulphide minerals are extracted from the rock during mineral processing by flotation (see page 3-
25 of the DEIR). The sale of the resulting sulphide concentrate removes the majority of sulphide 
minerals that could potentially cause environmental concerns (see page 4.8-46 of the DEIR). 
Mineral processing does not remove asbestos fiber from rock because asbestos fibers are not 
sulphide minerals which can be separated by the flotation process. Asbestos emissions are 
mitigated through the required Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and minimized through 
management of materials as described in the ASUR Plan. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 353-17 
The standard for the maximum allowable content of asbestos in rock mined is 0.01% by mass of 
PCM equivalent units (see page 4.3-61 of the DEIR). The Health Risk Assessment has shown 
the risk to the public is less than significant assuming this content of asbestos in rock. The Health 
Risk Assessment is based on conservative assumptions. Please see Master Response 22 – 
Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment. 

Response to Comment Ind 353-18 
The commenter is referring to section (d)(3) of the Asbestos ATCM for Surfacing. Any person 
who sells, supplies, or offers for sale or supply restricted material for non-surfacing applications 
must provide with each sale or supply a written receipt containing the following statement:  

“WARNING! This material may contain asbestos. It is unlawful to use this material for 
surfacing or any application in which it would remain exposed and subject to possible 

 
1https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/engineering/mineralization#:~:text=Mineralization%20is%20the%20process%2
0by,along%20with%20earthworms%20%5B38%5D. 
2https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/mineral 
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disturbances. Extreme care should be taken when handling this material to minimize the 
generation of dust.” 

Surfacing is defined in the Section (i)(26) of the ATCM as follows: "Surfacing" means the act of 
providing or creating a temporary or permanent covering for a surface used for pedestrians, motor 
vehicles, non-motor vehicles, decoration, landscaping, soil stabilization, or erosion control. 
Examples of surfaces include, but are not limited to, roads, road shoulders, streets, access 
roads, alleys, lanes, driveways, parking lots, playgrounds, trails, squares, plazas, 
and fairgrounds. For the purposes of this section, “surfacing” does not include creating a covering 
composed of asphalt concrete or portland cement concrete. 

Paving with asphalt concrete or Portland cement concrete is not Surfacing as defined in the ATCM 
and therefore not illegal as the commenter states. 

The project would not use Asbestos Containing Material for Surfacing (see page 4.3-61 of the 
DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 353-19 
The reference to Portola Valley is correct and refers to the so-named area within Plumas County, 
which is in the Mountain Counties Air Basin. See 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/2020/state_pm25.pdf?_ga=2.165607803.555060607.166086
6051-1593822733.1612388870.  

Response to Comment Ind 353-20 
The text “TEM is the preferred analytical method for outdoor asbestos samples because of its 
ability to detect small fibers (greater than or equal to 0.0002 microns in diameter)” is taken directly 
(and reproduced exactly) from the OEHHA – Air Toxic Hot Spots Program – Risk Assessment 
Guidelines Appendix C.  

https://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/2020/state_pm25.pdf?_ga=2.165607803.555060607.1660866051-1593822733.1612388870
https://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/2020/state_pm25.pdf?_ga=2.165607803.555060607.1660866051-1593822733.1612388870
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Individual Letter 354 

Ind 354-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6392 

 
 
  

Ind 354-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6393 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 354: JIM AND HELEN BRADSHAW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 354-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
In addition, as detailed on page 4.7-36 of the DEIR, the applicable threshold for the purpose of 
CEQA analysis in evaluating potential hazards impacts related to the project site’s proximity to 
the Nevada County Air Park is whether the project would result in a safety hazard or excessive 
noise for people residing or working in the project area. As discussed therein, the project is not a 
noise-sensitive use, would not pose a hazard to flight, and would not exceed applicable density 
requirements; therefore, the DEIR concludes that a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 354-2 
The comment is a scanned copy of a local editorial, which the commenter has provided to support 
the sentiments expressed in Individual Letter 354. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 355: JIM CUNNINGHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 355-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 14, 15, and 16. 
 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR 
require a “paltry” time period for addressing potential impacts associated with water levels, but 
does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. The DEIR evaluates 
the proposed project’s potential to substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin under Impact 4.8-2, which starts on page 4.8-54. Because 
the DEIR concludes that a significant impact could occur, Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) through 
4.8-2(c) require that the Project Applicant implement the Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP) 
prepared by Itasca Denver, Inc., as approved by the County, and install a network of monitoring 
wells. Should mining operations result in a significant impact to any wells, the mitigation set forth 
therein additionally requires that the Project Applicant provide a comparable supply of water to 
such homes or businesses whose wells are significantly impacted, and if necessary, provide an 
immediate water supply until the source of the problem is determined and rectified. With 
incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) through 4.8-2(c), the DEIR concludes that a less-
than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 355-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding noise and vibration but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Noise and vibration are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 355-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding diesel fumes and heavy metal dust but 
does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. Please see Master Responses 18 and 20. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 355-4 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding discharge into Wolf Creek but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 35. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 355-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 356: JIM CUNNINGHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 356-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 355-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 356-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 355-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 356-3 
See Response to Comment Ind 355-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 356-4 
See Response to Comment Ind 355-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 356-5 
See Response to Comment Ind 355-5. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 357: JIM HAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 357-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the proposed project would result in impacts 
related to water, land, air, and human health, but does not provide specific examples that would 
allow for a detailed response. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 357-2 
Please see Master Responses 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 358: JIM HAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 358-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 357-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 358-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 357-2. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6402 

 
  

Individual Letter 359 

Ind 359-1 

Ind 359-2 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6403 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 359: JIM HAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 359-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 357-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 359-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 357-2. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6404 

 
  

Individual Letter 360 

Ind 360-1 

Ind 360-4 

Ind 360-2 

Ind 360-3 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6405 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 360: JIM AND ERIKA HAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 360-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding toxicity 
from mine tailings but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 360-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding noise but does not specifically address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 360-3 
Please see Master Responses 13, 14, and 15.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 360-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 13 through 16. The comment has been noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 361: JIM MORRIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 361-1 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 362: JIM AND RENATE OTTO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 362-1 
The commenters opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-2 
The commenter asserts that the well mitigation plan is inadequate but does not provide specifics 
in this comment. Please see the following responses to more detailed comments. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-3 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should identify wells within ½ mile of the mineral rights 
area; however, significant impacts to water supply are not anticipated this far from the project site. 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a 
Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-
ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 
1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of 
approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-4 
General Plan Policy 17.12 and Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) already requires that the mine 
operator immediately replace water supply for wells where water supply or water quality issues 
occur due to the mine. Under General Plan Policy 17.12, the burden is on the mine operator to 
prove that the mine did not cause the water supply/quality issue, so this policy is protective of well 
owners. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted 
in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor 
domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 
378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide 
property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project 
requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-5 
The Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9 of the DEIR) specifies that water meters will be installed 
at the property line and that the water meter would be connected to the house if requested and 
authorized by the property owner. Therefore, NID potable water would be available at any time 
unless a property owner refused authorization for this connection. The Well Mitigation plan has 
been revised to include the installation of Double Check Valves (see Appendix D to this Final 
EIR). If a property owner decides to retain and continue using their water well, the cost of the 
well’s operation, including Double Check Valve monthly fees, would be the owner’s responsibility 
and not the applicant’s. All NID permitting, construction costs, and monthly fees would be funded 
by the applicant as described in the Well Mitigation Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-6 
Regarding annexation or sale of a property, please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
The single-family home unit demand factor of 0.36 acre-feet per year per connection is used by 
NID for projecting demands. (Page 18 of the NID 2020 Urban Water Management Plan). This is 
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equivalent to 321 gallons per day. The well mitigation plan proposes compensation of up to 400 
gallons per day or approximately 25% more than NID’s estimate of demand for a single-family 
home. The water supply assessment uses a higher water consumption figure as a conservative 
measure to ensure adequate water supply; but this is not the appropriate figure to use for the well 
mitigation plan. A 5/8” water meter is sufficient to provide this capacity of water and is used by 
over 75% of NID treated water accounts (see Table 1 of NID capacity charge update available at 
https://www.nidwater.com/files/0795f5c27/NIDCapacityChargeUpdate-2-12-14.pdf) 
 
The commenter states that water quality of NID potable water is lower than the water quality from 
domestic water wells but provides no evidence to support this statement. Drinking water supplied 
to Nevada Irrigation District (NID) customers continues to meet and exceed state and federal 
public health standards, based on testing results that serve as the basis for the District's Water 
Quality Report. See NID water quality report at 
https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Nevada County Environmental Health 
will have review and oversight authority regarding prospective well impacts, as outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2. The comment is noted and will be provided to County decisionmakers 
for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 362-8 
As stated on page 4.13-21 of the DEIR, it can be reasonably concluded that the dewatering of the 
mine would not affect the available moisture for vegetation in the project area because the depth 
to groundwater is already below the typical rooting depths in higher topographic areas, while 
adequate flows would occur in South Fork Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek to maintain groundwater 
levels in the lower topographic areas. The dewatering would not, therefore, increase fire risk due 
to reduced groundwater levels. Please see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-9 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 requires ground vibration monitoring at nearby residences. The 
threshold of significance for blasting vibrations has been determined as 0.4 in/s. Please see 
Chapter 4.10 and Appendix M of the DEIR. The results of the ground monitoring vibration 
monitoring program shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department for review, as 
required in Mitigation Measure 4.10-4. The Nevada County Code Compliance Division manages 
and investigates complaints, including complaints related to blasting. Please see Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  

Response to Comment Ind 362-10 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 617-3 and Ind 617-4 regarding ambient noise 
measurements. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4-10-3 requires a comprehensive noise monitoring program to be conducted 
for each facet of the operation to both verify the modelling assumptions of the project’s noise 
analysis and to ensure that compliance with the applicable Nevada County noise standards is 
being achieved at nearby sensitive receptors. The permanent monitors shall be provided with a 
continual power source, and shall include internet connectivity technology, to enable electronic 
retrieval of noise monitoring data at any time by the County’s third-party noise consultant. 

https://www.nidwater.com/files/0795f5c27/NIDCapacityChargeUpdate-2-12-14.pdf
https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf


Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6413 

The Nevada County Code Compliance Division manages and investigates complaints, including 
noise-related complaints. Please also see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 362-11 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between project driveway and Brunswick Road.  

As stated on page 4.12-89 of the DEIR, TJKM’s peer review also notes the presence of “ICY” 
signs on Brunswick Road, north of the Brunswick Industrial Site, which implies difficult traffic 
conditions during periods of inclement weather. As mentioned above, this portion of Brunswick 
Road is already regularly used by heavy-duty haul trucks. An approximate length of just over 900 
feet exists from the crest of the hill on Brunswick Road to its down grade intersection with Loma 
Rica Drive. As is currently the case, it is incumbent upon individual truck drivers to drive with 
caution during periods of inclement weather. Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(f) requires that prior to 
commencement of operations, the Project Applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from 
Nevada County and install: 1) W51 “Slow Trucks” road sign along Brunswick Road, about 500 
feet north of the E. Bennett Road intersection; 2) A second sign shall be installed at the applicant’s 
expense just south of the crest of the grade, warning truck drivers of the transition in grade and 
presence of the downgrade Loma Rica Drive intersection.  

Response to Comment Ind 362-12 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 363: JIM WAHLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 363-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 363-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air, water, and noise but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 363-3 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 363-4 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 364: JIM WAHLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 364-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 364-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air, water, and energy but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 364-3 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 365: JIM WEIR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 365-1 
The commenter provides a summary of their background. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 365-2 
The commenter is concerned that the project will cause a sinkhole at the Nevada County Airport 
and the commenter states the DEIR fails to address the possibility at the airport. The project will 
not cause sinkholes in the airport runway. Near surface workings and subsidence are analyzed 
in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, and Master Response 29 - Near Surface 
Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 365-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze air quality impacts, specifically particulate 
matter. The DEIR analyzed particulate emissions in Chapter 4.3 and found the impacts to be less 
than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.3-66.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. Further, as stated on page 4.3-81 of the DEIR:  

The project would be required to comply with NSAQMD Rule 207, Particulate Matter, and 
would implement APM-AQ-2, Surface Fugitive Dust Controls, which would limit the amount 
of dust generated during project implementation. By reducing the generation of fugitive 
dust through compliance with the foregoing NSAQMD rules and APM-AQ-2, emissions of 
PM10 would be reduced to the maximum extent practicable and receptors would not be 
exposed to excess pollutant concentrations. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 states in part:  

For all earthmoving activities, at least one of the following methods of dust control shall be 
implemented, pursuant to (e)(4)(E) of the ATCM: 

 
a. Pre-wetting the ground to the depth of anticipated cuts; and/or 

b. Suspending grading operations when visible dust emissions from any aspect 
of the grading (including tires, fans, and exhaust) cross the property line. 

 
Contrary to the commenter’s speculation, there is no evidence that the mine’s operation would 
generate substantial airborne particulate matter.  

Response to Comment Ind 365-4 
The commenter states that the underground blasting will damage aviation electronics at the 
Nevada County Airport. The DEIR analyzed the impact of blasting vibrations on sensitive 
electronic equipment at Analog Devices, which is much closer to the proposed mining activities 
than the Nevada County Airport. Underground blasting associated with the project would result in 
a less than significant vibration-related impact to Analog Devices. (DEIR, p. 4.10-55.) The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 366: JIMENA SARAVIA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 366-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air and 
water but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 367: JOAN GODDARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 367-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 368: JOAN GRIFFIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 368-1 
Please see Master Response 1 and the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR. The comment has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 368-2 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 368-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding traffic, noise, and air quality but does not 
specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 369: JOAN KEYES AND JONATHAN PECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 369-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 370: JOAN KEYES AND JONATHAN PECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 370-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 371: JOAN KEYES AND JONATHAN PECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 371-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 371-2 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 371-3 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 371-4 
The comment is a conclusion and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 372: JOAN ROBERTSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 372-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 373: JOANNA PEDRONCELLI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 373-1 
The commenter opposes the project on the basis that the economic benefits are outweighed by 
the environmental impacts. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for 
decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 373-2 
This comment references the Project Applicant and does not concern the adequacy of the DEIR. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 373-3 
The commenter is concerned that the project will contaminate groundwater. However, the water 
in the Idaho-Maryland Mine does not supply private wells and the project would treat the water 
pumped from the Idaho-Maryland Mine to state standards (Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board) under state permitting, which would improve the water currently in South Fork Wolf 
Creek. DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) found that impacts associated with the 
dewatering, treatment, and discharge process would be less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-41.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 
- Drought and Climate Change, and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 373-4 
The commenter asks how long the soil will be contaminated by the tailings and who will remediate 
the site, but it is unclear what site the commenter is referring to and which waste (e.g., existing 
waste at the Centennial Industrial Site or engineered fill). The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, Master Response 8 - Mine 
Waste Characterization, and Master Response 9 – Historical Mine Waste at the Centennial Site.  

Response to Comment Ind 373-5 
The commenter is concerned about the wildlife that inhabits the area of the project site. The DEIR 
states that impacts to special-status wildlife species would be less than significant. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 37 – Birds and Raptors, and Master Response 38 – 
Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged Frog. 

Response to Comment Ind 373-6 
The commenter is generally concerned about traffic and air quality impacts but does not provide 
any additional information on which to formulate a specific response. The DEIR found that all 
traffic-related impacts (with the exception of traffic at the SR 174/Brunswick Road and Brunswick 
Road/Sutton Way intersections) would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.12-54, 67, and 69.) 
Regarding air quality impacts, the commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criterion Pollution Thresholds during 
Operations. As stated in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the project (see 
Appendix B of Appendix E.1 to the DEIR), for diesel haul trucks, estimated maximum daily trips were 
multiplied by 365 days to estimate annual trips. For all other trucks, daily emissions were estimated 
based on the anticipated maximum daily truck trips, and annual emissions were estimated based on 
anticipated average trips per week multiplied by 52 weeks per year. Total truck trips assumptions for 
the HRA are shown in HRA Table 7. Based on the HRA, which includes all construction and 
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operational TAC sources of the project, the health risk to the maximally exposed individual 
resident (MEIR) would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 373-7 
The commenter opposes the project because of perceived adverse economic and social impacts. 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 374: JOANNE DRUMMOND 
 
Response to Comment Ind 374-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 375: JOANNE EVERS AND SUSAN GREENAWALD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 375-1 
Please see Master Responses 14 through 16 regarding groundwater, and 35 through 36 
regarding discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 375-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 375-1. All reports submitted by the applicant were independently 
peer reviewed by a third party hired by the County. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 375-3 
Please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR, which evaluates potential 
impacts related to flooding that could occur as a result of the proposed project. Please see Master 
Responses 14 through 16 regarding groundwater, and 35 through 36 regarding discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. See Master Response 6 regarding wildfire. 
 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. See Master 
Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 376: JOANNE WOHFELD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 376-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 376-2 
The comment provides a scanned excerpt of a non-fiction book in support of the sentiments 
expressed in Response to Comment Ind 376-1 and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 377: JOHN ALEVIZAKIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 377-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 378: JOHN ALEVIZAKIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 378-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 379: JOHN ALEVIZAKIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 379-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 380: JOHN DEAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 380-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 381: JOHN FISCHER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 381-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 381-2 
Please see Master Responses 2, 3, and 13 through 15.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 381-3 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 382: JOHN HAVERTY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 382-1 
This is an introductory comment and does not provide a comment on an environmental issue 
associated with the project. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-2 
The commenter states that the environmental baseline for the project incorrectly relies on existing 
conditions. However, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1), the environmental 
analysis presented in the DEIR should typically compare the project to the physical environmental 
conditions as they exist at the time of the Notice of Preparation. Moreover, the DEIR analyzes 
fluctuations in conditions that may occur over time such as large storm events, multiple dry year 
scenarios, and effects from reasonably foreseeable future development. As such, the DEIR sets 
the proper environmental baseline as required under the CEQA Guidelines, but also considers 
fluctuations in the environment that may occur over the life of the project, when appropriate. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-3 
Chapter 6 of the DEIR considered project alternatives. As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and 
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives that achieves the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project impacts. 
The alternative analysis in section 6.2 of the DEIR considered nine different alternatives. Five 
alternatives were considered but rejected from detailed analysis given that they did not meet most 
project objectives, were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. Four 
alternatives were analyzed in detail. (see DEIR section 6.3.) 

Response to Comment Ind 382-4 
The comment states that the DEIR is generic in its analysis and presentation of the existing 
environment. However, the commenter does not identify any specific inadequacies in the DEIR’s 
analysis. This comment is general in nature and does not provide a comment on a specific 
environmental issue associated with the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-5 
The comment generally states that some technical aspects were not addressed in the DEIR. 
However, the commenter does not identify any specific inadequacies in the DEIR’s analysis. This 
comment is general in nature and does not provide a comment on a specific environmental issue 
associated with the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-6 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is inadequate in comparing the Grass Valley environment 
with the project, but does not provide any specific references or examples. This comment is 
general in nature and does not provide a comment on a specific environmental issue associated 
with the project. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/ Administrative Issues regarding 
approval/denial of the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-7 
Please see Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The DEIR 
analyzes most impacts on the Centennial Site based on the reasonable environmental conditions 
that are expected when the site is cleaned up under a separate DTSC clean up project. If that 
separate project does not proceed, the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project would proceed, but would 
not place any material on the Centennial Site and would not impact the Centennial Site in any 
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way. Therefore, it would be misleading to analyze most project impacts based on the existing 
conditions on the Centennial Site, as the project could not impact the Centennial site under 
existing conditions. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-8 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should analyze the project’s impact on the environment as 
the environment changes over time. Please see Response to Comment Ind 382-2 above. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a proposed 
project. Cumulative impacts are considered impacts created because of the combination of the 
proposed project with reasonably foreseeable future projects. DEIR section 5.3 summarizes the 
cumulative impacts analysis, and each resource analysis includes an analysis of cumulative 
impacts specific to that resource. The DEIR analyzes the project in the context of reasonably 
foreseeable projects, but the DEIR does not include analysis of future changes in the region that 
are unknown and/or speculative. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 382-9 
The commenter asserts that the project should be evaluated in the context of the changing 
environment in Grass Valley. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 382-2 and Ind 382-8. 
Impacts to the City of Grass Valley were analyzed when appropriate based on the resource 
section. For example, traffic analysis included the analysis of intersections and road segments 
within the City. In addition, the aesthetics analysis included viewpoint locations within the City 
boundary. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-10 
The commenter asserts that the project should be evaluated in the context of the changing 
environment and points to project impacts in the context of future traffic conditions. Please see 
Responses to Comments Ind 382-2 and Ind 382-8. The commenter is incorrect in its assertion 
that only existing conditions were analyzed for the purpose of assessing traffic impacts, as the 
DEIR analyzed future scenarios based on reasonably foreseeable traffic conditions.  

DEIR Chapter 4.12, and the supporting traffic study (see Appendix O), analyzed twenty-four 
intersections and six roadway segments. As described and analyzed in DEIR section 4.12.4, 
based on consultation with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley, seven different scenarios 
were analyzed including: 

• Existing Condition: LOS based on current traffic counts, existing roadway geometry, and 
existing traffic control. 

• Existing Plus Approved Projects (EPAP) Condition: LOS based on the Existing Condition 
plus traffic and improvements from projects that are approved or are reasonably 
foreseeable in the next five years. 

• EPAP Plus Project Condition – Scenario #1: LOS based on the EPAP Condition plus traffic 
from the proposed project, considering transport of engineered fill to the Centennial 
Industrial Site. 

• EPAP Plus Project Condition – Scenario #2: LOS based on the EPAP Condition plus traffic 
from the proposed project, considering transport of engineered fill to construction sites 
accessible via SR 49. 
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• Cumulative No Project Condition: LOS based on traffic volumes associated with 
cumulative buildout of the Nevada County region projected to occur by 2035 without traffic 
generated by the proposed project. The Cumulative No Project Condition includes 
reasonably certain projected changes to intersection geometry and roadway segments. 

• Cumulative Plus Project Condition – Scenario #1: LOS based on the Cumulative No 
Project Condition plus traffic from the proposed project, considering transport of 
engineered fill to the Centennial Industrial Site.  

• Cumulative Plus Project Condition – Scenario #2: LOS based on the Cumulative No 
Project Condition plus traffic from the proposed project, considering transport of 
engineered fill to construction sites accessible via SR 49. 
 

This was a comprehensive analysis of potential project impacts to intersections and roadway 
segments consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and based on reasonably foreseeable traffic 
conditions in 2035. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-11 
The commenter asserts that the project should be evaluated in the context of the changing 
environment with respect to aesthetics and noise impacts. Please see Responses to Comments 
Ind 382-2 and Ind 382-8.  

DEIR Chapter 4.1 and Chapter 4.10 analyze proposed project impacts to aesthetics and noise 
and vibration, respectively. Each section includes an analysis of potential cumulative impacts. 
The aesthetics section (Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR) determined this impact was cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable given the anticipated cumulative build-out in the 
area changing the visual character of the region. The noise and vibration analysis determined the 
cumulative impacts were less than cumulatively considerable. (see Impact 4.10-6 of the DEIR.) 
Notwithstanding, the project-specific operational noise impact was conservatively determined to 
be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 requires a comprehensive 
noise monitoring program to be conducted of each facet of the operation to verify the modelling 
assumptions of the project and to ensure that compliance with the applicable Nevada County 
noise standards is being achieved at nearby sensitive receptors. If results indicate that noise 
standards are being exceeded, operations shall cease until additional engineering controls can 
be implemented as needed.  

The commenter’s environmental scenario that “may” exist in the future is not known with any 
reasonable certainty such that it could be analyzed without engaging in speculation. It is not clear 
what factors the commenter wishes to have considered, beyond changes in traffic patterns, which 
is already accounted for in the DEIR (cf. Response to Comment Ind 382-10), and modification of 
vegetation due to future fuel treatment efforts, which are not clearly defined. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment amounts to speculation about future unknown 
environmental changes in the region, no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Ind 382-12 
Comment noted. This comment is general in nature and does not provide a comment on a specific 
environmental issue associated with the project. Please see Master Response 1, Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-13 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR did not properly analyze unknown future conditions such 
as accidents, surprises and changed conditions. CEQA does not require that an EIR analyze 
impacts based on speculation. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15384.) However, the DEIR 
incorporates numerous mitigation measures and conditions of approval that provide the County 
with authority to enforce the requirements of those mitigation measures and conditions of approval 
to ensure that the project does not cause impacts beyond those analyzed in the DEIR. Moreover, 
some of the mitigation measures require that the applicant obtain other governmental approvals 
that will also allow state agencies to have oversight and enforcement authority over project 
operations to ensure that the project’s operations are consistent with applicable law, and the 
impacts are consistent with the DEIR’s analysis. The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts 
of the project as proposed and does not attempt, nor is required to analyze under CEQA, the 
financial viability of a project or the likelihood it will encounter obstacles that may affect its viability. 
The commenter does not identify a specific impact created by the project or any inadequacy with 
the analysis presented in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 382-14 
The commenter explains the facts surrounding a coal mine disaster in Pennsylvania and draws a 
comparison to the project. The project does not propose to mine coal, so the projects are 
distinguishable. Please see Response to Comment Ind 382-13.  

Response to Comment Ind 382-15 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not analyze what would 
happen if the mine closed prematurely. Please see Response to Comment Ind 382-13 above. In 
addition to governmental oversight provided by the mitigation measures, conditions of approval, 
and generally by local, state and federal law, the project is required to obtain approval of a 
reclamation plan and financial assurances. As such, financial assurance will be provided by the 
mine operator to the County prior to operating the mine, as required under the California Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act. (see DEIR p. 3-47.) Financial assurances may also be required by 
other governmental agencies with oversight over the project such as the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board in connection with issuance of waste discharge requirements.  

Response to Comment Ind 382-16 
Commenter alleges that the DEIR did not consider local conditions and is not aware of the 
SoundPlan Model or its accuracy, and that Grass Valley is an auditorium. The SoundPlan Model, 
which has been used worldwide for 30 years, is internationally recognized by the acoustical 
consulting profession as being a state-of-the-art noise prediction model. The latest guidelines and 
noise standards are constantly being incorporated into the software updates, and SoundPlan staff 
participate on advisory boards to acoustics standards committees. The sound prediction 
algorithms have been verified with field measurements numerous times.  

The commenter is correct that sound reflections and propagation in auditoriums and arenas can 
differ from general outdoor sound propagation and that soft materials do absorb, rather than 
reflect, acoustic signals. However, the commenter is incorrect that the area surrounding the 
project site behaves like an auditorium, with sound focused in some areas. For sound focusing to 
occur, sound reflections are required. The area surrounding the project site consists of vegetated 
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ground cover with extensive pine tree cover. Such materials are acoustically absorptive rather 
than reflective. Furthermore, the noise contours contained in the DEIR clearly illustrate the extent 
by which the sound will "travel" from the project site. The SoundPlan model, which was used to 
generate the project noise contours, accounted for the fact that the project site will consist of 
harder surfaces with no tree cover, whereas the area immediately surrounding the project site will 
remain densely vegetated. (DEIR p. 4.10-24.) As a result, the predicted noise levels at both 
nearby and distant residences reflect the changes in ground cover which will result from the 
project, as well as the topography of the area surrounding the project area. The detailed and 
expansive acoustical analysis expected by the commenter for this project was, in fact, completed 
with the results of that analysis clearly presented in the project DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-17 
The comment infers that use of parks, public lands, hiking, equestrian and mountain biking trails 
in the area may be impacted by noise, and users will see impacts on the views from these publicly 
available facilities. The commenter does not identify any trails, public facilities or lands or parks 
located in the vicinity of the project site, or any that may be impacted by the project. The nearest 
trail to the project area is the Loma Rica Trail, running north-south along Brunswick Road, from 
Loma Rica Drive north to Bubbling Wells Road; additionally, the edge of Empire Mine SHP is 
approximately 850 feet from the boundary of the Brunswick Site. (DEIR p. 4.11-8.) However, the 
distance from that nearest trail to the proposed project's noise-generating operations within the 
Brunswick Site is over 2,500 feet. The nearest trail within the Empire Mine SHP is nearly half a 
mile, or approximately 2,250 feet, from the nearest proposed noise-generating activities within the 
Centennial Site. The DEIR analyzed other sensitive receptors located much closer to the noise-
generating aspects of the proposed project, which were determined to be less than significantly 
impacted by project noise generation, and more distant receptors, including the Empire Mine SHP 
trail network, or the Loma Rica Trail would similarly be less than significantly impacted by project 
noise generation. The Loma Rica Trial runs near the County airport and would be much more 
impacted by the noise from air traffic and the nearby industrial park than the project. DEIR Figures 
4.10-7 and 4.10-8 show that both daytime and nighttime noise generation of operations at the 
Brunswick Site would be well below 40 dBA at the Empire Mine site. DEIR Table 4.10-4 (General 
Plan Noise Element Exterior Noise Limits) shows that the County's noise standard applicable to 
recreation use is 70 dBA Leq during the hours in which the park would be open to the public (i.e., 
7 am - 7 pm). As such, the project noise level of less than 40 dBA at the park site from Brunswick 
operations would be more than 30 dBA below the County's noise standard applicable to 
recreation uses. At the portions of the Empire Mine SHP nearest to the Centennial Site, predicted 
daytime noise levels are 27 dBA at the grasslands and 22 dBA at the nearest trail within the park. 
(DEIR Figures 4.10-7 and 4.10-8.) The noise levels at both locations are well below the County's 
70 dBA daytime noise level standard. As a result, the Empire Mine SHP and the Loma Rica Trail, 
which are the only public recreational facilities somewhat near the project site, would not be 
adversely impacted by noise from operations at the Centennial Site.  

Regarding impacts on the viewshed, the commenter infers that undue attention was given to 
views of the project site from public roadways at the expense of parks, trails and public lands. 
The project site is surrounded by undeveloped forested land, industrial, rural residential 
development, and commercial uses. (DEIR p. 4.1-1; see also Table 3-2.) As part of the Aesthetics 
Technical Study, public viewer groups and vantage points from the surrounding area were 
considered to assess how the public would perceive changes in site conditions associated with 
the proposed project. The vantage points include public views considered to be the most visually 
sensitive locations. The commenter does not name any park, trail or public land that has a view 
of the project site, because none of the parks or trials in the general vicinity of the project have 
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line-of-sight to either the project site or any anticipated project operations, and the views from any 
of the listed facilities would not be impacted by the project. (DEIR p. 4.11-8)  

Response to Comment Ind 382-18 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Regarding noise, DEIR Chapter 4.10 analyzed the proposed project’s potential impact on noise 
impacts to existing sensitive receptors in the area of the project and haul route. The determination 
of a noise impact is not dependent on the type of person who may hear a sound (e.g., resident vs 
tourist) but rather if proposed project noise levels either exceed County standards or significantly 
increase the ambient noise condition. This proposed project’s impact on noise was analyzed in 
DEIR Chapter 4.10, which found that temporary construction noise would be significant and 
unavoidable, but that other noise impacts form the project were less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 382-19 
The commenter believes the DEIR should include an analysis of psychological damage to the 
population who may be exposed to project sound even if noise thresholds are not exceeded. The 
standards of significance utilized for this DEIR were not arbitrarily selected so as to ignore the 
psychological effects of noise or to be favorable to the Project Applicant. Rather, the County's 
adopted noise standards, the CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G criteria, as well as the vibration 
criteria utilized in the project DEIR, were developed to specifically protect residents and other 
sensitive receptors from the harmful and annoying effects of noise and vibration, and they are 
consistent with standards recommended by the state of California for the development of 
community noise control ordinances. Although the noise evaluation did present information 
pertaining to the maximum noise generation of the project, as required by County policy, it also 
evaluated the effects of the project in terms of the County’s average hourly noise level criteria and 
additionally evaluated potential impacts relative to baseline ambient noise conditions, per CEQA 
requirements. As noted in responses to other noise-related comments, the applicant will be 
required to conduct extensive noise monitoring following commencement of operations to ensure 
that the appropriate noise criteria are being satisfied during daytime, evening and nighttime hours. 
(DEIR p. 4.10-50.)  

Response to Comment Ind 382-20 
The commenter asserts that water from areas outside of the mineral rights area may be drained 
of groundwater as a result of the project, that the water from other nearby mines may flow into 
the project mine works, and that the water may flow through some new path into the environment 
without proper treatment. The historical Empire mines and other mines are separated from the 
Idaho-Maryland mine by low permeability rock without any direct hydraulic connections and there 
is no direct flow from these historical mines to the future Idaho-Maryland mine workings. Please 
see Itasca Clarification Memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix O. 

In reference to rock fracturing, mining uses explosives to break rock into smaller pieces so it can 
be moved. The small amounts of explosives used in mining do not open cracks and fissures 
beyond the immediate vicinity of the blast itself and would not open cracks outward or toward 
other mines, allowing water to flow from outside areas into the mine. As discussed in Section 4.2 
of Appendix M, the breaking of rock includes drilling a number of parallel holes in the mine face. 
Generally, one or more of these drillholes are located near the center of the drill pattern and used 
as void or “relief” holes (open holes not loaded with explosives). The holes drilled around that 
hole are then loaded with explosives and are set off. That first hole “relieves” the blast, and allows 
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the least amount of explosives possible to break the first rock out of the mine face. The remaining 
holes located around the first blast are then initiated using a series of delays to progressively 
enlarge the blasted area until the final dimensions and profile of the drift are created. Any 
fracturing of rock outside of the blasted excavation is limited to a very few inches beyond of the 
drill hole and therefore the process cannot create the extensive cracks or fissures envisioned by 
the commenter. 

The DEIR analyzed potential groundwater drawdown in Chapter 4.8, and concluded that impacts 
to water supply would be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model.  

Response to Comment Ind 382-21 
The commenter asserts that mine timbers in the existing underground mine may fail and collapse 
after the mine is dewatered and that erosion may result from the project. Additionally, the 
commenter asserts that water wells outside the expected impact area may fail causing uncertain 
liability for water replacement. Certain areas of the mine (primarily in the Idaho mine workings) 
used timber historically for ground support in tunnels. These workings may be already caved or 
may remain open. As the commenter notes, the flooded state of the mine, and resulting low 
oxygen, prevents the timber from rotting and the dewatering of the mine could cause these timbers 
to degrade and possibly lead to a certain tunnel collapsing. However, even if such an event 
occurred, the tunnels are too deep to cause subsidence at surface. Please see Master Response 
29 – Near surface Workings. 

Water flow, erosion, water quality, and well dewatering is extensively discussed in the DEIR and 
includes discussion on regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Please see Chapter 4.8 
of the DEIR. 

The DEIR analyzed potential groundwater drawdown in Chapter 4.8, and concluded that impacts 
to water supply would be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model. The DEIR’s conclusions regarding water supply and drawdown 
were peer-reviewed by the County’s independent expert, West Yost, who concurred with the 
DEIR’s conclusions. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires a groundwater monitoring plan that 
includes installation and monitoring of numerous groundwater monitoring wells to detect 
drawdown impacts before they become significant enough to affect well owners. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) requires the applicant to be responsible for replacing water for any 
impacted wells beyond the expected drawdown impact area. Moreover, Mitigation Measure 4.8-
2(c) requires the applicant to construct and pay for the connection of 30 parcels to potable water 
supply, including payment for water charges during the life of the project or until the parcel is sold 
or annexed into the City of Grass Valley. As such, the DEIR provided mitigation sufficient to 
mitigate the project’s water supply impacts, even if the drawdown area is greater than expected.  

Response to Comment Ind 382-22 
The commenter summarizes its comments as set forth in the comment letter. Please see 
Responses to Comments Ind 382-1 through Ind 382-21. The commenter’s generally noted 
concern related to toxic materials is too general to warrant a specific response – Please see 
Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 383: JOHN HELLWIG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 383-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter states generally that the DEIR is 
inadequate. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 383-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss the existing contaminated materials at the 
Centennial Industrial Site and how the site will be remediated. The commenter also states that 
the DEIR fails to mention how future waste rock (engineered fill) will be managed to prevent toxic 
hazards. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA, and Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 383-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the impacts associated with the dewatering of 
the mine but does not specify how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 383-4 
The commenter states that certain unmitigated emissions would exceed NSAQMD’s criteria. 
However, according to the NSAQMD, the DEIR’s implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1(a) 
and (b) would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.3-73.) The commenter 
also states the DEIR lacks substantial evidence regarding health risks associated with toxic air 
contaminants but does not state why. Health risk impacts of the project have been analyzed in 
the DEIR and are less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and 
Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 19 - NSAQMD Criteria Pollution 
Thresholds during Operations, Master Response 20 - Conservatism of Metals Assumptions, 
Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, and Master Response 22 - 
Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 383-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 384: JOHN AND MELODY O’SHEA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-1 
Traffic is analyzed in Impacts 4.12-1, 4.12-2, and 4.12-3, which start on pages 4.12-56, 4.12-67, 
4.12-69, respectively, of the DEIR. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding traffic 
but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-2 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 13 through 16. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding water supply but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-3 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-4 
Please see Master Responses 18 through 23. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-5 
Please see Master Responses 1, 6, and 16, as well as 18 through 23. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 384-7 
Please see Master Response 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 385: JOHN PALMER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 385-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 386: JOHN PURCHASE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 386-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 18 through 23 regarding air 
quality, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. 
 
In addition, please see the analysis under Impact 4.3-2, which evaluates potential impacts related 
to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, starts on page 4.3-78 
of the DEIR, and includes a health risk assessment, the results of which are summarized in Table 
4.3-21 on page 4.3-80 of the DEIR. Because the potential impact is concluded to be significant 
without mitigation, the DEIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to ensure project consistency 
with the CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and 
Surface Mining Operations by requiring preparation and implementation of an Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan (ADMP).  
 
Alternatives to the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis of the 
DEIR. Alternative 2 eliminates the Centennial Industrial Site and expands the Brunswick Fill Site. 
Discussion of this Alternative begins on page 6-21 of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 387: JOHN REEDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 387-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 387-2 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding impacts 
of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 387-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 388: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 388-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-2 
The alternative proposed by the commenter was discussed on pages 6-11 to 6-13 of the DEIR, 
but was dismissed from further consideration because the surface uses are reasonably 
anticipated to be more intense and cause more impacts than the proposed project. This would be 
contrary to CEQA’s objectives for an alternative, which is to avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project (Section 15126.6(f)). Therefore, this alternative is rejected 
from further consideration. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-4 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is incorrect in its assessment of impacts from uses that are 
permitted under the current M1-SP zoning, but does not provide specific examples. Please see 
Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 388-5 
The commenter asserts that the traffic impacts and related traffic noise under existing zoning 
would be less than the project because the vehicles would be passenger cars, small trucks with 
less large trucks and less trips. The commenter appears to focus on only the less intense 
permitted uses, but does not acknowledge that the existing zoning allows heavy industrial uses 
such as large wholesaling and distribution facilities, lumber yards, auto dismantling yards, milling 
and planing facilities, and contractor equipment and storage yards, among other industrial uses. 
These types of uses (large wholesaling and distribution facilities, for example) involve far higher 
volume of heavy truck traffic than proposed by the project, and many of the permitted uses would 
involve greater noise impacts as the facilities (e.g., milling and planing facilities, auto dismantling) 
would be on the surface rather than underground as proposed for many aspects of the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-6 
The commenter speculates that many of the more intense uses that are permitted under the 
current zoning (e.g., distribution facilities and auto dismantler) are not likely to be constructed and 
should be eliminated from the DEIR’s consideration. However, the commenter does not provide 
evidence as to this opinion other than noting the distance from freeways. Accordingly, the 
elimination of numerous permitted use categories from consideration of potential impacts is 
speculative. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment amounts 
to speculation, no further response is necessary. The commenter states that a milling and 
planning facility would not be as loud as the project, but offers no evidence of that assertion 
besides pointing out that a saw mill and planing mill existed on the site for decades. Many of the 
project’s noise-generating activities are underground or enclosed within buildings, which is not 
acknowledged by the commenter in its comparison. The commenter’s opinion that a much lighter 
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mix of land uses would actually occupy the Brunswick site under existing zoning is speculation 
and is not substantial evidence under CEQA. Nevertheless, the comment has been forwarded to 
the decision makers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 388-7 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 388-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-8 
Please see Response to Comment 388-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-9 
The commenter asserts that aesthetic impacts could be easily mitigated under an existing zoning 
alternative. Whether aesthetic impacts could be mitigated to less than significant would depend 
on the layout and height of the actual buildings and facilities proposed under the existing zoning, 
or in the case of an auto dismantling yard, the extent and type of screening around the facility. 
Given that the landscape could change to more intense uses and would be visible from public 
viewpoints, similar to the project, aesthetic impacts may be similar under the commenter’s 
proposed alterative.  

Response to Comment Ind 388-10 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and preference for the No Project alternative is noted 
for the decision makers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-11 
The commenter appears to believe that the existing-zoning alternative was rejected because it 
was infeasible. However, as discussed on page 6-13 of the DEIR, this alternative was rejected 
because it could result in more intense uses and environmental impacts as compared to the 
project, which would be contrary to CEQA’s objectives for an alternative. Please see Response 
to Comment Ind 388-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 388-12 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 389: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 389-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 388. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 388.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 390: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 390-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 388. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 388.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 391: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 391-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 388. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 388.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 392: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 392-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 388. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 388.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 393: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 393-1 
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate. Please see Master Response 1 and the responses 
to specific comments provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR acknowledges that dewatering will have a significant and 
unavoidable impact. This is incorrect, as the DEIR concludes that the project will have a less than 
significant impact with regard to dewatering and water supply after implementation of mitigation. 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR’s mitigation does not address impacts to properties outside 
of the anticipated drawdown area. While the DEIR does not require installation of an NID pipeline 
beyond the 30 properties that are to be provided with the option of connecting to NID water supply, 
the DEIR does include a groundwater well monitoring plan designed to detect any unexpected 
drawdown impacts outside of the anticipated area of effect, and requires immediate replacement 
of water supply by the mine operator for any significant impacts to those wells pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) and General Plan Policy 17.12. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, 
Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and with 
regard to the commenter’s reference to the Emgold and Emperor projects, see Master Response 
13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments. 

As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has also provided a Domestic Well Monitoring 
Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the 
project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. 
To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the 
project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-3 
The commenter references two different mining projects that resulted in unexpected water supply 
and water quality impacts. Notably, the proposed project is in a different location with different 
geologic settings than the referenced projects, so the impacts from those projects are not directly 
comparable. Nonetheless, the County has seriously considered the potential impacts of the 
project to water supply and quality, prepared thorough analysis of those impacts in Chapter 4.8 
of the DEIR, imposed mitigation measures to ensure that any impacts are mitigated, and hired an 
independent expert to peer review and provide input on the analysis. Please see Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. With regard to the 
commenter’s concern over potential breach of a tailings dam, the project does not propose a 
tailings dam. Please see Chapter 3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-4 
The commenter provides information on climate change, drought and the Nevada County Energy 
Action Plan. Additionally, the commenter asserts that the DEIR did not adequately assess climate 
change, and cites a statement from Dr. Houmau Liu that Itasca did not look into climate change 
as part of the groundwater model. While the DEIR does consider variations in whether events 
such as multiple dry years and storm events, the impact of climate change in connection with the 
project is speculative; and therefore, not required to be analyzed under CEQA. Please see Master 
Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change, and Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy 
Action Plan. 
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Response to Comment Ind 393-5 
The commenter asserts that the existing mine tunnels have not been mapped since the World 
War II era, and therefore the DEIR did not adequately assess groundwater impacts to the larger 
area. The location of the underground mine works is documented in historic materials from the 
prior mining operations and was used as part of the groundwater model. There is no evidence to 
suggest that there are significant underground mine works that are unmapped or that these would 
change the groundwater analysis. Please see Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining 
Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic 
Assessments. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-6 
The implementation of mitigation required in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR to monitor groundwater 
levels and mitigate any impacts is under the authority of Nevada County, who has enforcement 
authority to ensure compliance. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. As also noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided a 
Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-
ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 
1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of 
approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-7 
The commenter asks how the required monitoring and water replacement mitigation will be 
implemented. The implementation of mitigation required in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR to monitor 
groundwater levels and mitigate any impacts is under the authority of Nevada County, who has 
enforcement authority to ensure compliance. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) and General Plan Policy 
17.12 require an immediate replacement of water supply at the expense of the Mine Operator. 
The threshold of significance for groundwater well impacts was determined in the DEIR to be a 
reduction of 10% of the well water column. See Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.9 of the DEIR. The 
Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9) has been modified to clarify actions that would be taken under 
the well mitigation plan outside of the E. Bennett Road area. Please see Appendix D to this Final 
EIR for a revised Well Mitigation Plan, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells regarding the applicant’s commitment to conduct monitoring of domestic wells 
within the predicted 1-foot drawdown contour.  

Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-3 regarding the San Juan Ridge Mine and Lava Cap 
Mine.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-8 
The commenter asks why properties that are annexed into Grass Valley or sold would not receive 
payment for the cost of water supply. Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-9 
The commenter questions how impacts to wells outside the East Bennett area will be addressed. 
Please see Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) and 4.8-2(b) and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-10 
The commenter asks why mitigation proposed for previous projects in 2008 and 1996 are different 
than the mitigation proposed for the project. Please see Master Response 13 - Historic 
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Hydrogeologic Assessments and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-11 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-3 regarding the San Juan Ridge Mine and Lava Cap 
Mine. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-12 
With regard to well monitoring, please see Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a). Groundwater-level 
information shall be obtained from the project’s groundwater monitoring wells and collected on a 
quarterly basis, and submitted in report form to the Nevada County Environmental Health 
Department. The County typically charges permit holders for inspections and other costs 
associated with enforcement and monitoring of permit conditions. The same would apply to Rise’s 
project. Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, 
regarding the applicant’s commitment to monitor domestic wells within the predicted 1-foot 
drawdown contour.  

Spills would be reported to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control board in compliance 
with regulations of the State of California. See Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-13 
The County has authority over enforcement of all required mitigation measures and conditions of 
approval through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Chapter 4 of this Final EIR). 
To the extent that certain conditions or mitigation measures include self-monitoring, the County 
has enforcement authority to ensure compliance. The County typically charges permit holders for 
inspections and other costs associated with enforcement and monitoring of permit conditions. The 
same would apply to Rise’s project. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-14 
Please see Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, and Master Response 
16 - Drought and Climate Change. The groundwater model incorporated historic data and current 
data to set the proper existing conditions baseline as required by CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-15 
To ensure accuracy of the analysis, the County hired an independent expert to review and provide 
input on the groundwater model, impact analysis and mitigation measures. The independent 
expert’s comments have been incorporated into the analysis and mitigation. Please see Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-16 
As discussed in Response to Comment Ind 393-15, the County’s independent expert, West Yost, 
peer-reviewed the hydrogeology studies as disclosed in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-17 
The water that is being pumped from the underground mine workings is not being disposed of 
such that it is wasted. Rather, the water will be treated to State permit standards and discharged 
into South Fork Wolf Creek, where it can be used by NID for water customers in the County or 
used by other downstream water users. Liability and insurance costs are not within the scope of 
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CEQA analysis, but these comments have been forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-18 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 393-7, Ind 393-7, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-19 
The commenter asserts that the project is inconsistent with the General Plan and is inconsistent 
with the Nevada County Energy Action Plan. Please see Master Response 25 - Nevada County 
Energy Action Plan. General Plan Policy 17.14 requires existing development to be protected 
from impacts caused by mining. The DEIR provides extensive mitigation measures and conditions 
of approval to protect already existing development - commercial, residential, and community - 
as well as undeveloped private lands, from adverse environmental effects caused by mining. 
Accordingly, the DEIR found that the project is consistent with General Plan Policy 17.14. 

General Plan Policy 17.24 requires subsurface mining to be conditionally approved only after 
environmental review under CEQA is completed to address surface land uses, water quantity and 
quality, noise and vibration, land subsidence, and traffic associated with surface access. The 
DEIR provides extensive analysis and mitigation measures regarding the listed impacts on the 
environment in compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, the DEIR found that the project is consistent 
with General Plan Policy 17.24. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-20 
This comment is redundant with comments from Individual Comment Letter 388. See Responses 
to Comments Ind 388-3 through Ind 388-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-21 
This comment is redundant with comments from Individual Letter 388. Please see Responses to 
Comments Ind 388-7 through Ind 388-9. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-22 
This comment is similar to comments from Individual Letter 388. Please see Responses to 
Comments Ind 388-10 through Ind 388-12. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-23 
This comment is redundant with comments from Individual Letter 388. Please see Responses to 
Comments Ind 388-1 through Ind 388-12. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-24 
The commenter states that it is likely that more accidents will occur at the two intersections, where 
project traffic would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, but provides no evidence.  

CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 
evidence.” 

It is also noted that the DEIR includes mitigation for the two impacted intersections. For example, 
while the DEIR concludes that the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 
impact to the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(b) of the DEIR 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6539 

requires the applicant to enter into a Traffic Mitigation Agreement with the County regarding the 
SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection. The Agreement shall require the applicant to pay the 
project’s fair share contribution toward the improvements necessary to improve intersection 
operations to an acceptable level. The Agreement shall include the fair share calculations and 
total payment amount. Based on the Caltrans methodology to assess fair share, it is estimated 
that the fair share percentage is 14.9%. While the project is contributing toward addressing its 
contribution of traffic to the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection, the remaining funding needed 
to improve the intersection (e.g., signalization) is not yet certain, nor secured. As a result, the 
DEIR conservatively concludes that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Regarding the Brunswick Road/Sutton Way intersection, with project traffic, queues in the 
northbound left turn lanes of the intersection would exceed the threshold of significance. Re-timing 
of the Brunswick Road/Sutton Way intersection is required by Mitigation Measure 4.12-10 of the 
DEIR and would maintain LOS C conditions (29.5 seconds per vehicle) with queues declining for 
this movement. As such, implementation of MM 4.12-10 would reduce the potential impact to a 
less-than-significant level. However, because the intersection is within the jurisdiction of the City 
of Grass Valley, Nevada County does not have legal authority to impose this mitigation measure 
and ensure its eventual outcome. As a result, the impact is conservatively determined to be 
significant and unavoidable.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-25 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-24 regarding traffic accidents. 

Water quality and water supply are analyzed in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. 

With regard to economic issues and property values, please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

With regard to air quality, please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and Master Response 18 - Air 
Quality Thresholds. 

With regard to “toxic spills” see Chapters 4.7 and 4.8 of the DEIR. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 

While many of the project-related concerns noted by the commenter were not identified as 
significant and unavoidable in the DEIR, it is noted that under CEQA Guidelines Section 15043, 
the County maintains the authority to approve projects despite significant and unavoidable 
environmental effects under certain circumstances. Should the Nevada County Board of 
Supervisors seek to move forward with certifying this EIR and approving the project 
entitlements, due to the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur with 
implementation of the project, the Board would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. The Statement of Overriding Considerations would publicly disclose the 
process by which the Board weighs the environmental impacts of the project against any 
other factors. As enumerated in Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, factors to be 
balanced by the Board when considering projects that would result in a significant and 
unavoidable environmental impact include economic, legal, social, and technological benefits 
of projects as well as region-wide or statewide environmental benefits. 
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Response to Comment Ind 393-26 
Analysis of significant irreversible environmental changes is a distinct topic of analysis mandated 
by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2, which is distinct from CEQA’s requirement to assess 
potentially significant impacts in individual resource areas (e.g., noise, traffic, air quality).  

Response to Comment Ind 393-27 
Any project that consumes non-renewable energy or mines non-renewable resources would be 
considered to cause significant irreversible environmental changes. The commenter’s suggestion 
that any project with significant irreversible environmental changes is inconsistent with the 
General Plan is untenable and would result in the rejection of virtually every project. If the project 
is approved by the County, the reasons for approval will be outlined in the CEQA findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, as discussed in Response to Comment Ind 393-25.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-28 
Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and Master Response 28 - 
Greenhouse Gas Credits. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-29 
Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, Master Response 18 - Air Quality 
Thresholds, and Master Response 166 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-30 
Climate change is a global issue and not only a project specific issue. The project’s incremental 
contribution of GHG emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable (see page 4.3-95 of 
the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 393-31 
The County determined that 10,000 MT/year of CO2 equivalent GHG emissions is the proper 
CEQA threshold to apply to the project. Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas 
Thresholds. Greenhouse gas emissions are not included in health risk assessments, as they are 
not considered toxic air contaminants. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-32 
Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. The project is not required to 
achieve net zero GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-33 
Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, and Master 
Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. The project is not required to monitor or publish 
emissions of GHG. GHG emissions during fire season would not cause a direct air quality impact 
as GHG emissions are not toxic air contaminants or criteria air pollutants. Climate change is a 
global impact and not specific to the individual communities listed by the commenter, thus 
individual analysis of those communities is not required by CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-34 
Air quality impacts from the project are less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 
4.3 of the DEIR. If the project is approved by the County, the reasons for approval will be outlined 
in the CEQA findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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Response to Comment Ind 393-35 
GHG emissions attributable to trucks has been analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.3 of 
the DEIR. Please also see Response to Comment 393-24 regarding significant traffic impacts.  

The commenter notes that the DEIR identifies Alternative 2, Elimination of the Centennial 
Industrial Site, as the environmentally superior alternative, but said alternative still has significant 
and unavoidable issues for transportation. What the commenter does not mention is that 
Alternative 2 would eliminate one significant project-related noise impact (DEIR, p. 6-28). This is 
the impact related to potential use of Jake brakes along the haul route connecting the Brunswick 
and Centennial Industrial Sites. The EIR determined that the proposed project could result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project due to haul truck traffic 
should Jake brakes be used. As also noted on page 6-29, implementation of Alternative 2 would 
also eliminate the truck turning movements along Whispering Pines Lane into the Centennial 
Industrial Site driveway; thus, widening along the Centennial Industrial Site’s frontage for 
purposes of facilitating adequate truck turn movements into and out of the Site would not be 
required for this Alternative. Alternative 2 would also eliminate certain project-related pavement 
impacts along the haul route from the Brunswick to Centennial Sites.  

As discussed on page 6-2 of the DEIR, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives 
to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]). Alternative 
2 would avoid some of the proposed project’s impacts, and therefore, meets the CEQA 
requirement for an alternative.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-36 
Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-37 
The commenter states that it is likely that more accidents will occur at intersections due to project 
traffic but provides no evidence for this argument.  

CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 
evidence.” Please also see Response to Comment Ind 393-24. 

Liability insurance is not an environmental issue requiring analysis under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-38 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-37. 

Response to Comment 161-39 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 393-19 and Ind 393-25.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-40 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. Please see Response to Comment Ind 
393-19 regarding General Plan Policy consistency.  
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Response to Comment Ind 393-41 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility, and Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-42 
Documents used directly in an EIR’s impact analysis are typically included in the appendices (e.g., 
technical studies performed specifically for the project). However, outside documents that only 
indirectly relate to the project are sometimes incorporated by reference into an EIR to avoid 
inflating the length of the EIR and its appendices to an unmanageable size. Citations are provided 
for referenced documents, so that readers can locate those documents if desired.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-43 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-19 regarding General Plan Policy consistency. 
General Plan consistency was analyzed in the DEIR, which concluded that the project is generally 
consistent with the General Plan. If the project is approved by the County, the reasons for approval 
will be outlined in the CEQA findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations, as 
discussed in Response to Comment Ind 393-25.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-44 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 393-43. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-45 
Please see Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 393-46 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 393-47 
This comment is redundant with comments from Individual Letter 388. Please see Responses to 
Comments Ind 388-1 through Ind 388-12.  
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Ind 394-1 

Individual Letter 394 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 394: JOHN VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 394-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 388. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 388.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 395: JOHN VOLZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 395-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 395-2 
In addition, please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 395-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 396: JOHN VOLZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 396-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 395-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 396-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 395-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 396-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 395-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 397: JON BENNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 397-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 398: JONAS KETTERLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 398-1 
The commenter resides near South Fork Wolf Creek and is concerned with impacts from the 
discharge of treated water to South Fork Wolf Creek and any adverse impacts to the private well 
that serves the property. The DEIR discusses the impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek in Chapter 
4.8 and found that impacts would be less than significant after mitigation, both with regard to water 
quality standards (DEIR, p. 4.8-41) and groundwater supplies (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) For other impacts 
related to South Fork Wolf Creek, the commenter is referred to Master Response 32 - 
Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 - 
Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 - Drought and 
Climate Change, Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 
34 - Resident Fish, and Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red 
Legged Frog. 

Response to Comment Ind 398-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not include a biological survey 
of the entire reach of South Fork Wolf Creek and does not discuss biological, aquatic, or 
hydrological impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek. The offsite stream reach referenced by the 
commenter is outside the project site and will not be subject to project-related surface disturbance. 
However, potential downstream effects of the project were evaluated in the DEIR. Please see 
Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South 
Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 34 - Resident Fish, Master Response 32 - Temperature of 
Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependant Vegetation, and Master 
Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged Frog. The commenter is 
also referred to Response to Comment Grp 31-12 regarding BMI.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 398-3 
The commenter reiterates concerns with hydrological and biological impacts to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. The commenter also states that the DEIR inadequately discusses the variable rate of flow 
from the dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine. The commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment Ind 398-1. Regarding the rate of flow, the analysis of project impacts considers the 
higher rate of flow of 2,500 gallons per minute. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8, 
Appendices K.1, K.2, and K.3 of the DEIR. Regarding the Specific Conductance and BMI, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 31-12. 

Response to Comment Ind 398-4 
The commenter is concerned about various other aspects of the DEIR but provides no specific 
comments on the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 399: JONATHAN KEEHN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 399-1 
The commenter questions whether the pathway for the new above ground pipe that would convey 
treated water from the treatment plant to its discharge point at South Fork Wolf Creek is accurately 
characterized as “an existing dirt road.” The commenter incorrectly states this is a “path along the 
creek” and it should be noted this is private property and not a public path or trail. Irrespective of 
the terminology used to characterize this area of the site, the DEIR analyzed potential impacts 
associated with disturbance related to installation of the treated water pipeline along this pathway. 
DEIR section 4.4.4 analyzed potential biological impacts associated with project-related surface 
disturbance, including installation of the aboveground pipe. Mitigation measures require 
preconstruction surveys prior to surface disturbance to limit potential impacts to rare plants, 
special status wildlife species, and protected birds and raptors (see Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(b) 
and 4.4-2(a-g.) 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 400: JONATHAN NOLAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 400-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 400-2 
Please see Master Responses 18 through 23 regarding air quality. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 400-3 
Please see Master Responses 30, and 33 through 35 regarding water quality. The commenter 
expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 400-4 
Please see Master Responses 34 and 35, as well as Response to Comment Ind 400-3. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 401: JORGE VELASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 401-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 401-2 
Please see Master Responses 8 through 12 regarding mine waste and Master Response 35 
regarding water quality in South Fork Wolf Creek. In addition, the DEIR evaluates the proposed 
project’s potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality, including as part of construction 
and mine dewatering, under Impact 4.8-1, starting on page 4.8-41. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 401-3 
Please see Master Responses 18 through 23 regarding air quality and Master Responses 25 
through 28 on greenhouse gases and climate change, as well as the discussions and analyses 
in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. The commenter 
expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 401-4 
The commenter reiterates the significant and unavoidable conclusion in the DEIR. Because 
significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in the DEIR, for which feasible mitigation 
measures cannot reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level, the County, should 
it decide to approve the proposed project, would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 401-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 402: JORGE VELASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 402-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 401-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 402-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 401-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 402-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 401-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 402-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 401-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 402-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 401-5. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 403: JOSEPH RILEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 403-1 
The comment notes preference for Alternative 1 – No Project (No Build). The comment has been 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 403-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 404: JOSHUA FISHER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 404-1 
The comment alludes to concerns expressed in subsequent comments. Please see Master 
Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 404-2 
Please see Master Responses 8 through 10 regarding mine waste and Master Responses 22 and 
23 regarding asbestos. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but 
does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 404-3 
Please see Master Response 35. In addition, the DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s potential 
to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality, including as part of construction and mine dewatering, 
under Impact 4.8-1, starting on page 4.8-41. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 404-4 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding noise, 
traffic, and air quality but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 404-5 
Please see Master Response 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6569 

Individual Letter 405 

Ind 
405-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6570 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 405: JOY WAITE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 405-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 406: JOY WAITE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 406-1 
The DEIR estimates that there is approximately 1,183 acre-feet of water in the underground mine 
workings. (DEIR, p. 4.8-12.) The DEIR concludes that the dewatering of the mine would result in 
less than significant impacts after mitigation to groundwater supplies. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 406-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells potentially 
impacted by the project, but does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The 
DEIR concludes that the dewatering of the mine would result in a less than significant impact after 
mitigation to groundwater supplies. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic 
Assessments, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has 
now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby 
the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and 
shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a 
condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 406-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR lacks adequate detail with regard to the settling pond and 
on-site water treatment plant and that the mine contains contaminants. A sufficient description of 
the proposed water treatment plant is included in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the DEIR (DEIR, pg. 4.8-43). A detailed description of the water treatment plant is provided in 
Appendix K.4 of the DEIR (Water Treatment Plant Design Report). The mine water discharge is 
required to meet water quality goals including total suspended solids. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 406-4 
One of the commenter’s primary concerns appears to be with the potential for stormwater quality 
to be impacted by above-ground tailings. The applicant will need to obtain several approvals from 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which will require further 
testing of the rock at the project site. As described in the April 4, 2022 comment letter from the 
RWQCB (Agency Letter 5 of this Final EIR), additional laboratory studies will be required to 
characterize the waste materials as part of a Report of Waste Discharge. The RWQCB cannot 
issue permits for the placement of engineered fill unless the testing that is part of the Report of 
Waste Discharge clearly demonstrates that use of the barren rock for engineered fill will not violate 
water quality standards or conflict with the Water Quality Control Plan. The barren rock testing 
that was conducted in support of the project application and used in the DEIR provides evidence 
of the potential water quality effects that might occur due to the use barren rock as engineered 
fill, while the RWQCB permits, which are a requirement of the project because mining cannot 
occur until such permits are issued, ensure that water quality standards will be met. Please see 
Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization. 
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Another primary concern of the commenter appears to be the potential for backfill placed in the 
mine to contaminate groundwater being pumped from the mine. Regarding cement paste backfill, 
the DEIR imposes mitigation measures that require the applicant to submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge (RoWD) and receive an approved Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) from the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRQCB) prior to the placement of 
cemented paste backfill (Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(d). The CVRWQCB requires additional waste 
characterization as part of approving WDRs and also requires ongoing water quality monitoring 
during the implementation of WDRs to ensure that no water quality impacts will occur. 

In regard to fractured rock, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model.  

Response to Comment Ind 406-5 
The commenter asks how water from the on-site septic system would be contained and states 
that the DEIR lacks this information. Water from the leach field proposed for the project does not 
drain into the underground mine. Appendix H.8 of the DEIR provides a septic system analysis. As 
stated on page 4.11-34 of the DEIR, a relatively large, acceptably permeable soil area has been 
identified within the proposed leach field area, just south of the proposed engineered fill footprint, 
and set back 100 feet from the property line. The evaluation concludes that the project site is 
suited for a Pressure Dose sewage disposal system with a minimum of 1,935 lineal feet of leach 
line. A minimum 10,000-gallon septic pump tank with watertight risers over each lid and an outlet 
effluent filter would be required. The pump tank would be oversized in order to accommodate for 
potential power loss, backups, and surge flows in the future. 

Response to Comment Ind 406-6 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the mine is wasteful but does not state how the 
DEIR is inadequate. By increasing flows to South Fork Wolf Creek, the project would produce a 
surplus of water. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 and Appendix N of the DEIR and 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 406-7 
The commenter summarizes their opposition due to a variety of perceived impacts. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 
1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 407: JOYCE HOFFMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 407-1 
Please see Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 408: JUDE BISCHOFF 
 
Response to Comment Ind 408-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
The analysis of potential noise and vibration impacts can be found in Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR. Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 through 4.10-4 have been incorporated into 
the project to reduce the severity level of potential impacts that would otherwise be significant. In 
the case of Impact 4.10-1, the DEIR discloses that even with incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
4.10-1, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Thus, the analysis within the DEIR 
does not downplay the severity of potential impacts that could occur through implementation of 
the proposed project. In its role as the lead agency, the County of Nevada will consider the 
information in the DEIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency in 
deciding whether to approve or deny the project. The comment has been noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 409: JUDITH BROWN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 409-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 410: JUDITH COOPER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 410-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 410-2 
As detailed on page 3-39 of the DEIR, the Idaho-Maryland Mine would have a surplus of water 
from the natural groundwater flow into the underground workings. Once dewatering is completed, 
approximately 1.9 cubic feet per second (cfs), or 850 gallons per minute (gpm) (approximately 
1,224,000 gallons per day [gpd]), are estimated to be pumped to the surface and settling pond. 
Such water would support all project-related water demand (i.e., mining and processing activities), 
except for water purchased from NID. The process plant would run on a closed circuit. Please 
also see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 410-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 411: JUDITH DEVINE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 411-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 411-2 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. The commenter 
expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 411-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 412: JUDITH AND LAWRENCE EMMONS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 412-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 413: JUDY MCGRAIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 413-1 
Please see Master Responses 14 through 16 regarding groundwater and impacts to wells. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 413-2 
Please see Master Responses 18 through 22 regarding air quality. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 413-3 
Noise and vibration impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR sets 
forth Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 through 4.10-4 to reduce the severity level of potential impacts 
that would otherwise be significant. In the case of Impact 4.10-1, the DEIR discloses that even 
with incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-1, the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. Additionally, please see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the DEIR which in Impact 4.1-2 finds the project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact to visual character and quality of the area. Because significant and unavoidable impacts 
have been identified in the DEIR, for which feasible mitigation measures cannot reduce the 
potential impact to a less-than-significant level, the County, should it decide to approve the 
proposed project, would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 413-4 
Please see Master Response 1 and Response to Comments Ind 413-2 and Ind 413-3. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 414: JUDY AND BRIAN MINER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project’s impacts to groundwater but does not specially address the adequacy of 
the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-3 
Please see Master Responses 12 and 18 through 23. The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding the project’s air quality impacts but does not specially address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-4 
Please see the analysis under Impact 4.3-4, which evaluates the proposed project’s potential to 
result in inefficient or wasteful use of energy and starts on page 4.3-86 of the DEIR. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8 through 10. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-6 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-7 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 414-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 415: JULIE BARNUM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 415-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 416: JULIE BECKER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 416-1 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 417: JULIE CARVILLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 417-1 
Please see Master Response 1, 16, and 18 through 24. The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding the project’s impacts to air quality but does not specially address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 417-2 
The DEIR evaluates the potential for the proposed project to generate a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of applicable standards 
under Impact 4.10-3, which starts on page 4.10-37. As detailed therein under the Blasting 
subheading, based on project site characteristics and a long-term blasting noise level survey 
conducted for the proposed project over the course of 30 days at the Sutter Gold Mine in Amador 
County, the worst-case maximum noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the 
project site would range from 52 to 57 dBA Lmax. The range of predicted worst-case blasting noise 
levels of 52 to 57 dBA Lmax is below the daytime, evening, and nighttime dBA Lmax criteria at the 
nearest receptors (refer to Table 4.10-6 on page 4.10-18 of the DEIR for daytime, evening, and 
nighttime noise criteria for each receptor). 
 
Response to Comment Ind 417-3 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 417-4 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15 and 35. The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, 
a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 417-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 418: JULIE ENZOR-WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 418-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 418-2 
Please see Master Response 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 418-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 419: JULIE ENZOR-WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 419-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 419-2 
As affirmed by the commenter, pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15121, the DEIR assesses all potential project impacts that could occur to all 
environmental issue areas required for analysis under CEQA. In its role as the lead agency, the 
County of Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may 
be presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 419-3 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding water quality and quantity impacts associated with the project but 
does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 419-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 420: JULIETTE KUNIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 420-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 420-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 421: JUNE OBERDORFER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 421-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of content in Group Letter 8. Please see Comments and Responses 
to Comments Grp 8-127 through Grp 8-133. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 422: JUSTINE JACUS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 422-1 
Please see Master Response 1. Noise is addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration. Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 422-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2, 14 through 16, 18 and 19, 30, and 35. The commenter 
expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not specially address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 422-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 423: K. FOSTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 423-1 
The commenter states that the settling pond is one of the most dangerous features of the project 
and water treatment is complicated and requires constant monitoring. The commenter states that 
the DEIR wrongly assumes the water treatment and settling pond component of the project will 
go according to plan without any accidents. However, the commenters does not explain how the 
DEIR is inadequate or how the settling pond will fail and discharge untreated water to South Fork 
Wolf Creek. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment amounts 
to speculation, no further response is necessary. For information regarding the water treatment 
process, the commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
As explained in the DEIR and Master Response 35, the primary method of on-site treatment is 
not the settling pond, but the water treatment plant, which will be permitted by the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to identify the management of the settled solids 
from the treated mine water. Section 5.4 of Appendix K.4 of the DEIR provides a detailed 
description of the management of settled solids in the water treatment pond. As described, the 
removal of these solids would not require the mine to shut down mining operations. The 
dewatered solids would be dewatered and hauled to an appropriate and approved offsite landfill.  

Regarding the commenter’s assertions that the Project Applicant will not implement the mitigation 
measures described in the DEIR, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been 
prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions 
of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other 
state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 423-2 
The commenter asks who will fund the water treatment process in the event the Project Applicant 
is unable to pay. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment amounts 
to speculation, no further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment Ind 423-3 
The commenter asks a series of questions pertaining to the removal of settled solids from the 
settling pond. Section 5.4 of Appendix K.4 of the DEIR provides a detailed description of the 
management of settled solids in the water treatment pond. As described, the removal of these 
solids would not require the mine to shut down mining operations. The dewatered solids would 
be dewatered and hauled to an appropriate and approved offsite landfill.  

Response to Comment Ind 423-4 
The commenter states that their goal is to ensure a healthy Wolf Creek for future generations. 
The comment is noted.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 424: KALI FEIEREISEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 424-1 
The commenter is concerned about arsenic, ammonia, and other contaminants being discharged 
to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter points to a study highlighting the harmful effects of 
these contaminants on soil and produce. The commenter states that the DEIR requires more 
specific information regarding these contaminants in the mine water. As indicated by Table 4.8-2 
in the DEIR, the requirement for the treated mine water discharge is less than 10 micrograms per 
liter for arsenic and less than 25 micrograms per liter for ammonia. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  

Response to Comment Ind 424-2 
The commenter states that the water discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek should be monitored 
daily. Monitoring of water discharge will be done in accordance with requirements of the approved 
Notice of Intent and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 425: KAREN FARLEE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 425-1 
This commenter is concerned with the impacts of the project on local water sources and is 
concerned that the DEIR uses average rainfall data in light of the drought that California is 
currently experiencing. However, the water supply assessment prepared for the project’s water 
consumption includes analysis of single and multiple dry-year scenarios. Additionally, please see 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 425-2 
This comment expresses concern regarding the project’s impacts to air quality and questions the 
extent to which data based in Blue Canyon is applicable to Nevada City and Grass Valley. 

The dispersion model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. 
Please see Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. In regard to existing 
baseline air quality, please see Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 425-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 426: KAREN MELQUIST 
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-1 
The majority of the comment expresses a general opinion that the commenter had trouble tracking 
“the dirt” in the DEIR, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. The Project Description chapter of the DEIR provides a detailed description of the 
proposed engineered fill piles, including exhibits showing cross-sections.  
 
The commenter points out that the additive tonnage of engineered fill at the Brunswick and 
Centennial Industrial Sites under the proposed project scenario, would total 3.8 million tons, 
whereas the total tonnage of engineered fill for Alternatives 2 and 3 appears to equal 4 million 
tons. This is a correct observation; however, it does not present an inconsistency for the following 
reasons. The conceptual design for the alternatives is not meant to be such that the sum of 
engineered fill from Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 equates to the total fill under the project 
scenario. For example, under Alternative 3 (Expansion of Centennial Fill Pile and Elimination of 
Brunswick Fill Pile), the additional tonnage to be accommodated at Centennial is 2.3 million tons, 
whereas the Brunswick Industrial Site would accommodate 2.2 million tons. Rather than design 
Alternative 3 to accommodate 2.2 million tons of additional engineered fill, it was determined that 
the dimensions of the Centennial Industrial Site could reasonably accommodate up to 2.3 million 
additional tons. Seen in this way, there is no inconsistency in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-2 
Please see Master Response 11 – Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets. The commenter’s suggestions that OHV crowd will come from miles away is speculative; 
further, both the engineered fill piles at the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites will be 
fenced. This portion of the comment is speculative, and CEQA does not require that an EIR 
analyze speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 
 
The commenter states there is no closure plan. However, the project requires an approved 
Reclamation plan. To ensure that reclamation will proceed in accordance with the approved 
Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of approval Security that will be 
released upon satisfactory performance. The Project Applicant may pose Security in the form of 
a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited financial institution, or 
other method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology Board as specified in 
State regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are adequate to perform 
reclamation in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved Plan. The commenter is 
referred to page 4.6-24 and Appendix C of the DEIR. 
 
The commenter asks that the DEIR refer to engineered fill as “dirt”. Referring to rock and sand 
tailings (engineered fill) as “dirt” would not affect the analysis of project impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-3 
The commenter suggests that the Union Hill Mine may have hydraulic connection to the Idaho-
Maryland Mine and flooding may result. The Union Hill mine is discussed in Section 3.3.3.4 of 
Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. The Union Hill mine is a smaller mine than the others in the project 
area. It was closed in 1918 and has been flooded with water since that time. The Union Hill mine 
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is not connected to any of the other underground mine workings in the area but is in close 
proximity to the workings of the Brunswick Mine. On April 17, 2019, the water level in the Union 
Hill shaft was 165 feet higher than the water level in the New Brunswick shaft. The Union Hill mine 
workings are within 95 feet to 180 feet of workings of the Brunswick Mine at three to four different 
levels. The Brunswick mine tunnels in proximity of Union Hill were constructed around 1950. 
During the post WWII period, the combined Idaho-Maryland Mine workings were completely 
dewatered. In 1956, the water level at the Union Hill Mine was reported to be within 20 feet of the 
top of the shaft, suggesting that the complete dewatering of the adjacent mine workings resulted 
in no more than 10 to 20 feet of water level decline in the Union Hill Mine. A “conduit” has not 
formed between the mines in the previous 70 years, which included active mine operations, as 
evidenced by the different observed water levels.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-4 
The DEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, evaluates the proposed project’s 
potential impacts associated with being located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, or be located on expansive soil under 
Impact 4.6-3, which starts on page 4.6-41. As discussed therein within the discussion of potential 
impacts related to collapse, the potential for collapse of existing near-surface mine features as a 
result of the proposed project is not the same as “sink holes” that occur within limestone 
environments where a gaping hole forms that may be tens or even hundreds of feet across. As 
such, the DEIR addresses the commenter’s concerns related to sink holes. Please also see 
Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings.  
 
Please also see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. As stated therein, to 
address public concerns regarding the scope of future mining within the mineral rights area, the 
applicant has agreed to an enforceable condition of approval that will limit the area of permitted 
underground mining to a smaller area within the mineral rights area (shown on maps A101, A201 
and A202 in Appendix A to this Final EIR). 
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-5 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. In addition, a 
revised Well Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix D.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-6 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-7 
The commenter raises concerns regarding the market demand for industrial acreage. Market 
analysis is not required for an EIR. In addition, future industrial use of the sites would only occur 
after reclamation and future planning and environmental review. The demand for industrial 
acreage in 80 years is speculative.  
 
The commenter’s concern regarding funding is noted, but these are considerations outside the 
scope of CEQA. Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 4. The comment has been noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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The commenter states the DEIR is missing a “Qualified Engineer analysis for Brunswick and 
Centennial cites.” Numerous reports and analysis, including geotechnical and other areas, have 
been conducted for the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 426-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 427: KARIN DAVENPORT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 427-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. In its role as the lead agency, the County of Nevada will 
consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be presented to the 
agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 427-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the impacts of the project but does not specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 428: KARRI KNOWLES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 428-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 429: KATE FRAME 
 
Response to Comment Ind 429-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 430: KATE GAZZO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 430-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-2 
The commenter states the DEIR’s conclusions needs to be reexamined. Responses to specific 
comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-3 
The commenter states that the Hydrology study and Wolf Creek Technical Memo fail to present 
surface water quality data. Contrary to the assertions in this comment, the DEIR contains 
voluminous baseline surface water quality data. The baseline surface water quality data are 
described in Section 3.4.1.2 and presented in Tables 3.5 through 3.10 of Appendix K.2 of the 
DEIR. The baseline data include results from samples collected from the underground workings, 
from drains that discharge water from the underground workings, from Wolf Creek, and from 
South Fork Wolf Creek. The results include field parameters, general water chemistry parameters, 
and metals. In particular, Table 3-8 of Appendix K.2 contains pH, temperature, dissolved oxygen 
(DO), electrical conductivity, and oxidation-reduction potential (ORP) measurements from three 
locations along South Fork Wolf Creek and two locations on the former SPI site that discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. Table 3-8 of Appendix K.2 presents laboratory analytical results for 18 
general water chemistry parameters and 19 different metals from two samples collected along 
South Fork Wolf Creek at locations that will be upstream and downstream of the proposed treated 
water discharge location.  

Table 3-10 of Appendix K.2 provides field measurements of flow, temperature, specific 
conductance, pH, and turbidity for two locations (upstream and downstream) along South Fork 
Wolf Creek measured during five different storm flow conditions, including summer baseflow, 
early-season post-storm (comparable to first-flush) flows, winter baseflow, rising flows during a 
“qualifying rain event of 1.25 inches, and peak flows during the same “qualifying rain event”. 
Additional details regarding flow conditions and baseline water quality conditions in South Fork 
Wolf Creek are also provided in Appendix K.1 of the DEIR. 

Further, analysis of the baseline water quality data is provided in Section 3.4.2 of Appendix K.2 
of the DEIR. In particular, data from South Fork Wolf Creek are presented on Figures 3-12 and 
3-19, while the baseline data from the underground workings, drains, and Wolf Creek are 
presented on Figures 3-12 through 3-18. 

Compliance with water quality standards, including parameters such as temperature, turbidity, 
pH, and dissolved oxygen, and also general chemistry and metals, will be based on comparison 
of the results from the upstream and downstream sample locations while treated water discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek is actually taking place, and not on current baseline conditions. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek and NPDES 
CAG99500 (provided below). While the baseline sampling that has been conducted for the project 
informs the analysis of potential impacts in the DEIR, it would not be relevant for future compliance 
once dewatering, water treatment, and discharge begin. The compliance sampling requirements 
would be defined in the Monitoring and Reporting Program for the NPDES permit to be issued by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_orders/r
5-2022-0006_npdes.pdf  
 
Response to Comment Ind 430-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR must include an economic evaluation because the economic 
impacts of the project will lead to adverse physical changes but provides no evidence to 
substantiate this claim. CEQA provides that the economic and social impacts of a project are not 
to be treated as significant effects on the environment. (Save Our Schools v. Barstow Unified 
School District Board of Education (2015) 240 Cal. App. 4th 128, 146.) An economic or social 
change is to be considered only to the extent it will lead directly or indirectly to an adverse physical 
change. (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 
1184.)  

In Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield, the court described the 
phenomenon [urban decay] as “a chain reaction of store closures and long-term vacancies, 
ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and leaving decaying shells in their wake.” The court 
also discussed prior case law that addressed the potential for large retail projects to cause 
“physical deterioration of [a] downtown area” or “a general deterioration of [a] downtown area.” 
(Id. at pp. 1206, 1207). When looking at the phenomenon of urban decay, it is also helpful to note 
economic impacts that do not constitute urban decay. For example, a vacant building is not urban 
decay, even if the building were to be vacant over a relatively long time. Similarly, in the context 
of retail development, even a number of empty storefronts would not constitute urban decay. 

The commenter provides no evidence as to how the economic changes of the project will directly 
or indirectly lead to adverse physical changes akin to urban decay. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because increased flows to South Fork Wolf 
Creek will impact species downstream. The commenter also states that the geographic scope of 
the biological impacts along South Fork Wolf Creek must be expanded. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 32 - 
Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation, Master Response 34 - Resident Fish, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 37 – 
Birds and Raptors. Please also see Response to Comment Grp 2-5, which demonstrates that the 
project would not affect vegetation adjacent to the creek or interrelated habitat.  

Response to Comment Ind 430-6 
The commenter reiterates the erroneous assertion that the DEIR contains no baseline date to 
evaluate the hydrology and water quality of South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is referred to 
Responses to Comments Ind 430-3 and 430-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-7 
The commenter reiterates the assertion that the project’s economic impacts will cause adverse 
physical changes and thus must be considered by the DEIR. The commenter states that the 
project’s physical impacts (e.g., aesthetics, traffic, noise) will adversely impact recreation or 
tourism and would deter would-be future residents from purchasing a home in the community. 
The commenter is describing potential economic impacts that may result from the project’s 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_orders/r5-2022-0006_npdes.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_orders/r5-2022-0006_npdes.pdf
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physical impacts. The commenter does not identify any physical impacts that would result from 
project’s economic impacts. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 430-4, 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-8 
The commenter states that the project’s economic benefits to the community are outweighed by 
the project’s environmental impacts. The commenter is referred Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 430-9 
The commenter summarizes the concerns previously listed in the Letter. The commenter is 
referred to the Responses to Comments above.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 431: KATE KANE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 431-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 431-2 
Please see Master Responses 1. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 432: KATHARINE POPENUK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 432-1 
The commenter is generally opposed to the project and cites a number of potential impacts 
including noise, traffic, air quality, damage to roads, and adverse impacts to habitat. The DEIR 
states that noise-related impacts will be less than significant after mitigation, with one exception 
– temporary construction noise. Specifically, the installation of a potable water pipeline along East 
Bennett Road will cause a temporary noise impact that is significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 
4.10-27, 31.) As noted on page 4.10-44 of the DEIR, using average blasting noise levels from a 
comparable underground gold mine, the worst-case maximum noise levels at the nearest noise-
sensitive receptors would range from 52 to 57 dBA Lmax. The range of predicted worst-case 
blasting noise levels of 52 to 57 dBA Lmax is below the daytime, evening, and nighttime dBA Lmax 
criteria at the nearest receptors. For clarification, there is no crushing mill, as envisioned by the 
commenter. Rather, the fully enclosed process plant building would include grinding equipment 
for mineralized rock. The noise study for the project evaluated the potential noise impacts from 
this grinding equipment (DEIR, p. 4.10-38). Based on the data, the mineral processing operations 
would generate noise levels below the applicable nighttime standards of significance at each of 
the nearest sensitive receptor locations. As such, noise-related impacts from mineral processing 
would be less than significant (DEIR, p. 4.10-38). 

The DEIR states that air quality impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 
4.3-66.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, and 
Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criterion Pollution Thresholds during Operations. The DEIR 
states that any impacts to habitat would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.4-
80.) Lastly, the Project Applicant would be required to enter into agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-6(c).)  

Response to Comment Ind 432-2 
The commenter asks how asbestos will be filtered during project operations. Please see 
Response to Comment Grp 7-6. 

Regarding the potential damage to pavement from project traffic, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) 
requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the Project Applicant shall enter 
into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to 
provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the 
project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, 
including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between 
project driveway and Brunswick Road.  

Response to Comment Ind 432-3 
The commenter states that the engineered fill contains sulfide, which will produce sulfuric acid 
during a weather event and pollute groundwater. Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste 
Characterization. Based on the geology of the rock encountered in the core drilling at the project 
site, and testing of those samples, acid rock drainage is not expected. (DEIR p. 4.8-50.) 
Nonetheless, the DEIR has concluded that the project may have a potentially significant impact 
on water quality and has identified Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(d) and 4.8-1(e) to address these 
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potential impacts and reduce the impact to less than significant. The purpose of the Waste 
Discharge Requirement (WDR) from the Central Valley Regional Water Control Board is to ensure 
the effluent from mine waste does not impact water quality. Further testing will be required as part 
of the RoWD and WDR process as required by Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(d) and 4.8-1(e) such 
that any impacts will be mitigated. WDRs for the project will require monitoring and reporting to 
ensure compliance. 

Response to Comment Ind 432-4 
The commenter is concerned with the potential flooding of Bennett Meadow and biological 
impacts to species and habitat. The DEIR states that the project would not result in flooding on- 
or off-site and impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p.4.8-69.) The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. The DEIR’s 
drainage analysis concludes that the project would not significantly alter the drainage patterns of 
the sites in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, nor 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site, nor create or contribute to runoff water which would exceed the capacity 
of existing stormwater drainage systems, nor impede or redirect flood flows. (DEIR, p. 4.8-75.) 
West Yost’s independent peer review concurs with this conclusion. Regarding the impacts to 
habitat and species, the DEIR states that any impacts to habitat would be less than significant 
after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.4-80.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 37 – Birds 
and Raptors, Master Response 38 – Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged 
Frog, and Response to Comment Grp 2-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 432-5 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impact on groundwater supplies. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 432-6 
This comment concerns the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 
- Operator Responsibility. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 433: KATHERIN PLOCHARCZYK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-2 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-3 
Please see Master Responses 3 and 4, as well as Master Responses 8 through 12 and the 
discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not 
specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-4 
Please see Master Responses 18 through 23 regarding air quality. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-5 
Please see the analysis under Impact 4.3-4, which evaluates the proposed project’s potential to 
result in inefficient or wasteful use of energy and starts on page 4.3-86 of the DEIR. Based on the 
incorporation of various measures, including the applicant’s proposed APM-AQ-1 (Exhaust 
Emission Control) and Tier 4 engines as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b), the DEIR 
concludes that the proposed project would not result in an inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 433-6 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not specially address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 434: KATHERINE THOMPSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 434-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-2 
The commenter is concerned about project trucks travelling on East Bennett Road, noise and 
vibration impacts from mine blasts, and air pollution from trucks but does not state why the DEIR 
is inadequate regarding these impacts. The project does not propose any trucking on East 
Bennett Road. (DEIR, Figure 3-30.) No mine blasting has taken place at the project since the 
mines were closed in the 1950s. Noise and vibration impacts from the project are analyzed in 
Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR and air quality impacts are analyzed in Chapter 
4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-3 
The commenter is concerned about traffic, noise, air pollution from trucks, transport of hazardous 
substances, and underground blasting but does not state why the DEIR is inadequate regarding 
these impacts. Noise from trucks and underground blasting has been analyzed in DEIR Chapter 
4.10 (Noise and Vibration) and was found to be less than significant after mitigation. Air emissions 
from trucks and other equipment was analyzed in DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy) and is less than significant after mitigation. Hazardous substances 
are analyzed in DEIR Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The commenter does not 
identify which “hazardous substances” they are referring to; thus, a specific response cannot be 
offered.  

Response to Comment Ind 434-4 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impact to groundwater wells but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
analyzed impacts to domestic wells and groundwater supply, which were determined to be less 
than significant after mitigation. Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 434-5 
The commenter is concerned about discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek. DEIR Chapter 4.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) analyzed impacts related to flow in South Fork Wolf Creek and 
determined those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 36 –Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-6 
The commenter states that risks including seismic, climate change, and use of hazardous and 
toxic materials and practices are inadequately identified in the DEIR, but provides no further 
information or evidence. The commenter is referred to Chapters 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy), 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources), 4.7 (Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials), and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. Regarding climate 
change, please also refer to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 434-7 
The commenter states that hydrology investigations in the DEIR are insufficient but provides no 
further information or evidence. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 
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- Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-8 
The commenter states that operations and risks for the project area is only vaguely identified in 
the DEIR but provides no further information or evidence. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4 of the DEIR and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-9 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-10 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-11 
The commenter is concerned about the project potentially creating toxic mining waste. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-12 
The commenter states that fully understanding mining site hydrogeology is very difficult but does 
not comment on the project or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-13 
The commenter states that EIRs often fail to consider cumulative impacts but does not comment 
on the project nor the adequacy of the DEIR. Cumulative impacts have been analyzed at the end 
of each technical chapter of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4 and Section 5.3 
of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-14 
The commenter states that cleaning up mining sites can be expensive and can continue into 
perpetuity. This comment does not concern the project nor the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendix C of the DEIR. 
The commenter is also referred Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-15 
The commenter states that mining companies declare bankruptcy to avoid paying for cleanups. 
This comment does not concern the project nor the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Appendix C (Reclamation Plan) of the DEIR and Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-16 
The commenter states that the metal mining industry is a significant toxic polluter. This comment 
does not concern the project nor the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, and Master Response 9 - 
Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 
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Response to Comment Ind 434-17 
The commenter references the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, and Master Response 9 – 
Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-18 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to consider cumulative impacts but provides no 
additional information. Cumulative impacts have been analyzed in DEIR Chapters 4 and 5.3. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR understates the project’s impacts because the project areas 
analyzed are the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites, but the mineral rights area consists 
of 2,500 acres. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining 
Areas. The commenter also states that environmental review, such as this DEIR, frequently 
understates the impacts of the mining waste. The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - 
Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 434-19 
The commenter states that there is no discussion of blasting or dewatering throughout the mineral 
rights boundary area. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) and 
Appendix M of the DEIR and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. Regarding 
the groundwater impacts from dewatering, the commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter also states, in relation to blasting, that numerous structures have been built on 
the surface since the Idaho-Maryland Mine was last active. Impacts to structures and residents 
from blasting vibrations has been analyzed in the DEIR. Impacts from blasting vibrations are less 
than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) 
and Appendix M of the DEIR and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 434-20 
The commenter summarizes their previous concerns. Please see the above responses.  

Response to Comment Ind 434-21 
The commenter urges the County to not approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 435: KATHLEEN FENTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 435-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 436: KATHLEEN MADEIRA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 436-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 437: KATHLEEN MADEIRA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-2 
The commenter generally summarizes the number of impacts analyzed in the DEIR, but does not 
address the adequacy. See Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not 
specially address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-4 
The DEIR has been prepared by a consultant hired and directed by the County. All technical 
reports used in the DEIR that were prepared by the Project Applicant have been independently 
peer reviewed by third party consultants hired by the County. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-5 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-6 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-7 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 437-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 438: KATHLEEN MADEIRA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 438-1 
The comment provides an article written about the proposed project, but does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 439: KATHLEEN OGBURN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 439-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 440: KATHLEEN WOODSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the DEIR assesses 
all potential project impacts that could occur to all environmental issue areas required for analysis 
under CEQA. As part of such assessment, the DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency 
with applicable policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local 
levels and incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants, which includes 
independent peer review. Where potential impacts are identified, the DEIR sets forth mitigation 
measures to reduce the severity level of the identified impacts to the extent feasible and discloses 
the level of impact that would occur subsequent to incorporation of mitigation. As such, the 
analysis within the DEIR is not speculative. The analysis in the DEIR is adequate and meets the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines. In its role as the lead agency, the County of 
Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be 
presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. Air Quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
impacts if the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-5 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-7 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 440-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 441: KATHRYN ELDREDGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 441-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 441-2 
Please see Master Responses 12 and 18 through 23. In addition, please see the analysis under 
Impact 4.3-2, which evaluates potential impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, starts on page 4.3-78 of the DEIR, and includes a health risk 
assessment, the results of which are summarized in Table 4.3-21 on page 4.3-80 of the DEIR. As 
part of the analysis, the DEIR assesses potential dust impacts. Because the potential impact is 
concluded to be significant without mitigation, the DEIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to 
ensure project consistency with the CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations by requiring preparation and 
implementation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP). With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2, the DEIR concludes a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 442: KATRINA CHRISTENSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 442-1 
Please see Master Responses 14 and 15 regarding groundwater. In addition, as detailed in 
Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the DEIR on page 4.5-21, InContext 
contacted Native American tribes with the potential to have knowledge of cultural resources in the 
project area, which included the Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe. Reponses were not 
received from any of the tribes. Furthermore, on November 25, 2019, Nevada County sent project 
notification letters with offers to consult pursuant to AB 52 to Native American tribes who had 
previously requested to be notified by the County. The tribes contacted by the County pursuant 
to AB 52 included the Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe. The Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan 
Tribe did not respond within the 30-day consultation period. Finally, please see Master Responses 
1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 443: KAY MASTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 443-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 443-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 443-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 444: PERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 444-1 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater and Master Response 35 
regarding water quality and discharge to the South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required.



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6687 

Individual Letter 445 

Ind 445-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 445-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 445-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 445-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 445-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 445-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6688 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 445: KAYLA PEARSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 33. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 442-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-4 
With respect to potential project impacts related to noise, please see the discussions under 
Impacts 4.10-1, 4.10-2, and 4.10-3, which start on pages 4.10-27, 4.10-31, and 4.10-37 of the 
DEIR, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-5 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 445-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 446: KEITH BROWN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-2 
Please see Master Responses13 through 16 regarding groundwater. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-3 
Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-4 
Noise and vibration are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. Please see 
Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project 
but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-5 
Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 446-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 447: KEITH THOMASSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 447-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 448: KELLY AND JIM HOLLAND 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-2 
Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-3 
Noise and vibration are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-4 
Noise and vibration are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. Air quality 
associated with dust is addressed in Master Response 12. The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, 
a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 448-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-6 
Impacts of the proposed rezoning are addressed throughout the DEIR. Noise in Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, and traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-7 
Please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-8 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding groundwater and Master Response 29 – 
Near Surface Workings and Subsidence. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 448-9 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 449: KELLY TRUEMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 449-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
impacts of the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 450: KENDAL SMEETH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 450-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 450-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 451: KERRY AND SUE ANDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 451-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 451-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 451-3 
Please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 451-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 452: KIM CREVOISERAT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 452-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 453: KIM JAMES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 453-1 
Please see Master Response 1 Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 454: KIM JAMES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 454-1 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does 
not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible 
nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 454-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 455: KIM TAYLOR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 455-1 
The commenter asserts that the carbon credits that are to be purchased as mitigation for the 
project’s GHG emissions should involve a bond to ensure performance and should also be 
purchased locally. The requirements for carbon credits are detailed in Mitigation Measure 4.3-
7(b) of the DEIR. Also, please see Master Response 28 – Greenhouse Gas Credits. 

As specified in Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b), the carbon offset must be retired prior to the issuance 
of the project’s first grading permit and therefore a bond is not required. The mitigation measure 
requires an instrument, credit or other certification issued by the specified registries for GHG 
reduction activities within the Nevada County region. Global climate change is by definition a 
global impact; therefore, purchase of credits from offsets produced locally would not reduce the 
impact or change the effectiveness of the mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 455-2 
The commenter states that previous studies in Nevada County have determined that fractured 
bedrock aquifers do not work the same way as alluvial aquifers and that use of area-wide contour 
maps is not appropriate. The commenter does not provide the name or details of previous 
hydraulic studies in Nevada County which conclude that the fractured bedrock aquifer does not 
work the same way as alluvial aquifers. However, Section 3.4.4 of Appendix K.2 and Section 4.8.2 
of the DEIR (at page 4.8-18) discuss the flow of groundwater within fractured bedrock in the 
project area. The groundwater model used an appropriate methodology to predict groundwater 
drawdown from mine dewatering in bedrock, and is not assuming that water in bedrock is exactly 
the same as in an alluvial aquifer. Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model. 

The commenter states that local precipitation is highly variable and groundwater levels in 
individual weeks will probably vary with the frequency of major storm events. Due to variations in 
topography, for example between downtown Grass Valley and on Banner Mountain, local 
variation in precipitation may be appreciable. However, as discussed in Section 3.2 and shown 
on Figure 3-4 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, rainfall variation between wet and dry climatic cycles 
can vary by more than a factor of three. Despite this magnitude of variation, the available data 
shows that seasonal cycles in groundwater levels in local domestic supply wells remain relatively 
consistent from year to year and do not show any notable fluctuations in response to very wet 
years or very dry years, as shown on the hydrographs in Appendix B of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR 
and discussed in Section 4.8.2 of the DEIR (at pages 4.8-11 to 4.8-12). Thus, potential variations 
to recharge and the effects on groundwater levels has been considered in the DEIR, based on 
both local rainfall data and actual monitoring data from local groundwater wells. No groundwater 
level measurements have been completed since 2007, which creates some uncertainty to the 
predicted impact to percentage of water column in domestic wells. Uncertainty in predicted 
impacts is addressed through the various sensitivity scenarios discussed in Appendix K.3, the 
application of a 100% factor of safety (see page 4.8-58 of the DEIR), and the proposed connection 
of 30 properties, including properties where no significant impact is predicted, in the E. Bennett 
area to NID potable water (see page 4.8-66 of the DEIR). Nevertheless, the analysis in Chapter 
4.8 of DEIR has determined that the project could result in a significant impact to groundwater 
supplies without implementation of a groundwater monitoring program and well mitigation plan. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires that a minimum of 12 months of water-level monitoring data 
is collected before commencement of dewatering. Impacts to domestic water wells will be 
measured against those current baseline measurements and not historic water levels. Mitigation 
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Measure 4.8-2(b) requires well mitigation if, based the groundwater monitoring plan, a 10 percent 
reduction in the water column of a well is determined. Therefore, the determination of impact 
would be based on current water level data and any impacts to domestic wells would be mitigated 
through the proposed mitigation measures.  

The commenter states that water level monitoring requires monitoring of water levels at a 
frequency greater than expected changes in order to ascertain the difference between natural 
recharge and the impact of the project’s dewatering. The well monitoring plan incorporates the 
collection of water level data for 12 months prior to the commencement of dewatering. This 
baseline information allows the effects of natural recharge, and seasonal variability, to be 
accounted for in the measurement of the effect on water levels from mine dewatering. Monitoring 
wells are also located outside of the impact area of mine dewatering to measure regional changes 
in water levels in order to differentiate groundwater drawdown from mining versus background 
conditions. As stated on page 13 of Appendix K.8, each monitoring well will be equipped with a 
downhole submersible data logger that will record water levels over time. The data logger will be 
programmed to collect water-level information on a periodic basis, such as once every 1 to 4 
hours. Therefore, water level monitoring will be collected at a frequency greater than expected 
changes and can be collected at appropriate intervals to measure the response to mine 
dewatering. Seasonal averaging of data or water level measurements would occur as claimed by 
the commenter. The network of water monitoring wells is planned to extend outside of the 
subsurface footprint of the mine tunnels (see Appendix K.8). The location of underground mineral 
rights boundaries is irrelevant as the location of existing and proposed underground mine 
workings will determine the impact to groundwater levels.  

Monitoring wells in riparian zones are not required. Mine dewatering will not impact riparian zone 
or groundwater dependant vegetation. Please see Master Response 33 – Groundwater 
Dependent Vegetation. The project will not significantly affect surface water flows, see page 4.8-
65 of the DEIR. 

Please also see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. Please also see Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, for an updated description of the 
proposed monitoring approach, which now also includes a proposal by the applicant to monitor 
domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 
378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide 
property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project 
requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 455-3 
The commenter provides a graph of well depths in Nevada County from the period of 1970 through 
2010 but does not provide the source of this material to allow for an evaluation or a technical 
response. As disclosed in Section 3.3.2.2 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, the water levels in the 
private domestic wells have seasonal fluctuations that may range from 10 feet to 50 feet between 
wet and dry times of the year, but remain relatively consistent from year to year within each 
individual well. During the monitoring period, several years with below normal rainfall occurred 
(2001, 2004, and 2007), multiple years with above normal rainfall occurred (1995-1998 and 2006), 
and several years of near-normal rainfall occurred (1999, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2005). Despite large 
variations in annual rainfall from year to year, the seasonal water level cycles in individual wells 
remained consistent over time and the overall water levels shown on the hydrographs for each 
well do not fluctuate based on wet or dry climatic cycles. The analysis in the DEIR relied upon 
local data from wells in the project vicinity. Without a source citation or the actual data upon which 
this comment is based, the County does not have a basis upon which to compare it with the data 
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relied upon for the EIR. No groundwater level measurements have been completed since 2007, 
which creates some uncertainty to the predicted impact to percentage of water column in domestic 
wells. Uncertainty in predicted impacts is addressed through the various sensitivity scenarios 
discussed in Appendix K.3, the application of a 100% factor of safety (see page 4.8-58 of the 
DEIR), and the proposed connection of 30 properties, including properties where no significant 
impact is predicted, in the E. Bennett area to NID potable water (see page 4.8-66 of the DEIR). 
Nevertheless, the analysis in Chapter 4.8 of DEIR has determined that the project could result in 
a significant impact to groundwater supplies without implementation of a groundwater monitoring 
program and well mitigation plan. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires that a minimum of 12 
months of water-level monitoring data is collected before commencement of dewatering. Impacts 
to domestic water wells will be measured against those current baseline measurements and not 
historic water levels. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) requires well mitigation if, based the 
groundwater monitoring plan, a 10 percent reduction in the water column of a well is determined. 
Therefore, the determination of impact would be based on current water level data and any 
impacts to domestic wells would be mitigated through the proposed mitigation measures.  

As discussed in the Well Mitigation Plan, if a dewatering impact to an area outside of the E. 
Bennett area were projected during operations, pre-emptive action would be taken as necessary 
to ensure immediate water supply and compensation. The comment is incorrect in stating (with 
underline added for emphasis) that the mitigation plan presumes that water is available to 
purchase, since one of the options under the plan is to deepen an affected well. Well deepening 
does not require purchase of any water. In addition, if reduction of the water column in a well was 
great enough to reduce the well’s yield, adjustment of the pumping system may only be required; 
for example, by pumping at a lesser rate over a longer duration and installing or increasing the 
size of a pressure or holding tank. In the unlikely case where these measures were not sufficient, 
appropriate mitigation could be the deepening of a single well, drilling of a new well, or the 
provision of potable water service.  

Comparison of the volume of water that would be pumped from the mine with NID’s treated water 
supply is not relevant. The treated water supply is provided by NID’s “upper division” surface 
water system that relies on annual snowmelt and available reservoir capacity. The water pumped 
from the mine will consist of seepage of groundwater into the underground workings from depths 
that are considerably deeper than local groundwater supply wells. Mitigation measures in the 
DEIR and parts of the County Code define the actions that the operator would need to take if any 
wells are impacted by the project. If those measures are not or cannot be successfully 
implemented, then the County would have the ability to issue a Notice of Violation of the permit 
and could require cessation of dewatering if the violation is not corrected. Thus, such plans are 
already in place.  

Senate Bill 552 of 2021 applies to small water suppliers with fewer than 1,000 connections and 
to schools that maintain their own water system. Other existing regulations related to water 
shortage planning already apply to NID, which has approximately 25,000 connections (see 
https://www.nidwater.com/our-story) and the County. Both NID and the County are in compliance 
with applicable drought resiliency requirements. 

https://www.nidwater.com/our-story
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 456: KIMBERLY CAPPA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 456-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 456-2 
Please see Master Responses 25 through 28. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 456-3 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. Evacuations are addressed 
in Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 
regarding groundwater. Hazards are addressed in Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
of the DEIR, and impacts to wildlife is addressed in Chapter 4.4 Biological Resources of the DEIR. 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 456-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 457: KIMBERLY SHUREEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-1 
The comment restates conclusions of the DEIR, but does not specifically address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-2 
The comment restates the significant and unavoidable conclusion in the DEIR, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-3 
The comment expresses the preference for the No Project Alternative and cites the analysis of 
the No Project Alternative from Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the DEIR. The comment does 
not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-6 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 457-7 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 related to groundwater. Please see Master 
Response 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 458: KOVIL SHINE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 458-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 459: KRISTEN HENSLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 459-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 459-2 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 459-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 459-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 459-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 460: KRISTEN KRAUEL-PRIVETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 460-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 460-2 
Noise and vibration are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration of the DEIR. Please see 
Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project 
but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither 
possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 460-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 461: KRISTEN KRAUEL-PRIVETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 461-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 460-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 461-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 460-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 461-3 
See Response to Comment Ind 460-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 462: KRISTY BENNETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 462-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 462-2 
Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. See Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 462-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 463: L. TIM ACKERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 463-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 464: LAINA LEVY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 464-1 
The commenter is concerned that its well could be impacted by the mining project and asserts 
that the DEIR does not adequately address uncertainties in the groundwater models. The 
groundwater model was based on the expected mining plan during year one to year 25, and then 
Sensitivity Scenario 6 considered the significant expansion of mining in areas with potential for 
mineralization as shown in Figure 5.10 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR for an additional 40 years of 
mining. As shown in Figure 5-12, and discussed on page 29 of the report, the 5-ft drawdown 
contour extent of Scenario 6 at the end of potential additional mining (to Year 65) relative to the 
2019 water level expands less than 500 ft from that of the Base-Case Scenario. The drawdown 
contour of the Base-Case Scenario is at the end of the original planned future mining (Year 25) 
relative to the 2019 water level. The comparison of drawdown contours between Scenario 6 and 
the Base-Case Scenario suggests that the added potential mining (beyond the 65 years modeled) 
will not lead to large incremental drawdowns as the mining progresses because the mining 
activities occur in deep, low-K rocks. Please also see Master Response 7 - Location of Future 
Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has 
now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby 
the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and 
shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a 
condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Appendix K.7 contains the West Yost peer review of the applicant’s draft technical reports. West 
Yost comments in the peer review were satisfactorily addressed during the preparation of the 
DEIR.  

As stated on page 4.8-48 of the DEIR, blasting or backfilling with CPB would be conducted 
exclusively within the underground mine workings. Thus, any water that contacts those 
components would be present only within the mine workings and would be pumped out of the 
mine workings by the dewatering system. As a result, that water would not have the potential to 
flow into the fractured bedrock and flow toward any domestic supply wells. The dewatering causes 
a low pressure area around the underground workings such that groundwater inflow is toward the 
mine, not from the mine toward the domestic wells. The primary residual components of the 
ammonium nitrate-fuel oil (ANFO) used for blasting, ammonia and nitrate, are very soluble and 
mobile in water. This means that any blasting residuals would be continually removed from the 
mine over time through the dewatering system. The proposed WTP is designed to treat ammonia 
and other blasting residuals that might occur due to incomplete detonation. Thus, when the mine 
is allowed to flood again following the completion of mining, there is no reasonable potential that 
residuals from former blasting activities would cause a violation of any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
In addition, the proposed new mining activities would all occur at depths that are comparable to 
or much deeper than the historic mine workings. Most of the proposed additional mining, and 
potential exploration and expansion into new areas, would occur below depths of 1,000 feet 
(1,600 feet msl), a depth below the levels of the existing domestic supply wells (see Table 2-2, 
Itasca, 2020). The substantial reduction in hydraulic conductivity at those depths, compared to 
the depths of the domestic supply wells, is further evidence that the proposed project would not 
adversely affect water quality in domestic wells. As stated on page 4.8-51 of the DEIR, the 
proposed mining areas would primarily be at equivalent or deeper depths than the existing 
underground mine workings, while the potential future expansion areas all involve mining at 
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greater depths, typically more than 1,000 feet below the surface and deeper. At those greater 
depths, the hydraulic conductivity is several orders of magnitude lower than it is at the depths of 
the domestic supply wells, due primarily to the lack of open fractures as a result of the large 
pressures exerted by the overlying rock mass (i.e., the lithostatic pressure). Given that the new 
mining activity would occur at equivalent or greater depths than the proposed mining, there is little 
or no potential for the proposed mining and mining in the future expansion areas to affect the 
quality of the groundwater in the domestic supply wells that are completed at much shallower 
depths. 

The comment on page 12 of Appendix K.7 referenced by the commentor is in regard to Section 
4.2.2 of the EMKO Report (Appendix K.2 of the DEIR), which describes a three-step procedure 
used to assess potential drawdown effects in perimeter areas. The results of this three-step 
procedure are not used for the prediction of groundwater drawdown and impact analysis. Rather 
the groundwater model prepared by Itasca (see Appendix K.3 of the DEIR) is used for this 
prediction and analysis. Discussion of this uncertainty and the overall uncertainty of the model 
predictions with respect to groundwater level impacts on individual wells was provided in the final 
version of Appendices K.2 and K.3, as requested in the West Yost peer review (page 12 of 
Appendix K.7). 

Response to Comment Ind 464-2 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. While the DEIR concludes that the proposed 
project would have a significant and unavoidable impact to the SR 174/Brunswick Road 
intersection, there are a few important factors to consider. First, the commenter would have other 
available evacuation routes, such as Idaho-Maryland Road. Second, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
1(b) of the DEIR requires the applicant to enter into a Traffic Mitigation Agreement with the County 
regarding the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection. The Agreement shall require the applicant to 
pay the project’s fair share contribution toward the improvements necessary to improve 
intersection operations to an acceptable level. The Agreement shall include the fair share 
calculations and total payment amount. Based on the Caltrans methodology to assess fair share, 
it is estimated that the fair share percentage is 14.9%. While the project is contributing toward 
addressing its contribution of traffic to the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection, the remaining 
funding needed to improve the intersection (e.g., signalization) is not yet certain, nor secured. As 
a result, the DEIR conservatively concludes that the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

The project’s cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the queue impact at 
Brunswick Road/Sutton Way intersection could be addressed simply by retiming the intersection, 
as required by Mitigation Measure 4.12-10 of the DEIR. However, because this intersection is 
located within the City of Grass Valley, Nevada County cannot require the City to retime the 
intersection. As a result, the DEIR conservatively concludes that the impact would be significant 
and unavoidable. However, if the City of Grass Valley agrees to retime the Brunswick Road/Sutton 
Way intersection, the project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative queue impact would be 
eliminated.  

Response to Comment Ind 464-3 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 465: LAMONT REYNODS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 465-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 466: LANNY NETZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 466-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 467: LARIK BUTYRIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 467-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the impacts of the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 468: LARRY AND PATSY RIEGER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 468-1 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15 regarding groundwater. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 468-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 469: LAURA BALCH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-2 
Alternatives are addressed in Chapter 6, Alternatives, of the DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines provide 
the following guidance for discussing alternatives to a proposed project: 
 

• An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[a]). 

 
An alternative to the proposed mining use would not achieve any of the basic objectives of the 
project. Project objectives are identified starting on page 3-11 and repeated on starting on page 
6-2 of the DEIR. Therefore, an alternative to the proposed mine is not required to be analyzed. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-3 
Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Please see Master Responses 
8, 10, and 12 regarding mine waste and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-4 
Traffic is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. Air quality and noise are 
addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, and Chapter 
4.10, Noise, of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 8 through 12 regarding mine waste. The 
commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-5 
Please see Response to Comment 7-95. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 469-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 470: LAURA AND DONALD GAGLIASSO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 470-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment Ind 470-2 
Domestic water wells in the E. Bennett area are proposed to be mitigated by the installation of 
NID potable water. Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, for an updated description of the proposed monitoring approach, which now also includes 
a proposal by the applicant to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft 
drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 
1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of 
approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. The commenter 
asserts that self-monitoring is not acceptable but does not explain why. The County will have 
oversight and enforcement authority over all mitigation measures and conditions of approval.  

The DEIR did not use a 1996 model to make predictions of groundwater drawdown. Please see 
Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. With regard to adequacy of groundwater modeling, mitigation, and 
payment of water charges after sale of a property please see Master Response 7 - Location of 
Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 
15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change. 

Regarding property values, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 470-3 
No trucking is proposed on E. Bennett Road. Please see Figure 3-13 of the DEIR. No new roads 
are proposed to be constructed off of E. Bennett Road. 

Response to Comment Ind 470-4 
As described in the Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9 of the DEIR), the applicant will close 
property owners’ wells, using certified well drillers and under Nevada County regulations, if 
requested by the landowner at the time of NID connection and service to their properties. It is 
unlikely that the reduction in water column of wells in the E. Bennett area will make these wells 
unusable. Therefore, property owners may decide to retain and continue using their water wells. 
The applicant will not close domestic water wells in the future if property owners decline this 
closure at the time of NID potable water connection. A water meter will be installed at property 
lines and connected to homes if requested and authorized by property owner. A property owner 
could therefore choose to use NID potable water at any time, even if they decide to continue using 
their domestic water well. The Well Mitigation plan has been revised to include the installation of 
Double Check Valves, which will allow the use of both wells and NID potable water service (Please 
see Appendix D to this Final EIR). If a property owner decides to retain and continue using their 
water well, the cost of the well’s operation, including Double Check Valve monthly fees, would be 
the owner’s responsible and not the applicant.  

Response to Comment Ind 470-5 
Mitigation Measure 4-8(c) requires the engineering and permitting of the NID potable water 
extension prior to dewatering. Engineering details of several lateral piping to individual properties 
will be determined during engineering. Engineering level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry 
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.) A 20-foot public utility 
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easement is present on three side of the commenter’s property, as shown on maps submitted 
with the Use Permit application and available at the links below. 

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/33574/Pipeline-Easements-3---
ADDED-392020  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/33574/Pipeline-Easements-3---ADDED-392020
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/33574/Pipeline-Easements-3---ADDED-392020
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 471: LAURA GERHART 
 
Response to Comment Ind 471-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 471-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 472: LAURA LEBLEU 
 
Response to Comment Ind 472-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 472-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 2 and 
3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 472-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 473: LAURA PENDELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 473-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 474: LAURAN AND CY RINCK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 474-1 
The commenter is concerned about the vicinity of a school to the project and the noise- and air 
quality-related impacts on children. The DEIR identifies the closest school to the project, which is 
the Montessori House of Children on The Burma Road located approximately 2,500 feet south of 
the Brunswick Industrial Site boundary. (DEIR, p. 4.3-62.) Sensitive receptors, including schools, 
are considered in the health risk assessment and impacts are less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.3-78.) The DEIR also found that noise-related impacts would be less than significant 
after mitigation, with the exception of the installation of a potable water line along East Bennett 
Road. (DEIR, 4.10-27, 31.) 

Response to Comment Ind 474-2 
The commenter is concerned that the waste rock produced by the project will release asbestos 
and other toxic air contaminants. The DEIR and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix E.1) 
evaluates asbestos and silica emissions and determined the impacts to be less than significant 
after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.3-78.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 - 
Meteorological Data Used in HRA, Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, Master 
Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, and Master Response 22 - Conservatism of 
Asbestos Assumptions.  

Response to Comment Ind 474-3 
The commenter is concerned that the project will impact both quantity and quality of the 
groundwater supplies, especially in the context of the drought. The commenter is also concerned 
about the impact of the project on the soil moisture which could affect vegetation. The DEIR found 
that the project would not significantly impact groundwater supplies and would not violate any 
water quality standard after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-41, 54.) The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master 
Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change, Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation, and Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Regarding the impact to vegetation, it can be reasonably concluded that the dewatering of the 
mine would not affect the available moisture for vegetation in the project area because the depth 
to groundwater is already below the typical rooting depths in higher topographic areas while 
adequate flows would occur in South Fork Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek to maintain groundwater 
levels in the lower topographic areas. (DEIR, p. 4.13-21.) The dewatering of mine would not, 
therefore, increase fire risk due to reduced groundwater levels. 

Response to Comment Ind 474-4 
The commenter states that treated water would be pumped into Deer Creek but is likely 
referencing the discharge of treated water to South Fork Wolf Creek. The DEIR found that the 
project would not violate any applicable water quality standard after mitigation. (DEIR, 4.8-41.) 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, 
and Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek 

Response to Comment Ind 474-5 
The commenter references the Project Applicant and is concerned about reclamation following 
the project. Regarding the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility. 
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The project requires an approved Reclamation Plan. To ensure that reclamation will proceed in 
accordance with the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of 
approval Security that will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose 
Security in the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited 
financial institution, or other method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology 
Board as specified in State regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are 
adequate to perform reclamation in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved 
Plan. (DEIR, p. 4.6-24.) The commenter is also referred to Appendix C (Reclamation Plan) of the 
DEIR. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those 
agencies will be responsible for their enforcement.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 475: LAUREN ANDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 475-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the impacts of the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 475-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15 regarding groundwater. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 475-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 475-4 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. The comment does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 476: LAUREN DRUTZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 476-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 477: LAUREN DRUTZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 477-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR establishes an incorrect baseline by assuming the 
Centennial Industrial Site cleanup project will be completed. Please see Master Response 4 - 
Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR is “giving a pass” to the Project Applicant regarding aesthetic 
impacts, which were determined to be significant and unavoidable. A “significant and unavoidable 
impact” simply means that the DEIR has determined that a particular impact cannot be mitigated 
(or mitigation measures were infeasible) to a less than significant level. (DEIR, p. 5-9.) CEQA 
requires that the DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts so that a lead agency is 
informed and can decide whether or not to approve a project, despite the significant and 
unavoidable impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15093.) The DEIR compiles all of the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts in Section 5.6.  

Response to Comment Ind 477-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR contradicts itself with regard to light pollution. As shown in 
Table 3-7 of the DEIR, off-site hauling of engineered fill would be from the hours of 6:00 AM to 
10:00 PM and placement, grading, and compaction of engineered fill would take place from the 
hours of 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM. Therefore, there is no conflict with Section 4.1-3 of the DEIR. As 
discussed in this section of the DEIR, the significance threshold is the creation of a new source 
of substantial light of glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views. The proposed 
project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

As discussed in Section 4.1-4 of the DEIR, the project would create long-term changes in visual 
character associated with the proposed project in combination with cumulative development. The 
project’s incremental contribution to this significant cumulative impact is cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable. As discussed in Section 4.1-5 of the DEIR, creation 
of new sources of light or glare associated with the proposed project in combination with 
cumulative development is less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 477-4 
The commenter states that one of the DEIR’s simulated vantage points (DEIR, p. 4.1-38, 
Viewpoint 6) fails to mention that all existing vegetation would be removed and replaced. Existing 
trees and vegetation in the northeast corner of the Brunswick site are not proposed to be removed 
by the project. The commenter is referred to Figure 4.4-10 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 477-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the impact of from loss of acreage. The 
commenter is referred to Section 4.2-4 of the DEIR which explains how the significance of the 
project’s impact to cumulative loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use 
was determined. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-6 
The commenter provides excepts from Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. The comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment Ind 477-7 
The commenter states that the project would not contribute to energy efficiency goals within the 
County. The commenter is referred Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-8 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR ignores the current drought conditions. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-10 
The commenter states that the noise and vibration impacts cannot be mitigated to less than 
significant but provides no additional detail. The DEIR discusses noise and vibration impacts from 
the project in Chapter 4.10. Noise impact determination pursuant to CEQA is based on 
measurable thresholds established by the jurisdiction. The project noise analysis contained in 
Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR appropriately determined impact significance by comparing the project’s 
estimated noise levels against the County’s numerical noise thresholds. While this approach may 
not satisfy the commenter, it is the legally required approach under CEQA. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.7:  

(a) A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance 
level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will 
normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which means 
the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant. 

 
Specifically, for the topic of noise, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines identifies the following 
thresholds:  

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 
 
b) Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

 
Furthermore, while the DEIR determined, based on best available data, that the project’s 
operations would not result in noise levels that would exceed the above-listed thresholds, the 
DEIR conservatively concludes that the proposed project could result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and the 
project’s noise impacts could be significant. As a result, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 
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4.10-3, which requires implementation of a robust, ongoing noise monitoring program. The noise 
monitoring program shall evaluate noise levels at a minimum of five receptor locations 
surrounding the Brunswick Industrial Site. The noise monitoring system shall consist of the 
installation of permanent noise monitors at three to five locations on the Brunswick Industrial Site, 
and one site at the Centennial Industrial Site, to be determined by a third-party noise consultant 
under contract with the County, in coordination with the applicant. The permanent monitors shall 
be provided with a continual power source, and shall include internet connectivity technology, to 
enable electronic retrieval of noise monitoring data at any time by the County’s third-party noise 
consultant. The County’s third-party noise consultant is required to retrieve and evaluate mine-
related operational noise levels within 30 days of commencement of mining, quarterly thereafter 
for the first five years, and then once per year thereafter for the life of the project. If noise levels 
are found to exceed the County’s standards, then operation of the mine shall cease, until 
additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed.  

Response to Comment Ind 477-11 
The commenter states that traffic-related impacts will damage roadways and increase emissions, 
but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in assessing these impacts. The DEIR discusses 
the traffic impacts of trucks, including impacts to pavement, in Chapter 4.12. Truck emissions are 
discussed in Chapter 4.8. The commenter also states that the project would impede an evacuation 
during an emergency. The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-12 
The commenter quotes from the DEIR and states that it minimizes the project’s impacts on local 
residents during an emergency evaluation. However, the commenter does not provide any 
additional information regarding the adequacy of the DEIR on which to formulate a specific 
response. The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-13 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not consider climate change in connection to the 
project’s impacts to private groundwater wells. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-14 
The commenter states that the DEIR should consider undergrounding a power line to abate fire 
risk. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires a Vegetation Management Plan, including trimming of 
vegetation within specified horizontal distances from roadways and overhead power line(s), the 
latter of which may be implemented by PG&E as the service provider, consistent with clearance 
requirements in Public Resources Code Sections 4292 and 4293. Undergrounding the power line 
is not necessary because Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 reduces the impact to less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-15 
The commenter states that the project would impair the Nevada County air attack base. However, 
the commenter does not state how the project would impact the air attack base. The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment Ind 477-16. 

Response to Comment Ind 477-16 
The commenter states that a fire at the project site would produce smoke that could interfere with 
operations at the Grass Valley air attack base. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative 
impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or 
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economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the 
environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 477-17 
The commenter states that cumulative impacts are ignored or trivialized in the DEIR. Responses 
to specific comments have been provided above.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 478: LAURIE DESJARDINS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 478-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 478-2 
Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of 
the DEIR as well as in Master Responses 17 through 24. Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 13 through 15 regarding 
groundwater. Please also see Master Responses 1 and 3. The commenter expresses general 
concerns regarding impacts of the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 478-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 478-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 478-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 479: LAURIE SEGAL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 479-1 
The project would not be a covered entity under the State’s Cap-and-Trade program, as described 
in the California Air Resources Board’s Cap-and-Trade Instructional Guidance3 (2012): 

Starting in 2012, major GHG-emitting sources, such as electricity generation (including 
imports), and large stationary sources (e.g., refineries, cement production facilities, oil and 
gas production facilities, glass manufacturing facilities, and food processing plants) that 
emit more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year will have to comply with the Cap-and-Trade 
Program. The program expands in 2015 to include fuel distributors (natural gas and 
propane fuel providers and transportation fuel providers) to address emissions from 
transportation fuels, and from combustion of other fossil fuels not directly covered at large 
sources in the program’s initial phase.  

In addition, per the California Air Resources Board’s Draft 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix D – Local 
Actions: 

Over the years, agencies and courts have provided direction and guidance regarding GHG 
mitigation. Nevertheless, given the variety of potential projects and mitigation scenarios, 
some uncertainty and misconceptions persist. For example, when lead agencies consider 
offsite GHG mitigation (including offsets), they may sometimes conflate the requirements 
for compliance-grade offsets in California’s Cap-and-Trade regulation with the 
requirements for GHG mitigation measures under CEQA. The Cap-and-Trade regulation 
requires that compliance offsets meet certain regulatory criteria, which specify that 
compliance offsets must be real, additional, quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, and 
enforceable. In general, the State’s Cap-and-Trade Program restricts compliance offsets 
from being used for any purpose other than Cap-and-Trade compliance, including being 
used as mitigation under CEQA [emphasis added]. 

The project does not emit 10,000 MT of CO2e per year and is not subject to the Mandatory 
Reporting Regulation since it does not result in more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year. See CARB 
regulations for the mandatory reporting of GHG emissions on page 4.3-29 of the DEIR. The 
project is not a covered entity under Cap-and-Trade, and therefore Cap-and-Trade offsets cannot 
be used as mitigation for the project.  

The commenter suggests that the project should purchase offsets such that the lifetime emissions 
would be net zero. However, there is no requirement that a project reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to net zero. Notably, the lead agency has determined that the threshold of significance 
for the project is 1,100 MT CO2e per year for construction and 10,000 MT CO2e per year for 
operations, based on substantial evidence provided in the DEIR (please see Master Response 
27, GHG Thresholds). These thresholds are based on annual GHG emissions, rather than life 
cycle emissions of a project, which the commenter suggests the project’s impacts should have 
been evaluated on. However, life cycle emissions are not required to be assessed under CEQA 
(please see Master Response 26, Life Cycle GHG Emissions). Since the project would result in 
GHG emissions during construction that would exceed the applied threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e 
per year, mitigation has been applied to reduce emissions to a less than significant level. For 
operations, the GHG emissions do not exceed the applied threshold during any of the years of 
activity and therefore, no mitigation was required. CEQA does not have a requirement for a project 
to mitigate beyond the threshold. 

 
3 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/cap-and-trade/guidance/chapter1.pdf 
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In addition, the project’s GHG inventory in the DEIR makes conservative assumptions for GHG 
emissions over the life of the project. As shown in Table 22 of Appendix E.1, for the Year 2033 to 
2102 Scenario, PG&E supplied electricity makes up the majority (51%) of GHG emissions from 
the project at 4,636 metric tons. GHG emissions from electricity are calculated based on an 
intensity factor of 204 pounds per MWh. These values will decrease over time due to the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard but were used for all scenarios as a conservative estimate (see 
page 347 of Appendix E.2). On-road vehicles – Off-Site makes up a large part (35%) of GHG 
emissions from the project at 3,123 metric tons. These emissions are primarily generated by haul 
trucks which are assumed to deliver engineered fill at an average distance of 60 miles (see page 
246 of Appendix E.2). As heavy trucks and passenger vehicles are eventually transitioned to 
battery-electric vehicles under State policy, these emissions will likely be less than assumed in 
future years.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 480: LAURIE SEGAL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 480-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR should not assume a less than significant impact for project 
years beyond 2050 because GHG emission reduction targets have not been set beyond year 
2050, and that California policies are failing to meet GHG emission reduction targets for 2030. As 
GHG emission reduction targets for years subsequent to 2050 have not yet been established in 
California, the DEIR cannot compare the project to those targets and any analysis based on 
hypothetical targets would be mere speculation. CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze 
speculative impacts. (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15384.) 

Notably, the lead agency has determined that the threshold of significance for the project is 1,100 
MT CO2e per year for construction and 10,000 MT CO2e per year for operations, based on 
substantial evidence provided in the DEIR (please see Master Response 27, Greenhouse Gas 
Thresholds). Since the project would result in GHG emissions during construction that would 
exceed the applied threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e per year, mitigation has been applied to reduce 
emissions to a less than significant level. For operations, the GHG emissions do not exceed the 
applied threshold during any of the years of activity and therefore, no mitigation was required. 
CEQA does not have a requirement for a project to mitigate beyond the threshold. 

In addition, the project’s GHG inventory in the DEIR makes conservative assumptions for GHG 
emissions over the life of the project. As shown in Table 22 of Appendix E.1, for the Year 2033 to 
2102 Scenario, PG&E supplied electricity makes up the majority (51%) of GHG emissions from 
the project at 4,636 metric tons. GHG emissions from electricity are calculated based on an 
intensity factor of 204 pounds per MWh. These values will decrease over time due to the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard but were used for all scenarios as a conservative estimate (see 
page 347 of Appendix E.2). On-road vehicles – Off-Site makes up a large part (35%) of GHG 
emissions from the project at 3,123 metric tons. These emissions are primarily generated by haul 
trucks which are assumed to deliver engineered fill at an average distance of 60 miles (see page 
246 of Appendix E.2). As heavy trucks and passenger vehicles are eventually transitioned to 
battery-electric vehicles, these emissions will likely be less than assumed in future years. 
Likewise, any changes in California law or regulation that are subsequently approved to meet new 
targets developed for post-2050 emission reduction targets would be applied to the project where 
applicable; however, those changes are speculative and cannot be accurately analyzed in the 
DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 480-2 
The commenter asserts that the project’s operational GHG emissions should be considered 
significant because they are over 90% of the applicable threshold. Impacts are considered 
significant when they exceed the applicable threshold, and the project’s operational GHG 
emissions do not exceed the threshold selected by the County, based on substantial evidence. 
As such, the project’s operational GHG emissions are considered less than significant. Please 
see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and see Response to Comment Ind 
480-1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 481: LEA WHEATLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 481-1 
The commenter identifies concerns with flora, fauna, and migratory birds not identified in the 
DEIR, but does not specifically state which species. In addition, the commenter questions the 
timing of surveys. Please see Master Response 31 - Rare Plants and Master Response 37 - Birds 
and Raptors. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 482: LEN AND DEBBIE SCHNEIDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 482-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 483: LETITIA AND ROBERT JACOBS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 483-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 483-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 483-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 483-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 484: LEW SITZER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-1 
The comment is an introductory statement expressing opposition to the proposed project and 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2 – 
Social and Economic Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-6 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-7 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the impacts of the project but does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 484-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 485: LEW SITZER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-3 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-4 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-5 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-5. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-6 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-7 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-7. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 485-8 
See Response to Comment Ind 484-8. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 486: LIESE GREENSFELDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 486-1 
Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 486-2 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 7-39 and 7-40. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 487: LILLY GRENZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 487-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 488: LILY MARIE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 488-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter opposes the project and references the 
Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the 
decisionmakers. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-2 
The commenter is concerned about a number of resource areas impacted by the mine, but is 
primarily concerned with the scope of the mineral rights boundary and implies that the Project 
Applicant will conduct underground mining to the extent of that boundary. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. Regarding the various resource 
areas mentioned by the commenter, the DEIR provides analysis of the project’s impacts and 
proposes numerous mitigation measures. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 
Regarding the media associated with the project, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-3 
The commenter states that project’s water consumption for dust suppression would violate NID 
drought plans for water shortages. The commenter does not specifically identify what NID rules 
and regulations the project would violate or how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR found that 
impacts to water supply during normal, dry, and multiple dry years would be less than significant. 
(DEIR, 4.11-35.) The commenter is also referred to the project’s Water Supply Assessment, 
Appendix N of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-4 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the project’s water consumption. The commenter 
is referred to Appendix N of the DEIR, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-5 
The commenter states that the project’s energy consumption is inappropriate in light of the 
drought and it would raise the utility bills of others in the community. As stated on page 4.11-35 
of the DEIR, PG&E provided a will serve letter for the project, PG&E has confirmed that there are 
electric facilities available to serve the proposed project in accordance with all applicable design 
standards, rules, and tariffs on file with the State of California Public Utilities Commission. 
Regarding utility bills, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not account for air quality impacts due to wildfire but 
does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 - 
Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss how the project would operate during a power 
outage. As stated on page 58 of Appendix E.1, the Stationary Engine ATCM allows owners and 
operators of emergency standby engines to use those engines to provide electrical power when 
a facility experiences the loss of normal electrical service that is beyond the reasonable control of 
the facility. Electrical service loss resulting from Public Safety Power Shutoff events is beyond the 
reasonable control of back-up engine owners and operators, and therefore, appropriately-
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permitted emergency standby engines may be operated to provide electrical power during such 
an event pursuant to the Stationary Engine ATCM. 

Air emissions from use of emergency generators are provided on pages 3.3-103 to 4.3-104 of the 
DEIR. Although maximum daily emissions have been estimated, the ultimate number of days per 
year the generators would operate cannot be known with certainty. Because the use of 
emergency generators is speculative and beyond the reasonable control of Rise Grass Valley, 
Inc., the emissions presented in the DEIR are for informational purposes only. Finally, it is 
important to note that while the use of emergency generators during power-outages such as 
PSPSs is outside of the scope of CEQA, the regular use of generators for routine maintenance 
and testing has been considered throughout the entirety of the analysis of the chapter, as such 
use is not speculative. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-8 
The commenter questions the selection of ambient air quality monitoring stations summarized in 
the “Local Air Quality Monitoring” section of the DEIR, Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy). The ambient criteria air pollutant data are presented for context and are 
used to determine the NSAQMD’s compliance with the AAQS and to set applicable thresholds of 
significance. Therefore, they are not directly relevant to the analysis of the impacts from the 
project to criteria air pollutants. Significance determinations in the DEIR are based on comparison 
to the NSAQMD thresholds, which were developed based on compliance with AAQS. Further, the 
NSAQMD reviewed all versions of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 
(included as Appendix E.1 in the DEIR) and did not identify issues regarding the ambient air 
monitoring stations selected. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-9 
The commenter references Figure 4.13-1, which identifies the project sites as being located in 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-10 
The commenter references the “Prevailing Winds” paragraph on DEIR page 4.13-3. The 
commenter is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-11 
The commenter asks what safety measures will be taken for the fuel tanks installed at the 
Brunswick site and whether they will be stored underground. Fuel tanks are not proposed to be 
installed underground. As stated on page 4.13-24 of the DEIR, the project would install two, 
12,000-gallon above-ground diesel fuel storage tanks on the Brunswick Industrial Site. The tanks 
would be located in the industrial building complex area, away from existing and proposed 
vegetation. Diesel fuel is considered a Class II liquid, and as such, the tanks would be regulated 
in accordance with Chapter 23 of the California Fire Code (CFC). Chapter 23 of the CFC includes 
robust design requirements for above-ground fuel storage tanks to minimize fire hazard to the 
maximum extent feasible, including but not limited to requirements for overfill protection, spill 
containment, and dispenser emergency shutoff valve. Compliance with CFC requirements, as 
determined by the Fire Marshall’s Office, at time of improvement plan review, would reduce fire 
hazards related to on-site fuel storage tanks.  

Response to Comment Ind 488-12 
The commenter asks if the project would consume electricity during a Public Safety Power Shutoff 
when electricity is turned off. The Project Applicant does not control Public Safety Power Shutoffs. 
In such an event the project may use its onsite backup power generators. 
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Response to Comment Ind 488-13 
The commenter asks how the project would impact an evacuation during an emergency. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-14 
This comment does pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. Responses to specific comments are 
provided above. 

Response to Comment Ind 488-15 
The commenter opposes the project. Responses to specific comments are provided above. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 489: LINDA BOSWELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 489-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 490: LINDA CARLSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 490-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 490-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air, water pollution, and traffic associated 
with the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 490-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 491: LINDA COHEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 491-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 492: LINDA ENNIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 492-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 493: LINDA FILLION 
 
Response to Comment Ind 493-1 
The comment cites concurrence with CEA Foundation’s comments on the adequacy of the DEIR. 
CEA Foundation’s comment letters are addressed in responses to Group Letter 6, 7, and 8. 
Please also see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 494: LINDA HOWE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 494-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 494-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 15 regarding groundwater. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 494-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 495: LINDA AND DANIEL KETCHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 495-1 
The commenter generally identifies a number of impacts identified in the DEIR but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate with regard to the analysis of these impacts. The commenter 
references traffic impacts, noise from project trucks, degradation of air quality, adverse impacts 
to private wells, and hazardous waste disposal. Each of these potential impacts were analyzed in 
the following DEIR Chapters: Chapter 4.12 (Transportation), Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration), 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). Traffic is analyzed in Chapter 
4.12 of the DEIR, noise is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR, air quality is analyzed in Chapter 
4.3 of the DEIR, impact to wells is analyzed in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, and hazards and 
hazardous waste is analyzed in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 495-2 
The commenter is concerned the project will negatively impact property values. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - 
Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 495-3 
The commenter requests that the DEIR include an economic impact analysis to quantify potential 
impacts to property values. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 496: LINDA MEYERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 496-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 497: LISA MCCANDLESS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 497-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss the aesthetic impacts from the use of heavy 
equipment at the Centennial Site and asks whether the heavy equipment would be used 24 hours 
a day, 7 days a week. The commenter also expresses concern over light impacts at the Centennial 
Site from the use of heavy equipment. Lastly, the commenter states that the aesthetic impact of 
heavy equipment use at the Centennial Industrial Site will occur over 5 years and should not be 
analyzed as a temporary construction impact. 

Heavy equipment use at the Centennial Industrial Site will consist of haul trucks and equipment 
on-site to place, grade, and compact the engineered fill. (DEIR, p. 3-33.) The DEIR anticipates 
that trucks would transport engineered fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial 
Industrial Site 16 hours a day, 7 days a week, rather than 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, as 
incorrectly asserted by the Commenter. (DEIR, p. 3-26.) Hauling and dumping of engineered fill 
would occur at the Centennial Industrial Site between 6:00AM and 10:00PM, while placement, 
compaction, and grading of the engineered fill would occur between 7:00AM and 3:30PM. (DEIR, 
p. 4.1-23.) 

Regarding light pollution at the Centennial Industrial Site, the project would not include the 
installation of any new lighting elements on the Centennial Industrial Site. (DEIR 4.1-23.) Lighting 
during nighttime hauling and dumping of engineered fill would be limited to haul truck headlights. 
On-site mobile equipment would not include the addition of substantial reflective surface that 
would affect the surrounding area. Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to create a 
new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
vicinity of the Centennial Industrial Site would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.1-23.)  

Regarding the aesthetic impacts from the use of heavy equipment at the Centennial Industrial 
Site, the DEIR concludes that the project would substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of public views and that these impacts are significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 4.1-
14–15.) The inclusion of additional analysis of industrial vehicles and mining equipment in the 
aesthetics analysis would not change the significance finding. 

Response to Comment Ind 497-2 
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 is insufficient, specifically with regard to the 
engineered graded fill piles on the Centennial Site, which the commenter asserts would be visible 
from Highway 49. The DEIR concurs in that it concludes that visual impacts in this regard would 
be significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.1-14–15.)  

Response to Comment Ind 497-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss the use of diesel fuel, which would be 
necessary for the project. However, the DEIR does analyze the use and transport of diesel fuel 
(DEIR, p. 4.7-29–30.) The DEIR states that: 

“various pieces of equipment would be used, requiring the need for diesel fuel. Diesel fuel 
consumption would vary between 450 to 850 gallons per day, depending on the location 
where engineered fill is trucked. During normal operations, an average of one 7,500-gallon 
fuel tanker would travel to/from the sites every nine days, using Brunswick Road to SR 
20/49, over the 80-year term of the Use Permit. During any public safety power shutoff 
events, a maximum of two fuel tankers per day would be required due to additional fuel 
demands associated with backup generators.” (DEIR, p. 4.7-29.)  
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Because the proposed project would involve the use and storage of a number of hazardous 
materials, the Project Applicant would be required to obtain a number of permits and approvals 
from regulatory agencies, as well as comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
for the handling, storage, and transportation of hazardous and toxic materials. (DEIR, p. 4.7-30.) 
Mitigation Measure 4-7-1(d) requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous 
materials at the site, the mine operator shall prepare a Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
(HMBP). The County shall review and approve the HMBP prior to the use or storage of hazardous 
materials or explosives on-site, including diesel fuel. (DEIR, p. 4.7-31.) 

Response to Comment Ind 497-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s hydrologic studies are inadequate because the analysis 
assumes that existing mine shafts will be used for mining operations, rather than newly 
constructed mine shafts. As discussed on pages 3-21 and 3-22 of the DEIR, the existing 
Brunswick Shaft and a newly constructed Service Shaft would be used in the proposed operation. 
Other historic shafts would not be used.  

The proposed service shaft was included in the groundwater model, and a small cone of 
depression is clearly shown at the proposed service shaft location on Sheet 12 of DEIR Appendix 
K.2 (located near the center of the Brunswick Industrial Site). All mine workings, including those 
within a few hundred feet of the surface, were included in the groundwater model (see Figure 2-
3 of Appendix K.3).  

The commenter states that the analysis of the DEIR is insufficient because operation effects 
beyond the historic workings (shafts) has not been conducted and that analysis of the drawdown 
impacts to a much larger area is necessary to ensure that mining activities do not affect the water 
table throughout the mineral rights area. However, Chapter 4.8 the DEIR discusses the new mine 
workings that would be constructed and displays the area of predicted drawdown from the 
construction of these new workings in Figure 4.8-11 and in Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR. 
The simulated drawdown is based on the modelled geology and location of underground mine 
workings, amongst other factors. Please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining 
Areas and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As discussed in 
Master Response 7, to address public concerns regarding the scope of future mining within the 
mineral rights area, the applicant has agreed to an enforceable condition of approval that will limit 
the area of permitted underground mining to a smaller area within the mineral rights area (shown 
on maps A101, A201 and A202 included as Appendix A to this Final EIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 497-5 
The Well Mitigation Plan is not intended to discuss the potential for well water drawdown. Rather, 
it is intended to provide a plan of actions that would be taken if the groundwater monitoring plan 
predicted an impact to a domestic water well. The commenter is referred to the Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan (Appendix K.8 of the DEIR), which discusses pre-defined sampling locations 
through the mineral rights area. The Well Mitigation Plan has been edited to clarify the 
performance standards required for Well Mitigation (see Appendix D to this Final EIR). 
Performance standards are based on actual use of water for similar property types and not the 
maximum potential of domestic water wells. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided 
a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 
1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in 
Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition 
of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6841 

Parcels that are currently undeveloped or vacant are not users of groundwater and therefore 
cannot be impacted by the project. However, one vacant property in the E. Bennett area will be 
provided NID potable water connection. Property owners of vacant land would not be eligible for 
reimbursement of NID water charges. The well mitigation plan has been revised to clarify that if 
the groundwater monitoring plan predicts a potential impact to domestic water wells outside of 
the E. Bennett Road Area, then nearby properties which do not have well completion records, or 
a previous negative confirmation, will also be contacted to verify whether there is a well on the 
property. This would mitigate impacts to properties that are currently vacant but construct a well 
during the period before a projected impact. 

Response to Comment Ind 497-6 
As stated on page 4.8-45, the maximum discharge rate permitted would be 2,500 gpm and the 
treatment plant is designed to be able to treat this maximum capacity (see Appendix K.4). All 
water discharged would be treated prior to entering South Fork Wolf Creek. Please see Master 
Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 497-7 
The commenter believes that vacancy rates are currently lower due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
and that the significance conclusion of the DEIR would change and require mitigation. The 
vacancy rates shown in Table 4.9-5 of the DEIR are broken down by area and 22.5% is the 
average vacancy rate for Nevada County. Vacancy rates range from 8% in Grass Valley and 
Nevada City to 51% in Truckee. This data, derived from the 2019 Nevada County Housing 
Element Update, is from before the COVID-19 pandemic and is the most current information 
available for use in the analysis of the DEIR. The commenter does not suggest any more current 
source of data, or show evidence that vacancy rates are so low that the region would not have 
capacity for any workers moving into the area.  

Response to Comment Ind 497-8 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 498: LISA NOWLAIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 498-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 499: LISA ROWE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 499-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
impacts of the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 500: LIZARY AND JEREMY JONES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 500-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 501: LORRAINE HENDRIKSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 501-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 501-2 
Please see Master Response 1. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the 
project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6854 

Individual Letter 502 

Ind 502-1 

Ind 502-3 

Ind 502-2 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6855 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 502: LORRAINE HENDRIKSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 502-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 502-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 502-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 503: LORRAINE REICH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 503-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 503-2 
Please see Master Responses 8 through 10 and 13 through 16. In addition, please see Master 
Response 3. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 503-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 504: LORRAINE WLATER AND TERRY SULLIVAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 504-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate but does not provide additional information. 
Responses to specific comments are provided below. The commenter’s opposition to the project 
is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter may also refer to responses to Agency Letter 10 
(NID), Group Letter 28 (Wells Coalition), and Group Letters 7 and 8 (CEA).  

Response to Comment Ind 504-2 
The commenter provides a summary of various comments submitted by Community 
Environmental Advocates (CEA). The commenter is referred to Response to Comments Grp 7-
68, 7-64, 7-65, 7-25, and 7-91. 

Response to Comment Ind 504-3 
The commenter states that DEIR’s groundwater monitoring is inadequate. The commenter also 
states that the DEIR attempts to defer an assessment of impacts to groundwater but does not 
state how the DEIR defers mitigation in this regard. The commenter also states the DEIR 
proposes an inadequate number of monitoring wells. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a 
Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-
ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 
1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of 
approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 504-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the number of groundwater wells potentially 
impacted by the project because of the extent of the mineral rights boundary. The commenter 
states that the DEIR’s groundwater mitigation measures are inadequate for a number of reasons. 
Regarding the area covered by the mineral rights boundaries, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. Regarding the adequacy of the groundwater 
mitigation measures, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The 
commenter also states that the impacts to groundwater wells will reduce property values. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. The commenter is also referred to responses to 
Nevada Irrigation District Letter 10 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 504-5 
The commenter states that the proposed discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek would result in 
increased water temperature, increased water volume and toxic heavy metals and states the 
DEIR did not adequately analyze these impacts. Specifically, the commenter states that 
community water sampling data contradicts the data in the DEIR but provides no evidence of this 
claim. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water 
Discharge, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 8 
- Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 504-6 
The commenter states that the County should not consider approving this project in light of the 
drought and climate change more broadly. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - 
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Drought and Climate Change. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for 
decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 505: LOU JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 505-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 506: LOUAY OWAIDAT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 506-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 506-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 506-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 507: LOUIS JONES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 507-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. In addition, please see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 507-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 508: LOUIS QUAINTANCE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-2 
Traffic, including traffic during construction of the pipeline in East Bennett Road, is addressed in 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. Air quality, including from truck traffic, is addressed in 
Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. Please see 
Master Response 12 – Chemical Dust Stabilizers. Aesthetics is addressed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-3 
Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of 
the DEIR. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-4 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-6 
The comment refers to comments made by CEA. Please see responses to Group Letter 6, 7, and 
8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 508-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 509: LOUISA SUTA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 509-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 509-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 510: LOUISE JACKSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 510-1 
This is an introductory comment. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-2 
Please see Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-3 
Please see Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-4 
Please see Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, Master Response 9 - 
Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site, and Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos 
Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-5 
An outcrop refers to an outcrop of bedrock. Historic tailings are not an outcropping of rock but 
rather the remaining material from historic mineral processing. Accordingly, the language cited by 
the commenter does not indicate an inconsistency. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-6 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation 
Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and 
approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. 
Additional measures, such as air monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the 
ADMP. The NSAQMD may revise the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring. Notably, compliance 
with the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is 
the standard approach within CEQA documents to address health concerns associated with 
exposure to asbestos from unpaved surfaces, construction and grading operations and quarries 
where asbestos is found or likely to be found in order to ensure potential health risk impacts to 
the public would be minimized to a less than significant impact. Multiple other projects in the 
NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with these 
naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to the 
extent possible. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project shall 
also comply with all applicable criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 
NSAQMD will have authority over implementation of the ADMP to ensure that Rise complies with 
the conditions and requirements of the ADMP and NSAQMD also has authority to bring an 
enforcement action in the event of non-compliance.  

Response to Comment Ind 510-7 
Please see Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, and Response to Comment 
Ind 510-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-8 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 510-6, Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos 
Sampling, and Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 510-8. The DEIR’s analysis of asbestos exposure impacts 
was conducted in a conservative and thorough manner and the mitigation provided adequately 
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reduces this impact to a less than significant level. As such, recirculation of the DEIR based on 
asbestos impacts is not required.  

Response to Comment Ind 510-10 
The commenter asserts that Wolf Creek is contaminated with arsenic from past mining 
contamination and cites a 2009 study conducted by Wolf Creek Community Alliance. This report 
is provided in Comment Ind 510-13. The commenter asserts that mine dewatering will scour creek 
banks and move sediment containing arsenic towards Grass Valley. However, a review of this 
study reveals that no samples in the 2009 study referenced by the commenter were from the bed 
or bank of South Fork Wolf Creek or Wolf Creek. Page 1 of the 2009 WCAA study describes the 
general methodology of the sampling for that study and states that samples were collected from 
“the Wolf Creek watershed” but does not state that the samples were drawn from the bed or bank 
of the streams. The description of each sampling site on pages 10 through 13 of the 2009 WCAA 
study discusses soil samples and samples from historic mine sites in the Wolf Creek watershed, 
but does not state that any samples were actually taken from the bed or bank of Wolf Creek or 
South Fork Wolf Creek. Figure 5 of the 2009 WCAA study is a map that roughly identifies sampling 
locations, and while Sampling Site 11 appears to be on South Fork Wolf Creek, the description 
for sample 11 is “Empire Mine State Historic Park Sulphuret Works” which is not located adjacent 
to or in the bed or bank of South Fork Wolf Creek4. Furthermore, the analysis of the DEIR has 
shown that mine water discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek will not cause substantial erosion of 
siltation. Please see Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.1 of the DEIR and Master Response 36 - Flows 
in South Fork Wolf Creek.  

Response to Comment Ind 510-11 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 510-10. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-12 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 510-10. 

Response to Comment Ind 510-13 
This comment reproduces a 2009 study conducted by Wolf Creek Community Alliance and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment noted.  

 
4 https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=29100019  

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=29100019
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 511: LOUISE TAYLOR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 511-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 512: LUKE BERLINER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 512-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 512-2 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16. The commenter expresses general concerns 
regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 512-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2 – 
Social and Economic Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 512-4 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. The commenter expresses 
general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 512-5 
Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of 
the DEIR. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 513: LYNN FORBES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 513-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter expresses general concerns regarding 
the DEIR but does not provide specifics. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 514: M. NYBORG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 514-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
3. The comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 515: MADELEINE DOWD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 515-1 
The commenter urges the County not to approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-2 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-3 
The commenter states that the County should look to other industries to do business in the 
County. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-5 
The commenter states that the project will pollute the air and increase lung diseases but does not 
provide any additional information. Air emissions from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and impacts are less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality 
Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-6 
The commenter states that the project will result in toxic mining dust containing asbestos but does 
not provide any additional information. Air emissions from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and impacts are less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 22 - Conservatism 
of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-7 
The commenter states that the Idaho-Maryland Mine would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week for 80 years but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Operating times for various 
activities of the project are provided in Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-8 
The commenter states the project poses serious risks to community’s health, environment, and 
property values but offers not specific information regarding the physical impacts of the project. 
Air emissions from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and impacts are less than significant after mitigation. 
Regarding property values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-9 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  
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Response to Comment Ind 515-10 
The commenter states that project will result in vast amounts of diesel exhaust from project-
related traffic. Air emissions, including diesel exhaust from haul trucks, are analyzed in Chapter 
4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and impacts are less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criterion Pollution Thresholds during 
Operations. As stated in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the project (see 
Appendix B of Appendix E.1 to the DEIR), for diesel haul trucks, estimated maximum daily trips were 
multiplied by 365 days to estimate annual trips. For all other trucks, daily emissions were estimated 
based on the anticipated maximum daily truck trips, and annual emissions were estimated based on 
anticipated average trips per week multiplied by 52 weeks per year. Total truck trips assumptions for 
the HRA are shown in HRA Table 7. Based on the HRA, which includes all construction and 
operational TAC sources of the project, the health risk to the maximally exposed individual 
resident (MEIR) would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 515-11 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 515-12 
The commenter states that the project proposes to crush 1,500 tons of mine waste daily but does 
not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. No crushing is proposed on surface. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-13 
The commenter is concerned about the project-related traffic from the Brunswick Industrial Site 
to the Centennial Industrial Site but does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. Traffic and 
noise impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) and 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-14 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s underground blasting but does not comment on 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Blasting vibrations are analyzed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) 
of the DEIR and the impact is less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-15 
The commenter is concerned about the dewatering of the mine but does not comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-16 
The commenter is concerned about the treated water discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek but 
does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek and Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 

  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/41584/43_Air-Quality-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions-and-Energy
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Response to Comment Ind 515-17 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s use of electricity but does not comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. As stated on page 4.11-35 of the DEIR, PG&E provided a will serve letter 
for the project and has confirmed that there are electric facilities available to serve the proposed 
project in accordance with all applicable design standards, rules, and tariffs on file with the State 
of California Public Utilities Commission. Please also see Master Response 25 – Nevada County 
Energy Action Plan, and Response to Comment Agcy 8-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-18 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-19 
The commenter states that the project will cause lung cancer but does not comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Air emissions from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR and impacts are determined to be less 
than significant after mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 515-20 
The commenter states the project will negatively impact the County’s tourism industry. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-21 
The commenter states that the project will adversely affect property values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-22 
The commenter states the project will have adverse noise impacts but does not comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Noise impacts from project’s operations are determined to be less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-23 
The commenter states that underground blasting will be felt by local residents but does not 
comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. Blasting vibrations are less than significant after 
mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR and 
Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. As noted on page 4.10-44 of the DEIR, 
using average blasting noise levels from a comparable underground gold mine, the worst-case 
maximum noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors would range from 52 to 57 dBA 
Lmax. The range of predicted worst-case blasting noise levels of 52 to 57 dBA Lmax is below the 
daytime, evening, and nighttime dBA Lmax criteria at the nearest receptors. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-24 
The commenter references the economic impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 
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Response to Comment Ind 515-25 
The commenter references the economic impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-26 
The commenter is concerned about available housing for workers from outside the County. As 
stated on page 4.9-27 of the DEIR, the project would provide employment opportunities that would 
result in indirect population growth. However, population growth resulting from the proposed 
project would not exceed the current housing stock in the area. Therefore, the project would not 
induce substantial unplanned population growth, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-27 
The commenter references the economic impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-28 
The commenter references the economic impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-29 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-30 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-31 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 515-32 
The commenter references the financial condition of the Project Applicant. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues  

Response to Comment Ind 515-33 
The commenter is concerned about the potential failure of the settling pond but does not comment 
on the adequacy of the DEIR. The geotechnical stability of the treatment pond is analyzed in 
Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR and required mitigations would 
reduce the impact to a less than significance level. (DEIR Chapter 4.6 and Appendix H.1.)  

Response to Comment Ind 515-34 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues  
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Response to Comment Ind 515-35 
The commenter provides their contact information. The comment is noted.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6910 

Individual Letter 516 

Ind 516-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 516-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6911 

Ind 516-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 516-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 516-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 516-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6912 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 516: MAILE MCGREW-FREDE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-1 
The commenter questions the approach of adjusting the environmental baseline of the Centennial 
Industrial Site to use the post-remediation condition instead of the existing conditions at the 
Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter states that the “mitigation” of the Centennial Industrial 
Site (i.e., engineered fill placement for potential industrial pad development) is an environmentally 
inferior option compared to leaving the Centennial Industry Site as is and allowing “passive 
remediation” (i.e., natural regrowth of forest.) Lastly, the commenter asks whether the impacts of 
the proposed deforestation have been factored into the DEIR. 
 
As discussed in the DEIR, the CEQA Guidelines and the courts have recognized that measuring 
the baseline from the existing physical conditions at the commencement of the environmental 
analysis does “not always provide the most accurate and understandable picture practically 
possible of the project’s likely impacts” (see DEIR, page 1-3). CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(a)(1) states that “a lead agency may define existing conditions by referencing historic 
conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes operational, or both, that are 
supported with substantial evidence” where necessary to provide the most accurate possible of 
the project’s impacts (Ibid). 
 
The commenter conflates the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project (placement of engineered fill at the 
Centennial Industrial Site) with the Centennial Industrial Site Clean-Up Project (DTSC-approved 
remediation). Engineered fill at the Centennial Industrial Site would only proceed if the DTSC-
approved remediation is completed. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4. 
 
Regarding the commenter’s preference that the Centennial Industrial Site be left as is, the DEIR 
addresses this with the “No Project” alternative (see DEIR, page 6-16). This alternative assumes 
that Centennial Industrial Site would be remediated under DTSC oversight, but would remain 
undeveloped under the project (Ibid). The DEIR also describes the resulting environmental 
impacts to the Centennial Industrial Site under the No Project alternative (see DEIR, pages 6-16 
to 6-21). Lastly, the loss of carbon sequestration resulting from 5.3 acres of tree removal at the 
Centennial Industrial Site was factored into the DEIR (see Appendix E.1 AQ – GHG Report, pages 
353 to 355).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-2 
The commenter questions whether the DEIR underestimates the number of private groundwater 
wells that would be impacted from dewatering the mine. The commenter is referred to Master 
Responses 14 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-3 
The commenter states that the proposed project would result in harmful legacy sediments being 
disturbed and getting into private groundwater wells. The commenter does not describe the 
source of the harmful legacy sediments being disturbed and getting into groundwater and 
residential wells. Because the mining activities would only lead to the drawdown of groundwater 
and do not provide recharge to the domestic wells, the mining activities at the project site should 
not affect the water quality of the domestic wells (see DEIR, Appendix K.8, page 14). Please also 
see Response to Comment Grp 25-30 regarding legacy contaminant concerns.  
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The commenter asks if the applicant would be required to report the discovery of possibly 
contaminated soil or noxious odor but does not provide information on where this soil or odor 
would be derived. Sediments and deleterious constituents in mine water would be removed by 
the water treatment plant before discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 35. Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR discusses and analyzes existing contaminated 
soil at the Brunswick site. Odors are analyzed under Impact 4.3-3 of the DEIR, which discusses 
odors and concludes the project would not have the potential to result in emissions leading to 
odors, which could adversely affect a substantial number of people (see DEIR, pages. 4.3-84 to 
4.3-86). Regarding the reliance on the operator to report contaminated soil or noxious odors, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to examine several impacts, specifically the impact to 
the water table, and fails to take into account drought and climate change. 
 
The DEIR analyzes the impacts to groundwater, including the potential impacts to the 
groundwater table. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) as well as Appendix K.2 (Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis) and 
Appendix K.3 (Groundwater Model Report). Regarding the project’s impacts on climate change, 
the commenter is referred to Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-5 
The commenter asks how the dewatering of the mine would affect soil and vegetation in the area 
as well as the surrounding hydrology. The DEIR discusses the dewatering effect on surrounding 
hydrology in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendices K.2 (Groundwater 
Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis) and K.3 (Groundwater Model Report) of the DEIR. The 
dewatering effect on soil moisture and vegetation is discussed on page 4.13-21 or the DEIR. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 33. The commenter states that possible 
deleterious effects from unknown or unknowable outcomes represent potential hazards that 
should be thoroughly outlined in the report but does not specify what these outcomes or 
deleterious effects are. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” 
 
Response to Comment Ind 516-6 
The commenter asks how the dewatering of the mine would impact local businesses, wetlands, 
streams, and/or other local water resources. The dewatering of the mine and its impacts on local 
business, wetlands, streams, and other water resources is analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.8 and Appendices K.2 (Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality 
Analysis) and K.3 (Groundwater Model Report) of the DEIR. The commenter also invokes Bitney 
Springs as a local water resource that may be impacted by the project. However, Bitney Springs 
is located approximately four miles from the project site and well beyond the simulated drawdown 
from the project. Therefore, Bitney Springs would not be impacted by the project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 517: MAILE MCGREW-FREDE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 517-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

The commenter provides general comments on groundwater, water discharge, sedimentation 
erosion of creek beds (stirring up legacy mining toxics), drought, species loss, forest loss, and 
wildfire but does not provide specific reasons as to why the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR 
analyzes these issues in Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources), Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), and Chapter 4.13 (Wildfire). Please also see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South 
Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. In addition, please 
see Response to Comment Grp 25-30 regarding legacy mining concerns.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 518: MARDI NAYTHONS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is not adequate, but does not provide 
specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-2 
Please see Master Responses 14 and 15 regarding dewatering concerns. Please see Master 
Response 29 – Near Surface Workings, regarding sink hole concerns. The commenter incorrectly 
states that the applicant would only pay for potable water charges to impacted properties for 20 
years. According to the Well Mitigation Plan, reimbursement for water charges will continue 
throughout the 80-year permit term of the mine unless one of the following occurs:  
 

1) The property is sold by the owner after the NID connection is accomplished and paid for 
by Rise. 

2) The property is annexed into the City of Grass Valley. 

As discussed in Master Response 15, a new homeowner would not be impacted because the 
impact would have previously occurred, and the cost of purchasing water from NID for that new 
homeowner would be the same as buying any other home connected to NID’s water supply. The 
provision of free water as a selling feature to a new buyer is not contemplated by the policy. If a 
property was annexed into the City of Grass Valley, it would be subject to the ordinances of the 
City which allows water wells to only be used for irrigation purposes only (Grass Valley General 
Ordinance Section 13.16.020) and would therefore require a property owner to connect to the 
potable water supply and pay for their water use. As annexation of a home into the City would 
already require connection to NID water supply and purchase of NID water, continuation of 
payment for water by the applicant after annexation would be a windfall to the property owner 
rather than mitigation of an impact, and is not required by CEQA or County policy. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-3 
Please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR, which evaluates potential 
groundborne vibration impacts to sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. In addition, please see 
Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-4 
Diesel emissions from haul trucks were addressed in the Health Risk Assessment prepared for 
the project. As stated in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the project (see 
Appendix B of Appendix E.1 to the DEIR), for diesel haul trucks, estimated maximum daily trips 
were multiplied by 365 days to estimate annual trips. For all other trucks, daily emissions were 
estimated based on the anticipated maximum daily truck trips, and annual emissions were 
estimated based on anticipated average trips per week multiplied by 52 weeks per year. Total 
truck trips assumptions for the HRA are shown in HRA Table 7. Based on the HRA, which includes 
all construction and operational TAC sources of the project, the health risk to the maximally 
exposed individual resident (MEIR) would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 518-5 
The DEIR does not state that the previous accumulation of contamination at the Centennial 
Industrial Site has already been cleaned up by the applicant. The commenter misinterprets the 
use of the adjusted environmental baseline for the Centennial Industrial Site, which is discussed 
in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the DEIR.  
 
As explained on pages 1-4 through 1-6 of the DEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(a)(1), substantial evidence exists to support adjusting the environmental baseline for the 
Centennial Industrial Site to use the post-remediation condition instead of existing conditions at 
the Centennial Industrial Site. Such adjustments will give the public and decisionmakers the most 
accurate and understandable picture of the proposed project’s potential impacts for certain 
resource topics affected by landform alteration/soil disturbance activities, as discussed in the 
bullet points on pages 1-6 and 1-7 of the DEIR. For evaluation of other resource topics, the 
environmental baseline is existing conditions at the Centennial Industrial Site as those resource 
evaluations are less dependent on landform/soil disturbance. See also Master Response 4 – 
Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 518-7 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6920 

 
  

Individual Letter 519 

Ind 519-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 519-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 519-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6921 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 519: MARGARET JOEHNCK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 519-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 519-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 519-3 
Please see Master Responses 3 – Operator Responsibility, Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 520: MARGARET AND MILAN VODICKA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 520-1 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 – 
Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 520-2 
Please see Master Responses 14 through 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 520-3 
Please see Master Responses 14 through 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 520-4 
Please see Master Responses 14 through 16 and Response to Comment Ind 520-1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 521: MARIA BENNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 521-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6926 

Individual Letter 522 

Ind 522-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6927 

Ind 522-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6928 

Ind 522-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 522-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6929 

Ind 522-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6930 

Ind 522-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 522-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6931 

Ind 522-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 522-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6932 

Ind 522-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6933 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6934 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 522: MARION BLAIR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 522-1 
The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act regulates surface mines in California with 
regard to surface mining activities occurring after January 1, 1976. (see California Public 
Resources Code Section 2776(c).) The Centennial Industrial Site does not have active, permitted 
surface mines; all mining activity on that site ceased prior to January 1, 1976, and therefore 
SMARA does not apply. If this project is approved, SMARA would apply prospectively to above-
ground surface disturbance associated with approved project activities, not to historic mine waste 
on the Centennial Industrial Site.  

The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s primary purpose is to enforce hazardous waste 
laws and regulations and restore contaminated land. The Centennial Industrial Site is an identified 
contaminated site and the applicant has been working DTSC to identify an appropriate plan to 
clean-up the property. 

Please see Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 522-2 
Please see Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged Frog, 
regarding impacts to amphibian species, and Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical 
Adequacy. Foothill yellow-legged frog surveys followed CDFW protocol, including implementing 
VES surveys for the species. VES surveys were implemented in August 2019 and in June 2022 
within three locations starting at the culvert discharge location within the Brunswick site, as well 
as two additional stretches downstream and no foothill yellow-legged frogs were identified within 
South Fork Wolf Creek. The California red-legged frog assessment within the DEIR was based 
on an analysis of 1) where are the closest known locations of the species from the project site 
(over 5 miles), 2) is there suitable upland or aquatic breeding habitat for the species within the 
project site, and 3) is there any likelihood that the species would move into the project site from 
other breeding ponds within the greater Grass Valley area. The DEIR determined that the 
likelihood of CRLF breeding within a highly impacted environment, such as the ponds located 
within the project site, is considered very low because of the historical mining impacts within the 
project site and the level of development within and adjacent to the project site. Given that CRLF 
have not been identified in the Grass Valley USGS Quadrangle, the watershed associated with 
the project area, or within 5 miles of the Brunswick Area, the potential for this species to occur is 
considered extremely low. CDFW acknowledged CRLF as a species of concern for the proposed 
project in their April 4, 2022 comment letter on the DEIR and did not have raise any objections to 
the proposed mitigation for CRLF, nor did they recommend any additional mitigation for CRLF. 

Response to Comment Ind 522-3 
DEIR section 4.4 conservatively assumed a greater impact than this project proposes in the event 
the separate DTSC clean-up project is modified such that less surface disturbance occurs. As 
stated in DEIR section 4.4.2 (page 4.4-3): 

The acreage of each vegetation community type at the Centennial Site is a good-faith 
estimate because it cannot be precisely established for the baseline condition given that 
the baseline has been adjusted to account for the separate remediation efforts that will be 
conducted under the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversight 
pursuant to the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) prepared for DTSC approval. The vegetation 
community acreage estimates included in this analysis are conservative in the event that 
minor changes to the RAP are made prior to final approval by DTSC. DTSC, as the CEQA 
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lead agency for approval of the RAP and its associated CEQA document, will separately 
require the applicant to mitigate impacts to sensitive habitats and species resulting from 
remediation activities. 

Please see Response to Comment Grp 20-8 and Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project is a 
Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Individual 522-4 
As noted in Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b), in addition to allowing an identified western pond turtle 
to move out of the way on its own, an option is also provided that a qualified wildlife biologist with 
a CDFW handling permit may move an individual out of the disturbance area. As a result, if a 
western pond turtle is identified during a preconstruction survey, they can safely exit the 
disturbance area either through their own movement or by a qualified biologist. Additional detail 
has been added to this Mitigation Measure in the Final EIR (see below) regarding the cessation 
of work until the identified turtle has cleared the area, fencing to prevent access, and other 
protection measures to prevent reentry. Page 4.4-77, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b), is hereby 
revised as follows: 

Western Pond Turtle  
4.4-2(b) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and Minimization Measures. A 

pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more 
than seven (7) days prior to the proposed disturbance within 325 feet of 
perennial water sources at both the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial 
Sites. The survey(s) shall include a search of these suitable habitat areas 
for western pond turtle nests and mature adults. If the pre-construction 
survey does not detect western pond turtle, a letter report documenting 
the results of the survey shall be provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are not required. If a western pond 
turtle is found, it should be allowed to move out of the way of the 
disturbance zone on its own or a qualified wildlife biologist with a CDFW 
handling permit for the species can move individuals out of the disturbance 
areas to avoid impacting this species. Work in the area shall cease and 
fencing or other protective measures shall be employed to excluded and 
prevent access to the area until the identified turtle has cleared the area. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes, describing protective measures to be employed 
in the event a turtle is found on-site. The conclusions of the DEIR have not been altered.  

The commenter is also concerned about encountering turtles during ongoing operation of the 
mine. Pre-construction surveys and avoidance are for initial ground disturbance and construction. 
Following construction, natural areas will not be present within the active mining area, and as a 
result, turtles would not be expected to occur in the mining area. 

Response to Comment Ind 522-5 
The CEQA guidelines require analysis of substantial interference to "the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites." Migration is defined as the seasonal 
movement of animals from one habitat to another. Various animal, bird, and fish species are not 
automatically considered migratory just because they move from one location to another. 
Migration serves a purpose for the species such as winter/summer habitat for foraging or 
breeding. It is acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR impact analysis (see section 4.4.4) that 
species exist within the project site that are common to the area. Potential impacts to these 
species were analyzed and mitigation measures have been provided where it was determined 
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impacts to species could occur as a result of project activities, including the implementation of 
preconstruction surveys and agency permitting requirements. The only migratory species 
acknowledged by the County General Plan is deer migration corridors. Impact 4.4-4 addressed 
the project's impact to this potential migratory corridor and concluded the impact would be less 
than significant. The commenter also refers to Policy 13.1 of the Nevada County General Plan to 
imply that the project is inconsistent with this policy, but the commenter only cites a portion of the 
sentence out of context. Policy 13.1 states "Vegetation management for the benefit of habitat 
preservation or restoration shall be considered consistent with the intent of this policy." However, 
it does not say all existing vegetation must be preserved and managed, which the commenter 
implies. The project is not inconsistent with General Plan Policy 13.1. (see p. 4.4-46 of the DEIR.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 522-6 
Please see Master Response 36 - Flows in South Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek, Master Response 
32 - Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Wolf 
Creek, regarding the impacts to fish, discharge flow volumes, temperature, and quality, potential 
for erosion, and species impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 522-7 
The commenter generally questions the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a), Pine Hill 
Flannelbush, and specifically questions the length of monitoring/maintenance and if irrigation will 
be required. The commenter incorrectly notes monitoring and maintenance will only last two 
years. Monitoring will occur every six months for the first two years. If transplantation does not 
meet success criteria, monitoring and maintenance will continue until those success criteria are 
achieved (see Appendix F.4, section 6.3.2). Irrigation is not prevented and could be utilized if 
determined necessary to ensure the success of transplantation. The monitoring and maintenance 
will continue until success criteria are achieved. If those success criteria cannot be achieved, the 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)(5) provides alternative maintenance transplantation measure to help 
achieve success criteria. 

Response to Comment Ind 522-8 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 522-7. 

Response to Comment Ind 522-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 522-7. Furthermore, as noted in Response to Comment 
Agcy 3-5, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) now requires the Project Applicant to obtain an Incidental 
Take Permit (ITP) from CDFW for project-related impacts to Pine Hill Flannelbush. During the 
consultation process with CDFW, the Habitat Management Plan, included as an appendix to the 
DEIR, may be revised as required by CDFW, and must be approved by CDFW prior to 
implementation. The measures provided in the EIR are minimum measures, and additional 
measures may be required by CDFW to be included in the HMP during consultation.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 522-10 
The commenter asserts that the biological mitigation measures are inadequate but does not 
specify how they are inadequate. Please Master Response 1 and the above responses to 
comments.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 523: MARION BLAIR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 523-1 
As discussed on page 5 of the project’s Noise and Vibration Assessment (DEIR Appendix L), 
audibility is very subjective and can vary from person to person. Thus, audibility is not used as a 
significance criterion in evaluating noise impacts. In addition, a noise source can be audible 
without a substantial increase in ambient noise levels occurring. It is important to note that 
residents in the general project area, including the City of Grass Valley, are currently exposed to 
noise from existing trucks on the area roadway network, as well as noise from automobile traffic, 
all of which are audible. An extensive ambient noise survey was undertaken for the project’s noise 
impact assessment to establish baseline ambient conditions to ensure that any identified 
substantial noise level increases above those ambient conditions would be identified as significant 
and that appropriate noise mitigation measures would be developed.  
 
The SoundPlan Model was used to predict noise levels. The SoundPlan Model has been used 
worldwide for 30 years and is internationally recognized by the acoustical consulting profession 
as being a state-of-the-art noise prediction model. In addition, the noise technical study (see 
Appendix L) that used the SoundPlan to conduct its analysis and identify potential project impacts, 
was peer reviewed by a County retained noise consultant who concurred with the use of this 
modeling software. The SoundPlan model used to quantify the transmission of sound from the 
project area to the surrounding areas accounts for topography, atmospheric conditions, ground 
cover, shielding by intervening buildings, noise attenuation provided by building walls and ceilings, 
and vegetation (see pages 5-7 of DEIR Appendix L). Local topographic survey data was imported 
to develop a 3-dimensional model of not only the project site but the surrounding neighborhoods 
as well. (DEIR 4.10-23.) 

The standards of significance utilized for this DEIR were the County’s adopted noise standards, 
the CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G criteria, which are intended to protect residents and other 
sensitive receptors from the harmful and annoying effects of noise and vibration. These standards 
are consistent with standards recommended by the State of California for the development of 
community noise control ordinances. Although the noise evaluation did present information 
pertaining to the maximum noise generation of the project, as required by County policy, it also 
evaluated the effects of the project in terms of the County’s average hourly noise level criteria and 
additionally evaluated potential impacts relative to baseline ambient noise conditions, per CEQA 
requirements. DEIR section 4.10.4 provides a comprehensive explanation of the standards of 
significance used to identify project impacts, the methodology used to make this assessment, 
analysis of potential impacts, and recommended mitigation measures to reduce identified impacts 
to a less than significant level. 

The commenter complains that the logarithmic method used to quantify noise in the DEIR is 
misleading; however, use of the decibel scale is the widely accepted standard measurement 
method for noise, and is fully explained in Section 4.10.2 of the DEIR. In addition, the potential 
effects of noise on wildlife are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR, 
starting on page 4.4-74.  

Response to Comment Ind 523-2 
Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR analyzed project traffic noise including onsite traffic (i.e., engineered 
fill placement) and off-site traffic noise (i.e., hauling material to Centennial Industrial Site.) The 
County General Plan Noise Element and Noise Ordinance do not have a specific policy or 
standard for assessing noise impacts associated with increases in off-site ambient noise levels 
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resulting from project-generated traffic on public roadways. As a result, the Noise and Vibration 
Assessment (DEIR Appendix L) and DEIR impact analysis used Federal thresholds for assessing 
the significance of project-related increases in off-site heavy truck traffic using federal research 
conducted by the Federal Interagency Commission on Noise (FICON). Based on this analysis, 
DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered fill placement and 
compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential jake brake use) 
and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise standards. Noise 
generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could 
exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 has been 
required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

The commenter also asserts that the DEIR is misleading because it states that project traffic noise 
will reduce as a percentage of overall ambient noise over time. As stated in the DEIR “future traffic 
volumes on the project area roadways would increase over time relative to existing levels due to 
general growth of the region. However, the project-generated truck traffic would remain constant, 
and would not increase over time. As a result, the incremental contribution to overall traffic noise 
levels resulting from the project would decrease over time.” (DEIR p. 4.10-60.) For example, East 
Bennett Road, west of Brunswick Road, currently carries approximately 1,486 vehicles, and the 
associated noise level is 52.5 dBA. With the project contribution of 111 trucks, the noise level is 
expected to increase to 54.8 dBA, for a project-related change of 2.3 dB. However, if future traffic 
levels from cumulative development throughout the region were to increase by ten percent to 
1,635 vehicles per day, and the project-related traffic remains at 111 trucks, the total 
transportation noise level would be 55.0 dBA, but the project-related change diminishes to 2.1 
dBA. As a generic example, one truck on a road that carries 1 car per day, would be quite 
noticeable and would be the primary noise generator. However, if the traffic increased to 100 cars 
per day, or say 1,000 per day, the single truck's contribution to total noise would diminish 
substantially. 

Response to Comment Ind 523-3 
A majority of the wetlands on the Centennial Industrial Site will be removed as a resulted of the 
Centennial M-1 Remedial Action Plan project. Please see Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project 
is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The additional wetland impacts associated with engineered 
fill placement at the Centennial Industrial Site were analyzed in DEIR Impact 4.4-3 and mandatory 
mitigation reducing the impact to a less than significant level is provided in Mitigation Measure 
4.4-3(a-d). 

Response to Comment Ind 523-4 
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires an EIR to discuss cumulative impacts of a proposed 
project. Cumulative impacts are considered impacts created because of the combination of the 
proposed project with reasonably foreseeable future projects. DEIR section 5.3 summarizes the 
cumulative impacts analysis, and each resource analysis includes an analysis of cumulative 
impacts specific to that resource. The commenter alleges that there are many examples of 
minimization of impact in the DEIR, but provides no specific examples. Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 523-5 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 524: MARISA JACKSON-KINMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 524-1 
The commenter’s opposition of the project is noted for decision makers. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Responses to specific comments 
are provided below.  

Response to Comment Ind 524-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the potential number of groundwater wells 
impacted by the project but does not explain why. The commenter also questions how the 
project’s hydrology impacts will affect wildfire hazards. Regarding impacts to hydrology, the 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining 
Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has 
provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the 
predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and 
shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a 
condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

The project’s impacts to wildfire are analyzed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 6 - Wildfire Impacts, and Master Response 33 – Groundwater 
Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-3 
As noted by the commenter, the DEIR has determined that the project has a significant and 
unavoidable aesthetics impact, in part due to the engineered fill piles. (DEIR, 4.1-15.) 

Response to Comment Ind 524-4 
The commenter states that traffic impacts would be “huge, unmitigated, [and] unavoidable” but 
does not provide any additional detail. Traffic impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 
With the exception of two intersection impacts, one related to LOS (SR 174/Brunswick Road) and 
the other related to queueing (Brunswick Road/Sutton Way), all transportation impacts would be 
less-than-significant after mitigation required in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 524-5 
The commenter is concerned with the project’s GHG emissions. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-6 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s use of explosives. Explosives transport, storage, 
and use have been found to be a less than significant impact after mitigation. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR and Master Response 10 – Explosives, Reagents, and 
Brunswick Fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-7 
The commenter states that the project would worsen the air basin’s already poor quality. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 
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Response to Comment Ind 524-8 
The commenter states that the cleanup of the Centennial Site is not included in the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-9 
The commenter is concerned with the project’s impact on property values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-10 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but offers no information about 
those impacts to formulate a specific response. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-11 
The commenter is concerned that approval of the project may lead to other mining projects being 
proposed in the County. Growth inducement is addressed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR and found to 
be less than significant. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 524-12 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s prior mining projects. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 524-13 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 525: MARK FENICLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 525-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern 
regarding the Applicant is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-2 
The commenter states that the project will release toxic substances into the air and water but 
does not give specific information on which to formulate a specific response. The DEIR found that 
impacts to air and water quality would be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is 
referred to Chapters 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and 4.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 525-3 
The commenter states that the project-related traffic would impede an evacuation in the area. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-4 
The commenter states that the project would strain the County’s infrastructure. The project’s 
impacts to public infrastructure are analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.11 
(Public Services and Utilities), and 4.12 (Transportation). For example, the Project Applicant 
would be required to enter into agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to 
provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the 
project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, 
including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between 
the project driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(c).)  

Response to Comment Ind 525-5 
The commenter states that the project will interfere with recreation and tourist access to 
recreational areas. The project would not interfere with recreation or access to recreational areas. 
The commenter is referred to Chapters 4.11 and 4.12 of the DEIR. To the extent the commenter 
believes the project will impact the tourism industry, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-6 
The commenter states that the project will have an adverse impact on private wells. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-7 
The commenter states that the project will have adverse impacts on water quality. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-8 
The commenter states that the project’s underground blasting may result in sinkholes or a 
collapse on the surface. The commenter is referred to Master Response 29 - Near Surface 
Workings. 
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Response to Comment Ind 525-9 
The commenter states that the project will adversely impact wildlife. The project’s impact to wildlife 
habitat is less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 of the 
DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-10 
The commenter states that the project will result in reduced water supplies for firefighting. The 
project does not reduce availability of water for fighting fires. The commenter is referred to 
Chapters 4.8 and 4.11 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-11 
The commenter claims that the DEIR overstates the project’s economic benefits and references 
the Project Applicant’s prior mining projects. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 525-12 
The commenter is concerned about accessibility issues and other hazards created by the project 
for disabled citizens. The commenter is referred to responses to specific comments above and to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 526: MARK FENICLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 526-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 525. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 525. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 527: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 527-1 
Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to 
the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 528: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 528-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is inadequate, but does not provide 
specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 529: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 529-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 530: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 530-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Energy is addressed in 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 531: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 531-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Asbestos is addressed in 
detail in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for 
Asbestos Assessment. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 532: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 532-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 533: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 533-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 534: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 534-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Asbestos is addressed in 
detail in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for 
Asbestos Assessment. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 535: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 535-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the sound projections in the noise analysis, 
completed as part of the DEIR, are inadequate, but does not provide specific examples that would 
allow for a detailed response. The noise analysis was independently peer reviewed by the 
County’s third party consultant, Saxelby Acoustics, who requested certain revisions to the study 
prepared for the applicant by Bollard Acoustical Consultants. Saxelby subsequently determined 
that the revised noise analysis was adequate for CEQA purposes. In addition, based on the noise 
analysis, none of the individual or combined activities associated with long-term operations of the 
proposed project are projected to generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. 
Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and 
because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 is included out of an abundance of caution to ensure satisfaction with such standards and 
to reduce the potential for annoyance resulting from the proposed project to the maximum extent 
feasible. MM 4.10-2 requires implementation of an ongoing comprehensive noise monitoring 
program under County oversight. If operational noise levels are found to exceed the applicable 
County noise standards, the County shall require cessation of the mine operations until additional 
engineering controls can be implemented.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 536: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 536-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 537: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 537-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1. Property values is outside the scope of CEQA – Please see 
Master Response 2. Regarding well concerns, please see Master Responses 14 and 15. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 538: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 538-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 535-1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 539: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 539-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 537-1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 540: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 540-1 
The commenter generally asserts that there is false information throughout the DEIR but provides 
no specific examples to substantiate this broad-sweeping claim. Thus, no specific response is 
possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 541: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 541-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Energy is addressed in 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 542: MARK AND DAWNA JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 542-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 543: MARK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 543-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is woefully inadequate, but does not 
provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 544: MARK MACHADO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 544-1 
The commentor states that the DEIR is biased but provides no specifics or evidence. Responses 
to specific comments are provided below.  

Response to Comment Ind 544-2 
This comment is introductory in nature. The comment is noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 544-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately analyzes asbestos-related impacts. The 
commenter raises air quality concerns but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in 
addressing these impacts. Dust and air pollution concerns are addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). A Health Risk Assessment was prepared 
for the project as described on DEIR page 4.3-61. The Project Applicant has prepared an 
Asbestos, Serpentinite, and Ultramafic Rock Management Plan (ASUR) which is designed to 
exclude asbestos containing material from the engineered fill produced by the project and from 
rock mined and processed. (DEIR, Appx. E.2.) All mined materials will be tested to ensure 
asbestos content does not exceed applicable standards and all engineered fill used for surfacing 
applications would have no detectable asbestos. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 of the 
DEIR and Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 544-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) is inadequate 
because the project will reduce moisture in soils and it underestimates the number of potentially 
impacted groundwater wells. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 
- Drought and Climate Change, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 544-5 
As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, all groundborne vibrations calculated for blasting of both 
drift round and long-hole stopes, respectively, fall below the USBM recommendations and the 
levels at which structural damage to buildings is possible. Nonetheless, in order to ensure that 
actual mining operations would generate vibration levels as expected, a Ground Vibration 
Monitoring Program is required (Mitigation Measure 4.10-4).  

Response to Comment Ind 544-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s finding will regards to groundorne vibrations are projections 
only and may not be relied upon. As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, drift development blasts 
at the shallowest depth considered of 500 feet would be barely perceivable to the general 
population and undetectable by instrumentation below 900 feet in depth. Larger longhole stoping 
blasts at the shallowest depth considered of 500 feet would be 0.23 in/s, which is also well below 
the threshold level of vibration (0.4 in/s) about which less than eight percent of the population 
complains. The calculated ground vibration is considered insignificant. At depths below 800 feet, 
the ground vibration becomes unnoticeable to the general population. Untraceable vibration would 
occur at a depth of approximately 1,500 feet. At depths below 1500 feet, it would be expected 
that ground vibration would be unnoticeable. Nonetheless, as discussed above, in order to ensure 
that actual mining operations would generate vibration levels as expected, a Ground Vibration 
Monitoring Program is required (Mitigation Measure 4.10-4).  
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Response to Comment Ind 544-7 
The commenter questions the efficacy of Mitigation Measure 4.10-4, but does not explain why. 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 requires a total of seven seismographs during blasting above the 
1,000-foot level and five after blasting above the 1,000-foot level is complete. (DEIR, p. 4.10-58) 

Response to Comment Ind 544-8 
The commenter states the DEIR fails to analyze the noise and vibration impacts on humans. The 
DEIR considers noise and vibration issues from a human standpoint. The commenter is referred 
to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR which found that noise impacts associated with 
long-term operation of the mine would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31.) 
One significant and unavoidable noise-related impact was identified, but this is associated with 
the temporary noise generated during installation of potable water pipeline along East Bennett 
Road. (DEIR, 4.10-27.)  

Response to Comment Ind 544-9 
The commenter reproduces material from the DEIR. The comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 544-10 
The commenter speculates that young people do not want to work at the project. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Further, 
CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 
evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 544-11 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 544-10. 

Response to Comment Ind 544-12 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 544-10. 

Response to Comment Ind 544-13 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 544-10.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 545: MARK SEUFERT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 545-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. Regarding fish comments, please see Master Response 34 – Resident Fish. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 545-2 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 546: MARK WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 546-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 546-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 546-3 
The mitigation requirements identified in the DEIR are included in the mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program for the project (Chapter 4 of this Final EIR), and enforceable by state law. 
Regarding operator concerns and the generally noted concerns related to environmental health, 
wildlife, and natural beauty of the area, please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 547: MARK WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 547-1 
The commenter notes that Rise Gold claims the DEIR shows the project’s operations will have no 
or minimal impacts on the community. The commenter is directed to the actual DEIR and its 
findings, which reflect the County’s review of the proposed project. As indicated in the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in several adverse environmental impacts, some of which would 
remain significant and unavoidable, even after implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIR. Because significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in the 
DEIR, the County, should it decide to approve the proposed project, would be required to adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to 
balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including 
region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the 
adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” Such an outcome would 
necessitate a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 547-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 546-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 547-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR utilized Yuba City as a location for air quality data, which 
the commenter states is not representative of Nevada County. As stated on page 4.3-10 of the 
DEIR, because the Grass Valley station only monitors ozone (O3) and PM2.5, additional 
measurements were taken from the Yuba City monitoring station (773 Almond Street, Yuba City, 
CA 95991), approximately 31 miles west of the project sites. The data collected at these stations 
are considered generally representative of the air quality experienced in the project vicinity. 
Further, this information is not used to model the project’s emissions, and thus, has no bearing 
on the findings of the analysis.  

Response to Comment Ind 547-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 548: MARTHA TURNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 548-1 
This is an introductory comment. Responses to specific comments are provided below.  

Response to Comment Ind 548-2 
As discussed on page 4.13-7 of the DEIR, CAL FIRE has primary responsibility for wildfire 
suppression on lands within SRAs, wherein the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites are 
located. The CAL FIRE Nevada-Yuba-Placer Unit serves the project area. Notwithstanding, 
depending upon the incident, other fire agencies may provide response during a wildfire incident 
through mutual and/or automatic aid agreements. These agencies are discussed in Chapter 4.11, 
Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR. 

As stated in page 4.13-17 of the DEIR, with regard to the wildfire analysis, significant slopes are 
those in steep-walled canyons or mountainous valleys. The DEIR does not suggest the project 
sites are immune to wildfire and states on page 4.14-17 that that a fire burning in the forested 
terrain southwest of the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites could burn through the Sites 
due to prevailing southwesterly winds. As stated on page 4.13-18 of the DEIR, CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G indicates that additional factors must be considered to determine the potential for a 
project to exacerbate wildfire risk. Among these other factors is the extent and nature of on-site 
vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-3 
As stated on page 4.13-3, the definition of “larger wildfires” occurring within the region is according 
to CAL FIRE. The project truck traffic would not substantially interfere with an evacuation plan. 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-4 
The purpose of Section 4.13.2 of the DEIR is to describe the existing wildfire setting in the project 
region as stated on page 4.13-1 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-5 
The purpose of Section 4.13.2 of the DEIR is to describe the existing wildfire setting in the project 
region as stated on page 4.13-1 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-6 
The Nevada County Emergency Operations Plan does not address any specific projects. As 
stated on page 4.13-13 of the DEIR, the Nevada County Emergency Operation Plan (EOP) 
delineates responsibilities of first responders (fire and law) and other response support 
organizations, e.g., Department of Public Works, Environmental Health, etc. for natural disasters 
and manmade emergency incidents in Nevada County. The EOP is intended to mitigate future 
disasters and emergency incidents. Project traffic would not substantially interfere with an 
evacuation plan. Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-7 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-8 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 
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Response to Comment Ind 548-9 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. For clarification purposes, as demonstrated 
in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR, the project would not have any significant and unavoidable impacts 
to intersections near the SR20/49 intersection.  

Response to Comment Ind 548-10 
The DEIR does not state that the on-site slopes over 30% will not have an impact on fire behavior, 
but rather the amount of 30% slopes is not a substantial factor in influencing on-site fire behavior, 
as would be the case for the more fire risk topographical areas in the region, such as Deer Creek 
canyon and Greenhorn Creek canyon. Whereas the project site has some limited steep slopes, 
these other areas in the region are marked by both topographic characteristics (i.e., steep slopes) 
and topographic features contributing to fire risk (e.g., canyons, ridges, chutes and saddles).1 The 
impact to vegetation communities, including those mentioned by the commenter (e.g., on-site tree 
removal), is analyzed in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-11 
The project does not propose to conduct fuel treatment along E. Bennett Road. As stated on page 
4.13-5 of the DEIR, with respect to planned but not yet funded fuel treatment projects in the 
immediate vicinity (i.e., grant application submitted but award not yet confirmed), the primary 
project is roadside vegetation management (to create defensible space) along East Bennett 
Road, where the potable water pipeline would be installed, as well as the portion of Brunswick 
Road along the frontage of the Brunswick Industrial Site. Similar roadside vegetation 
management is also proposed along Greenhorn Road, east of the Brunswick Industrial Site.  

As stated on page 4.8-66 of the DEIR, the proposed mining operations could result in adverse 
effects to seven domestic water supply wells in the East Bennett area during the life of the mining 
operation. After reclamation, when the mine is allowed to flood, groundwater levels in the wells 
would recover to their approximate pre-project levels. As discussed in the Project Description 
chapter, pursuant to Nevada County General Plan Policy 17.12, the project would address this 
by installing a potable water supply line in East Bennett Road and providing individual well owners 
with a connection to the potable water line. While only seven wells are projected to be adversely 
affected, the applicant has prepared a Well Mitigation Plan (February 2, 2021) that would connect 
up to 30 properties in the East Bennett area to the NID potable water system. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-12 
The landscaping shown in Figure 4.13-3 is part of the planned landscaping as further described 
in Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR. The fire flow system is not constructed yet. As stated on page 4.13-
20, two existing fire service lines extend into the Brunswick site. The installation of the fire flow 
system for the project would be required to meet California Fire Code (CFC) requirements. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-13 
A Vegetation Management Plan is not required to be submitted until improvement plans, such as 
grading or building permit applications are submitted. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires that in 
conjunction with submittal of Improvement Plans, the applicant shall submit a comprehensive 
Vegetation Management Plan, inclusive of the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites, for the 
review and approval by the County Fire Marshall’s Office. The mitigation measure is legally 
adequate pursuant to CEQA in that it has sufficient performance standards to ensure that the 

 
1 E.g., see https://www.nwcg.gov/sites/default/files/training/docs/s-190-ig04.pdf.  

https://www.nwcg.gov/sites/default/files/training/docs/s-190-ig04.pdf
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future management plan will reduce the potential wildfire impact to a less-than-significant level. 
As stated in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B):  

The specific details of a mitigation measure, however, may be developed after project 
approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details during the project’s 
environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2) 
adopts specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the 
type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that 
will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation measure. 

The applicant shall implement all provisions of the Vegetation Management Plan during the 
project’s construction, operations, and reclamation activities.  

Please also see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-14 
The commenter appears to question information obtained from the County’s personal 
communication with local fire agencies. As stated in the DEIR, depending on local traffic 
conditions, a wildland engine from Station 20 could potentially reach the Centennial and/or 
Brunswick sites within 5 minutes. This would assume the most direct route using Old Tunnel Road 
to Brunswick Road. The project does not have a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to any 
roadways or intersections on Brunswick Road and Highway 20/49. Please see Chapter 4.12 of 
the DEIR and Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-15 
The transportation of explosives in the United States has an excellent safety record. A review of 
DOT incident reports for highway transportation of class 1.1B, 1.4B, 1.1D, and 1.5D materials 
shows 149 incidents over the past 30 years in the United States. The majority of these incidents 
were vehicle accidents resulting in no release or spillages. No fatalities were reported in any 
incidents and only 1 incident resulted in injuries. Please also see Master Response 10 - 
Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill, and Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-16 
Please see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-17 
No reference to 20,000-gallon tanks is made on page 4.13-32 of the DEIR. As stated on page 2-
3 of the DEIR, a Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance Cost Estimate (FACE) will be required 
for the project. As stated on page 4.6-24 of the DEIR, to ensure that reclamation will proceed in 
accordance with the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of 
approval Security that will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose 
Security in the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited 
financial institution, or other method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology 
Board as specified in State regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are 
adequate to perform reclamation in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved 
Plan. The Reclamation Plan is provided in Appendix C of the DEIR. 

The mine water discharge would have a less than significant impact after mitigation on the 
ecosystem of South Fork Wolf Creek. Please see Chapters 4.4 and 4.8 of the DEIR, Master 
Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 36 - Flows in South 
Fork Wolf Creek. 
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The project would have a less than significant impact after mitigation to domestic water wells. 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

With regard to property values, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, 
and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 548-18 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones.  

Response to Comment Ind 548-19 
As stated on page 4.13-2, the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites have limited steeply-
sloping topography that is known to exacerbate wildfire risk and spread. Prevailing wind 
conditions within the surrounding area are from the North-East and South-West directions, both 
of which have forest lands. The incorporation of defensible space around proposed structures at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, as well as designing buildings in conformance with Chapter 7A of 
the CBC, would help to slow the spread of wildfire moving through the area. In addition, proposed 
improvements at both Sites would reduce the vegetation fuel load in the area. Nevertheless, 
vegetation would remain on both Sites and would need to be managed on an ongoing basis. In 
addition, use of hydrocarbon-powered heavy-equipment on-site could exacerbate wildfire risk. 
Without implementation of a vegetation management plan, the proposed project could have a 
significant impact related to exacerbating wildfire risks, and thereby exposing project occupants 
to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-2 of the DEIR mitigates this risk.  

Response to Comment Ind 548-20 
The commenter asserts that the project could result in wildfire impacts due to branches falling on 
PG&E infrastructure and PG&E’s failure to follow legal requirements for firebreaks and 
tree/branch removal. PG&E infrastructure exists throughout the County regardless of the project. 
Nonetheless, wildfire risk due to the placement of limited power conveyance lines on the project 
sites and PG&E’s failure to follow legal requirements for firebreaks and tree/branch removal is 
speculative. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 548-21 
Page 3.13-24 of the DEIR states the project would install two, 12,000-gallon above-ground diesel 
fuel storage tanks on the Brunswick Industrial Site. The tanks would be located in the industrial 
building complex area, away from existing and proposed vegetation. Diesel fuel is considered a 
Class II liquid, and as such, the tanks would be regulated in accordance with Chapter 23 of the 
CFC. Chapter 23 of the CFC includes robust design requirements for above-ground fuel storage 
tanks to minimize fire hazard to the maximum extent feasible, including but not limited to 
requirements for overfill protection, spill containment, and dispenser emergency shutoff valve. 
Compliance with CFC requirements, as determined by the Fire Marshall’s Office, at time of 
improvement plan review, would reduce fire hazards related to on-site fuel storage tanks. The 
proposed 1,200-gallon temporary diesel fuel tank at the Centennial Industrial Site would also 
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comply with CFC standards related to siting and maintenance of clearance space (i.e., removal 
of grass and weeds).  

Response to Comment Ind 548-22 
As stated on page 4.13-26 of the DEIR, although runoff from both Sites flows into creeks, the 
project includes drainage facilities to capture runoff prior to entering the creeks. Should a fire 
occur on one or both of the project sites, the proposed drainage facilities would capture and slow 
post-fire runoff, thus minimizing flooding potential downstream. As stated on page 4.8-70 of the 
DEIR, the proposed detention basins would hold back the peak flows and release the water at a 
lower rate and at a later time than currently occurs from those site areas. As a result, the project 
would reduce peak storm flows in both Wolf Creek and South Fork Wolf Creek.  

Response to Comment Ind 548-23 
This comment is a summary of the commenter’s previous statements. Responses to specific 
comments are provided above in Responses to Comments Ind 548-1 through Ind 548-22.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 549: MARTHA TURNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.13, 
Wildlife, of the DEIR are inadequate, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for 
a detailed response. Such examples are provided in subsequent comments. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-2 
The DEIR does not state the project is immune to wildfire danger. Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR 
assesses the project’s impacts related to Wildfire. Page 4.13-22 of the DEIR states, the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites have limited steeply-sloping topography that is known 
to exacerbate wildfire risk and spread. Prevailing wind conditions within the surrounding area are 
from the North-East and South-West directions, both of which have forest lands. The incorporation 
of defensible space around proposed structures at the Brunswick Industrial Site, as well as 
designing buildings in conformance with Chapter 7A of the CBC, would help to slow the spread 
of wildfire moving through the area. In addition, proposed improvements at both Sites would 
reduce the vegetation fuel load in the area. Nevertheless, vegetation would remain on both Sites 
and would need to be managed on an ongoing basis. In addition, use of hydrocarbon-powered 
heavy-equipment on-site could exacerbate wildfire risk. Without implementation of a vegetation 
management plan (VMP), the proposed project could have a significant impact related to 
exacerbating wildfire risks, and thereby exposing project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires 
implementation of a VMP on an ongoing basis.  
 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-3 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 548-6 and 548-7. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-5 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 548-6 and 548-7. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-7 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-19. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-8 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-21. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 549-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-22.  
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Response to Comment Ind 549-10 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-23. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7017 

 
  

Individual Letter 550 

Ind 550-1 

Ind 550-3 

Ind 550-2 

Ind 550-4 

Ind 550-5 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7018 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 550: MARV HOFFMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 550-1 
The commenter expresses general project-related concerns. Please see Master Responses 1 
and 2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 550-2 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 550-3 
Please see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 
 
In addition, the commenter expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures set forth in 
the DEIR are “weak and unconvincing,” but does not provide specific examples that would allow 
for a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 550-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 550-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 551: MARV HOFFMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 551-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general concerns 
related to the project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 551-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding aesthetics, noise, traffic, air and water 
pollution, and groundwater impacts. These topics are addressed in detail throughout the DEIR - 
please see Master Responses 1. Regarding well impact and climate change concerns, please 
see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 551-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR are 
“weak and that enforcement is vague,” but does not provide specific examples that would allow 
for a detailed response.  
 
Please also see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 552: MARV HOFFMAN  
 
Response to Comment Ind 552-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 551-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 552-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 551-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 552-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 551-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 553: MARY ANDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 553-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter 
also states that the DEIR does not discuss the potential impact to groundwater wells outside of 
the East Bennet Road private wells. 

The DEIR and previous hydrogeologic assessments consider the groundwater wells in the Beaver 
Drive area to “low risk.” The commenter is referred to Master Response 13 - Historic 
Hydrogeologic Assessments. The DEIR’s current assessment and analysis of domestic water 
wells for the Beaver Drive area is provided in Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.2 (Groundwater 
Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis.) As shown in Table 4.2 of Appendix K.2, project 
drawdowns in the Beaver Drive area are projected to be minimal, ranging up to 3 feet or 4.3% of 
the well water column. Groundwater monitoring and well mitigation, if necessary, is required for 
the project. (see DEIR, Appendix K.8, Idaho-Maryland Mine Groundwater Monitoring Plan.) 
Groundwater monitoring is designed to provide sufficient time to predict adverse impacts to 
domestic wells before they occur so that appropriate mitigation measures can be implemented. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring 
Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the 
project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. 
To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the 
project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

The DEIR discusses the dewatering effect on soil moisture and vegetation as it pertains to wildfire 
risk on page 4.13-21. The DEIR states that groundwater typically exists below the rooted 
vegetation and tap roots for trees and thus would not impact vegetation and increase fire risk. 
(DEIR, p. 4.13-21.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater 
Dependent Vegetation and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 553-2 
The commenter is concerned with impacts to air quality and states that what is “less to significant” 
can vary throughout the population but does not identify why the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR’s 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) examines air pollution 
including asbestos, silica, and diesel emissions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 553-3 
The commenter states that noise from blasting, grinding (mineral processing), and noise from 
loading trucks is not likely mitigable to a less than significant impact but does not state by the 
DEIR is inadequate. In assessing the impacts from blasting, the DEIR utilizes data from a long-
term blasting noise level survey from the Sutter Gold Mine in Amador County, CA from 2013. 
(DEIR, p. 4.10-44.) Based on that data, the DEIR concludes that any blasting-related noises would 
fall below the applicable daytime, evening, and nighttime criteria. (DEIR, p. 4.10-44–45.) The 
DEIR states that the noise impacts associated with mineral processing would be less than 
significant. (see DEIR, p. 4.10-37–38; Table 410-17.) The DEIR states that the dumping of rock 
or sand tailings into truck beds would take place in three locations. Barren rock is loaded into 
trucks inside a building at the Brunswick shaft by a conveyor (DEIR, Appendix L, p. 35.) and sand 
tailings are loaded into trucks inside the process building (DEIR, Appendix L, p. 35.) The 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7026 

placement of these loading points inside buildings allows for reduction of noise from these 
sources. Sand tailings are loaded into trucks outside of the process plant, but only from 7:00AM 
to 7:00PM, as shown in Table 3-7 of the DEIR and discussed on page 36 of Appendix L. Noise 
generated from proposed operations (excluding temporary construction of the water pipeline) has 
been found to be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 of the DEIR 
requires a comprehensive noise monitoring program and requires all on-site mobile equipment to 
be fitted with broad-band “growler” type back-up warning devices rather than conventional 
“beeper “devices. 

Response to Comment Ind 553-4 
Existing traffic and road maintenance are analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.12 of the 
DEIR. The Project Applicant would be required to enter into agreements with Nevada County and 
the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways 
commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and 
Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. 
Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-6(c).)  

Air quality impacts, including diesel truck exhaust fumes are analyzed in the DEIR. Please see 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. As stated in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the project 
(see Appendix B of Appendix E.1 to the DEIR), for diesel haul trucks, estimated maximum daily trips 
were multiplied by 365 days to estimate annual trips. For all other trucks, daily emissions were 
estimated based on the anticipated maximum daily truck trips, and annual emissions were estimated 
based on anticipated average trips per week multiplied by 52 weeks per year. Total truck trips 
assumptions for the HRA are shown in HRA Table 7. Based on the HRA, which includes all 
construction and operational TAC sources of the project, the health risk to the maximally exposed 
individual resident (MEIR) would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation.  

Noise impacts, including from on-road trucks, are analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.10 
of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 553-5 
The commenter summarizes various concerns regarding environmental issues all of which are 
analyzed in the DEIR. Regarding aesthetics concerns, please see Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR. 
Regarding electrical energy concerns, please see Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy 
Action Plan, and Response to Comment Agcy 8-17. Regarding greenhouse gas emissions, 
please see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 554: MARY AND STAN BENNETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 554-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concern 
regarding the project. Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 554-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 554-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 555: MARY COLEMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 555-1 
The commenter states that the Well Mitigation Plan is inadequate and is concerned about well 
production and groundwater quality. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-2 
The commenter asks what actions would be taken if another significant effect (related to water) 
was to develop on the Brunswick or Centennial sites or above and below the mineral rights area 
and what criteria would stop the mine temporarily or permanently. Please see Master Response 
7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization, Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, 
Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 - Flows in South 
Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. The County has authority to 
enforce all conditions of approval and mitigation measures that are included in the DEIR. In the 
case of a violation, such as an impact to water wells where the operator failed to immediately 
replace water supply, as required under Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b), the County would have 
authority to force compliance and/or to suspend or revoke the Mine’s permits.  

Response to Comment Ind 555-3 
As discussed on pages 15-19 of Appendix M, numerous holes must be drilled and blasted 
sequentially into a void (the free face) in order to fracture rock and create mining excavations. 
Any blast damage to surround rocks, such as cracks, would be limited to a few feet surrounding 
the excavation. Therefore, blasting cannot “damage the aquifer” or cause draining of surface 
water and groundwater. 

With regard to groundwater and watershed impacts, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master 
Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 8 - Mine Waste 
Characterization, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water 
Discharge, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 36 - 
Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change.  

With regard to fire protection, please see Chapters 4.7, 4.11, 4.13 of the DEIR and Master 
Response 6 - Wildfire Impacts. The project’s emission of greenhouse gasses and incremental 
contribution to climate change is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-4 
The commenter refers to pdf page 40, which is Page 1-10 of the DEIR. This page summarizes 
concerns brought forth in comment letters received during the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR, 
including potential insect infestations due to stress of local forests. The commenter provides no 
evidence that mine dewatering would result in stress to local forests which would result in insect 
infestations. Mine dewatering would not significantly impact groundwater dependent vegetation. 
Please see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 555-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address all possible impacts that re-opening of the 
mine might incur, but provides no specifics on what impacts they believe were not analyzed in the 
DEIR. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 555-3 and 555-4.  

Response to Comment Ind 555-6 
The groundwater model considers an area much larger than the mineral rights boundary. As 
stated on page 13 of Appendix K.3, the groundwater model domain encompasses approximately 
2,810 square miles, and the finite-element grid contains 324,448 nodes and 626,386 elements 
within 31 layers. Please see Appendix K.3 and Figure 4-5 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. The model 
also considers the hydraulic conductivity of regional and local geological units (please see Figure 
4-1 of Appendix K.3). In addition, please see Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining 
Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Nonetheless, to address public concerns regarding the scope of future mining within the mineral 
rights area, the applicant has agreed to an enforceable condition of approval that will limit the 
area of permitted underground mining to a smaller area within the mineral rights area (shown on 
maps A101, A201 and A202), as shown in Appendix A to this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-7 
Appendix K.8 of the DEIR provides a map of proposed monitoring well locations. Please see 
Figure 1 of Appendix K.8. Monitoring wells specially constructed for this purpose are proposed 
rather than domestic water wells and monitoring includes “real time” gauging equipment and 
regular water quality sampling. The applicant is required to fund all required well monitoring, which 
would be conducted by qualified hydrologists. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires submission of 
reports to the Nevada County Environmental Health Department. With regard to the commenter’s 
request that the area of well monitoring be expanded and that domestic wells be monitored, 
please see Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.8 of the DEIR, 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided 
a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells, inclusive of water level and 
water quality, within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 
properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property 
owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this 
domestic well monitoring.  

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those 
agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-8 
The applicant would pay for any required well mitigation under the Well Mitigation Plan, Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-2(b) of the DEIR, and General Plan Policy 17.12. The Well Mitigation Plan has been 
modified to clarify the range of actions which would be taken outside of the E. Bennett Road area 
– Please see Appendix D to this Final EIR. Please also see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
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Response to Comment Ind 555-9 
The report referenced by the commenter discusses underground coal mines in Spain. 
Underground mining would not change the permeability of the rock surrounding the mine workings 
(please see Response to Comment Ind 555-3) and the increased permeability due to the creation 
of new mining voids is specifically analyzed in the groundwater model and DEIR. Please see 
Appendix K.3 and Figure 5.1 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. Underground mining would not cause 
“sinkholes”, see Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings.  

Response to Comment Ind 555-10 
The Regional Water Board adopted a Water Quality Control Plan, Fifth Edition, for the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (hereinafter Basin Plan) that designates beneficial 
uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains implementation programs and policies to 
achieve those objectives for all waters addressed through the plan. The Basin Plan at page 2.3 
states that the “…beneficial uses of any specifically identified water body generally apply to its 
tributary streams.” The Basin Plan does not specifically identify beneficial uses for South Fork of 
Wolf Creek but does identify present and potential uses for the Bear River, to which the South 
Fork of Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek are tributary. Please see page 4.8-31 of the DEIR. The DEIR 
considered the beneficial uses for the Bear River with regard to potential impacts to South Fork 
of Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek. 

With regard to the consideration of the regional groundwater flow, please see Response to 
Comment Ind 555-6. The groundwater model does not assume the underground strata is 
homogenous. Please see Appendix K.3 of the DEIR and Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model. 

With regard to the adequacy of the groundwater model and mitigation, please see Chapter 4.8 
and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The mine operator would be responsible for replacing water for 
impacted water wells even if they are beyond the limit of the mineral rights area, if such impacts 
are caused by the mine pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) and General Plan Policy 17.12. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-11 
The analysis in the DEIR determined that 7 wells would be impacted by dewatering in the East 
Bennett Road area, and that other wells throughout the region would not be significantly impacted. 
With regard to the adequacy of the groundwater model and mitigation please see Chapter 4.8 
and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment 555-12 
The analysis in the DEIR determined that 7 wells would be impacted by dewatering in the East 
Bennett Road area, and that other wells throughout the region would not be significantly impacted. 
With regard to the adequacy of the groundwater model and mitigation please see Chapter 4.8 
and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-13 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 555-3 and 555-9. Please also see Master Response 33 
- Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 555-14 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should have evaluated the project’s potential to activate 
local faults and induce seismic activity due to the removal of rock and mine dewatering. However, 
the magnitude of the mine rock excavation and placement is far smaller than the magnitude of 
the mass of bedrock underlying the site. The magnitude of the energy released during mining 
excavations by rock removal and rock placement is much smaller than the magnitude of energy 
activation required to trigger the release of a local pre-Holocene fault. No analysis was performed 
nor is necessary, as there is no potential for inducement of seismic activity on these faults from 
the proposed mining activity. Please see NV5 Memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix P. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-15 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is flawed because the data used to analyze impacts is 
limited and a “full understanding” is necessary. However, it can always be argued that more data 
should be obtained, and the data used for any analysis is by definition “limited” to the scope of 
that data. In this case, the data used to assess dewatering impacts included historic and current 
data points, which were peer-reviewed by the County’s independent expert and found to be 
adequate as a basis for the analysis. As stated by California courts, “the need for thorough 
discussion and analysis is not to be construed unreasonably… to serve as an easy way of 
defeating projects. Absolute perfection is not required.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d at p. 406.) With regard to the adequacy of 
the groundwater model and mitigation, please see Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the 
DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-16 
Please see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, with regard to the number 
of samples taken. Please also see Response to Comment Ind 555-15 regarding the request for 
more data.  

Response to Comment Ind 555-17 
Figure 4.8-5 of the DEIR shows a graph of rainfall for entire water years which aggregates all 
rainfall events in each water year.  

In regard to the adequacy of the groundwater model and mitigation, please see Chapter 4.8 and 
Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 555-18 
Please see Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of 
Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 
15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 555-19 
Please see Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of 
Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 
15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 555-20 
The commenter generally states the DEIR is inadequate. Responses to specific comments are 
provided above.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 556: MARY GOOD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 556-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2 for the commenter’s social concerns. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 556-2 
For concerns related to water table and drought, please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Air pollution is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of 
the DEIR, and Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10. Based on the project-specific noise analysis, 
none of the individual or combined activities associated with long-term operations of the proposed 
project are projected to generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. Nonetheless, 
because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and because 
compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is 
included out of an abundance of caution to ensure satisfaction with such standards and to reduce 
the potential for annoyance resulting from the proposed project to the maximum extent feasible. 
MM 4.10-2 requires implementation of an ongoing comprehensive noise monitoring program 
under County oversight. If operational noise levels are found to exceed the applicable County 
noise standards, the County shall require cessation of the mine operations until additional 
engineering controls can be implemented.  
 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, for concerns related to 
creeks.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 556-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 557: MARY LEE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 557-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment 
noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-2 
The commenter is concerned about the dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine and impacts to 
the South Fork Wolf Creek due to the discharge of treated water. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR (Hydrology and Water Quality), which found that the impact to 
groundwater wells from the dewatering of the mine to be less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The DEIR also found that any impacts associated with the discharge of treated 
water into South Fork Wolf Creek would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-
41.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 35 - 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-3 
The commenter states that the creation of new underground mine workings will result in the 
destabilization of rock fissures providing water to wells and that the underground blasting may 
result in the loss of life. As discussed on pages 15-19 of Appendix M (Blasting Report), numerous 
holes must be drilled and blasted sequentially into a void (the free face) in order to fracture rock 
and create mining excavations. Any blast damage to surround rocks, such as cracks, would be 
limited to a few feet surrounding the excavation. Therefore, blasting cannot “damage the aquifer” 
or cause draining of surface water and groundwater. 

The hazard from the use of explosives is analyzed in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR and the impact is 
less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.7-22.) Specifically, the DEIR found that numerous 
state and federal regulations have made the use of explosives underground mining projects 
extremely safe two incidents in the past 25 years. (DEIR, p. 4.7-28.) 

Response to Comment Ind 557-4 
The commenter states that the gold mineralization process will cause noise and air pollution but 
does not provide further information. The DEIR analyzes air quality impacts in Chapter 4.3 and 
noise impacts in Chapter 4.10. Impacts for both categories (with the exception of one temporary 
noise related impact) are less than significant after mitigation. For example, mineral processing 
noise is evaluated on page 4.10-38 of the DEIR and found to be less-than-significant (i.e., below 
the County’s applicable noise standards). The only noise-related impact that would be significant 
and avoidable would be the installation of the potable water pipeline along East Bennett Road. 
(DEIR, p. 4.10-30.)  

Response to Comment Ind 557-5 
The commenter states that the placement of engineered fill will create noise pollution. The DEIR 
found that noise from compaction of engineered fill is less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4-10-31.) The DEIR also found that disturbance of ground (vegetation communities, wildlife, 
wetlands) from placement of engineered fill is less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.4-
57.) 

Response to Comment Ind 557-6 
The commenter states that the hauling of engineered fill will create adverse noise impacts. The 
commenter also claims that it is “ludicrous” to assume engineered fill will be used for local 
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construction projects but does not provide additional information. The commenter also states that 
truck traffic from the project would impede an evacuation during a wildfire. The DEIR found that 
noise-related impacts resulting from traffic would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4.10-31, 37.) For example (DEIR, p. 4.10-37,38): 

As part of the Noise and Vibration Analysis prepared by BAC, maximum heavy truck 
traffic noise levels were assessed for the delivery of engineered fill material to off-site 
vendors via SR 20/49. The analysis assumed 200 heavy truck trips per day (100 round 
trips) and employee trips, as previously discussed.  

Table 4.10-16 presents the existing ambient noise levels and anticipated existing plus-
project traffic noise levels at the nearest residences to each roadway segment, as well 
as the project-related increase in traffic noise levels and the impact assessment 
threshold for each roadway segment based on the criteria presented in Table 4.10-5. 

As shown in Table 4.10-16, the traffic noise level increase from the transport of fill from 
the Brunswick Industrial Site to the highway and from employee commutes would not 
exceed the applicable thresholds of significance at any of the receptors. Therefore, 
noise-related impacts from off-site heavy truck and employee traffic would be less than 
significant. 

Regarding the assertion that engineered fill would not be used in local construction projects, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional 
Construction Markets. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones 
regarding the impact of the project on evacuations. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR is too narrow in scope by only proposing NID service to 30 
residences on East Bennet Road. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of 
future mining areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells that could be 
impacted by the dewatering of the mine, especially in times of drought. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. As noted in Master Response 15, the 
applicant has now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells 
within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are 
listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners 
additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this 
domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-9 
The commenter asserts that certain language within the DEIR is intended to insulate the Project 
Applicant from liability. The DEIR provides an analysis of project impacts in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. The DEIR does not minimize or otherwise insulate the Project Applicant 
from liability. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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Response to Comment Ind 557-10 
The commenter cites statistics from the federal Mine Safety and Health Administration. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-11 
The commenter states that the project will result in a 165-foot structure with adverse aesthetic 
impacts. The DEIR analyzed aesthetic impacts in Chapter 4.1. The DEIR found that the 165-foot-
tall headframe for the Brunswick Site would contribute to a significant and unavoidable aesthetics 
impact. (DEIR, p. 4.1-15.) 

Response to Comment Ind 557-12 
The commenter states that the project will adversely impact home values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 557-13 
The commenter states that the fire danger and rising homeowner insurance costs as a result of 
the project will force longtime residents to leave the area. The DEIR analyzed wildfire impacts in 
Chapter 4.13 and found the impacts to be less than significant with one impact requiring mitigation 
(DEIR, p. 4-13.2.) Regarding property values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - 
Social and Economic Impacts.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 558: MARY PADUA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 558-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 558-2 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between the Project Driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, p. 4.12-91.)  
 
Response to Comment Ind 558-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 559: MARY PETERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 559-1 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 559-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the mitigation measures only apply to the first 
year of project construction. 
 
Please see Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollutant Thresholds During Operations.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 560: MARY SWAGERTY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 560-1 
The commenter is generally opposed to the project and notes that the DEIR contains numerous 
mistakes. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. Responses 
to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Groundwater Model is flawed due to initial start date and 
inaccurate baseline assumptions but does not provide additional detail. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR must discuss how asbestos will be managed. The DEIR 
states that asbestos-related impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR p. 4.3-
80.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, 
and Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR must include a discussion of the remediation cleanup of the 
Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is 
a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-5 
The commenter states that missing construction time estimates from the DEIR skew the analysis 
of several project impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 24 - Project 
Construction Schedule. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-6 
The commenter states that project will adversely impact groundwater wells in areas beyond those 
identified in the DEIR, that the discharge of treated water will impact aquatic resources, and that 
discharge will affect the temperature of surface water. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, 
Master Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 36 - Flows in 
South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. As noted 
in Master Response 15, the applicant has provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor 
domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 
378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide 
property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project 
requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 560-7 
The commenter states that the project should not be approved. The commenter’s opposition to 
the project is noted for decision makers. The Commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 561: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 561-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 562: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 562-1 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not address what happens to the land uses within the 
mineral rights zone, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. 
 
Please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 562-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 5 and 
6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 562-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Property values is a concern outside 
the scope of CEQA - please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter provides no 
evidence to support the assertion that the project will displace neighborhoods. Currently, no 
residences are located on the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites, so direct displacement 
would not result from the project. It is otherwise speculative to conclude that the project’s impacts 
to the physical environment would indirectly displace neighborhoods.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 563: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 563-1 
This comment is similar to Comment Ind 565-1. Please see Response to Comment Ind 565-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 563-2 
Rise Gold purchased the mineral rights from the previous owner. Property ownership issues are 
not considered an environmental issue under CEQA. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 
565-1 and Ind 565-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 563-3 
Land use impacts were addressed in Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR, which concluded that the project 
is generally consistent with the County General Plan. In addition, County staff will conduct a 
detailed General Plan consistency review as part of the staff report to the decisionmakers. 
General Plan consistency is ultimately within the purview of the Nevada County Board of 
Supervisors.   

Response to Comment Ind 563-4 
Land use impacts were addressed in Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR, which concluded that the project 
is generally consistent with the County General Plan, including consideration of different nearby 
land uses and densities.  

Response to Comment Ind 563-5 
The County provided notice to property owners and the community consistent with applicable 
local and state law. 

Response to Comment Ind 563-6 
The mineral rights boundary as presented in the DEIR corresponds to the mineral rights owned 
by Rise, as disclosed in the deeds available for public review in the Official Records of Nevada 
County. Property ownership issues are not considered an environmental issue under CEQA.  

Response to Comment Ind 563-7 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 565-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 563-8 
In California, where mineral rights are severed from surface ownership, the mineral estate is 
considered the “dominant” estate and may make use of the property as reasonably incident for 
extraction of minerals. (Bourdieu v. Seaboard Oil Corp. of Delaware (1940) 38 Cal.App.2d 11, 
17.) However, such use of the surface estate is subject to reasonable accommodation of surface 
uses. Nonetheless, property ownership issues are not considered an environmental issue under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 563-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 563-7.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 564: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 564-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 562-1.  

Response to Comment Ind 564-2 
Wildfire impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR, and Hazards including explosion risk 
is addressed in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts, 
and Master Response 10 – Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 565: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 565-1 
The commenter asserts that the mineral rights owned by Rise may have been abandoned but 
provides no evidence or legal citation for that assertion. Property ownership issues are not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA. The commenter cites United States Code, Title 
43, Section 299 for the proposition that federal law limits the proposed project’s operations; 
however, this statute relates to a reservation of coal rights on land owned by the federal 
government, and mining operations on federal lands subject to unpatented mining claims. This 
statute is not applicable to the project, because the project sites consist of private mineral estates 
on privately held land, and do not involve federally owned land. Notice has been provided to the 
community consistent with CEQA and applicable state and local laws. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmaker’s consideration. 

Response to Comment Ind 565-2 
The commenter implies that the mineral rights are “dormant” under the California Dormant Mineral 
Right Act and are therefore invalid. However, under the California Dormant Mineral Right Act, 
mineral rights are only considered “dormant” when there has not been mining activity, a separate 
tax assessment, or a transfer of those rights in the last 20 years. (see California Civil Code Section 
883.220.) The mineral rights were transferred to Rise within the last 20 years; thus, the minerals 
are definitionally not “dormant.” Moreover, mineral rights cannot be extinguished under the 
California Dormant Mineral Right Act unless a court action is filed by the surface owner, such that 
mineral rights do not automatically extinguish. (see California Civil Code Section 883.221 through 
883.270.) Finally, even where the mineral rights to a property are indeed “dormant” and an action 
is filed by the surface owner, California law permits the mineral rights owner to simply record a 
notice evidencing its intent to preserve the mineral right, which results in dismissal of the case. 
(see California Civil Code Section 883.250.) In this case, Rise’s mineral rights are not dormant 
and Rise intends to preserve its mineral rights.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 566: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 566-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 565-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 566-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 565-2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 567: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 567-1 
The comment is an attachment related to Individual Letter 566. Please see comments and 
responses to Individual Letter 566. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 568: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 568-1 
The comment is an attachment related to Individual Letter 566. Please see comments and 
responses to Individual Letter 566. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 569: MARYANNE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 569-1 
This comment is in regard to wages and economic issues which are not required under 
CEQA to be analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 570: MATT AND SHANNON COTTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 570-1 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek and Master Response 36 
– Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. Regarding groundwater and drought concerns please see 
Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 571: MATT GOTTSCHALK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 571-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 572: MATTHEW COULTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 572-1 
The DEIR was released for public review on January 4, 2022 for a 60-day public review period, 
which was extended to April 4, 2022 for a total public review period of 91 days.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 573: MAUREEN CUTHBERT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
related to toxic waste; without further specificity a detailed response is not possible. Hazards and 
hazardous materials associated with the project are addressed in Chapter 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
related to air pollution, specifically dust. Without further specificity a detailed response is not 
possible. Fugitive dust is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-4 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather provides general 
energy-related concerns. Energy is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-5 
Regarding water concerns, please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 573-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 574: MAUREEN MIRANDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-1 
The commenter believes the project would have adverse impacts to the community. The 
commenter lists a variety of environmental concerns but does not provide any specific comments. 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-2 
The commenter asserts that project implementation would result in endangered species in the 
project area becoming extinct, including the foothill yellow-legged frog and the pacific fisher. 
Potential impacts to special status plant and wildlife species are evaluated in DEIR Chapter 4.4 
(Biological Resources) and are each mitigated to a less than significant level. With regard to 
foothill yellow-legged frog, the commenter is referred to Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow-
Legged Frog and California Red-Legged Frog. The pacific fisher does not inhabit the project area. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-3 
The commenter states that mining accidents cause 15,000 injuries or deaths per year. The 
comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not address a specific environmental concern 
or the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-4 
The commenter states that California has approximately 47,000 abandoned mines, leaving land 
decimated and contaminated. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not address 
a specific environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-5 
The commenter states that the project will emit radioactive gases, such as radon, from the sludge 
in a tailings pond. The project does not include a tailings pond. The project’s potential to emit 
greenhouse gas emissions is addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy). The impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-6 
The commenter states that the project would result in ground collapse or sinkholes. Ground 
collapse is discussed in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils and Mineral Resources) beginning on DEIR 
page 4.6-44. As described in this section, “sink holes” occur within limestone environments and 
are caused by the dissolution of the stone itself creating a cave just below the ground surface. 
This type of ground collapse would not be expected in the project area which is granitic. Instead, 
mine-related collapse in the project area could occur where a vein outcrops on the surface and 
around mineshafts and other near surface mining features. A Geotechnical Assessment of Near 
Surface Mine Features conducted for the project recommended closure of several near surface 
features prior to development. Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(c) requires closure of these features 
under the direction of licensed geotechnical engineer and would reduce the potential for collapse 
to a less than significant level. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 29 - Near 
Surface Workings. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-7 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 574-6.  
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Response to Comment Ind 574-8 
This comment concerns the reputation and prior mining projects of the Project Applicant. The 
comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not address a specific environmental concern 
or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-9 
The commenter states that the project would have adverse impacts on property values. CEQA 
does not require the EIR to consider economic impacts such as decreased property values. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 
 
The commenter states that a sufficient water supply will not be available to fight a devastating fire 
if the project is implemented. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the project 
will result in a lack of sufficient water supply for firefighting purposes. Water used for firefighting 
in the project area would be provided by Nevada Irrigation District which obtains its water supply 
from surface waters. The commenter is further referred to Master Response 6 - Wildfire Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-10 
The commenter states that dewatering the mine would have a number of adverse impacts to the 
community. Project impacts related to drainage and potential flooding are addressed under 
Impact 4.8-3, beginning on DEIR page 4.8-69. Project impacts on wildlife habitat are addressed 
under Impact 4.4-2, beginning on DEIR page 4.4-68. Project impacts on groundwater levels and 
recharge are addressed under Impact 4.8-2, beginning on DEIR page 54. Please also see Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 36 – Flows in 
South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-11 
The commenter states that the project will result in traffic and noise pollution but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate. Project impacts related to traffic congestion and noise pollution are 
addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) and Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration), 
respectively. Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(a) requires the project’s construction phase traffic control 
plan to include monitoring for roadbed damage and specify timing for completing needed repairs. 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between project driveway and Brunswick Road. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 574-12 
The commenter states that the project is an accident waiting to happen because of the project’s 
use of “explosive materials” and “toxic chemicals”, but the commenter does not state why the 
DEIR is inadequate with regard to analyzing potential hazards. Further, the commenter’s 
reference to “toxic chemicals” is unclear. For example, it is noted on page 3-25 of Chapter 3 that 
mercury or cyanide would not be used in gold mineral processing. Potential hazards associated 
with the use, transport, and storage of hazardous materials and explosives during project 
operation are addressed in detail in Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  
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Response to Comment Ind 574-13 
The commenter states that the project’s adverse impacts outweigh its benefits. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Comment 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 575: MEGAN HART 
 
Response to Comment Ind 575-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 576: MELANIE BRIGHT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 576-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. For the generally referenced 
concerns regarding air pollution, water loss, noise, and traffic, please see the analyses of these 
topics in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy; Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality; Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, and Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 577: MENKIN NELSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 577-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-2 
The commenter reproduces portions of the Project Description. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 577-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

The commenter states that the DEIR is grossly negligent but provides no further information. 
Therefore, no response is necessary. The commenter requests that the DEIR be revised and 
recirculated. The County has determined that recirculation of the DEIR is not required as the 
factors set forth under CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 for recirculation are not met. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-4 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-5 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-6 
The commenter states that no sensitive receptors for the noise analysis are adjacent to the 
property boundary of the project sites. The commenter states there should be sound tests taken 
at all parcel boundaries for the analysis of the DEIR, and that pursuant to Section L-II 4.1.7 of the 
Nevada County Land Use and Development code, noise levels and standards should be 
determined either on the land itself or its boundary.  

Please see Response to Comment Ind 617-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-7 
The commenter’s request has already been considered in the DEIR. As discussed on page 4.10-
16, as described in Footnote B of Table 4.10-4, a +5 dB adjustment to the noise standards would 
be applicable at all residential receptors due to the differing zoning districts. However, the +5 dB 
adjustment would be negated by a -5 dB adjustment due to the project noise sources occurring 
for long durations. As a result, the only adjustment applied to the Table 4.10-4 standards were 
based on ambient conditions. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-8 
No blasting noise would propagate through the solid rock between the underground mine to 
properties on surface. Please see Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. The 
noise from underground blasting, at the shaft headframe, has been analyzed in the DEIR and was 
found to be less than significant (see page 4.10-44 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 577-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 617-4. 
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Response to Comment Ind 577-10 
The project does not propose any trucking along Highway 174. Please see Master Response 10 
- Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

The commenter speculates that trucks carrying explosives may explode along Highway 174. 
However, there is no evidence of a significant risk of this occurring. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 

Response to Comment Ind 577-11 
Mitigation measure 4-7-1(c) requires the mine operator to ensure, through the enforcement of 
contractual obligations, that all contractors or suppliers transport explosives in a manner 
consistent with all applicable regulations and guidelines. Proof of the agreement between the 
operator and contractor or supplier transporting explosives shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department before transporting explosives to the site. Insurance for explosives 
transport is regulated by 49 CFR 387 as shown in Table 4.7-2 of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. As stated in Response to Comment Ind 
577-10, explosion of trucks, which is highly regulated by the government, is speculative and not 
required to be analyzed in an EIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-12 
Comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 577-13 
As discussed on page 4.11-19 of the DEIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
determination of significant impacts for public services is based on whether the proposed project 
would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services.  

The approach to analyzing a project’s impacts on fire protection services, pursuant to CEQA, is 
often misunderstood. Industry practice has often focused on any type of demand upon a fire 
department or district that may be generated by a project, such as an increased need for staffing, 
or the need for new firefighting equipment. These are important considerations, but they are not 
CEQA considerations per se. This important point can be seen by a careful reading of the 
language in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Section XV. Public Services). As discussed 
above, the language focuses on whether a project’s increase in demand is such that a fire service 
provider would need to build new or expand existing governmental facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. The reason for this 
focus is that building new facilities, or expanding existing facilities, requires construction activities 
and disturbance of the physical environment, which is the focus of CEQA.  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g), a significant effect on the environment is 
defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected 
by the proposed project. “Environment” means the physical conditions that exist within the area 
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which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance (PRC Section 21060.5). 

The courts have affirmed this understanding. In the case City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of 
the California State University, the First District Court of Appeal affirmed that the focus of CEQA 
analysis should be limited to physical environmental impacts related to a project.2 The court held 
that, “The need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA 
requires a Project Proponent to mitigate.”  

The commenter does not explain how the project’s power consumption or transportation of 
explosives would result in public services demand that would necessitate the need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, thus potentially causing an environmental impact.  

Response to Comment Ind 577-14 
The project does not propose any trucking along Highway 174. Please see Master Response 10 
- Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-15 
Please see Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR and Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings, and 
Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 577-16 
Please see Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR and Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-17 
Please see Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR regarding seismicity of the project area. 

The magnitude of the energy released during mining excavations by rock removal and rock 
placement is much smaller than the magnitude of energy activation required to trigger the release 
of a local pre-Holocene fault. No analysis was performed nor is necessary, as there is no potential 
for inducement of seismic activity on these faults from the proposed mining activity. Please see 
NV5 Memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix P. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-18 
As discussed in Section 4.5-1 of the DEIR, based upon this substantial evidence in the record, 
the project includes a request to amend the Final Map for Bet Acres recorded in February 1987 
in Book 7 of Subdivision Maps at Page 75 to remove the “200’ Building Setback From Fault”, as 
shown on Sheet 4 of Final Map #85. 

In addition, a management plan was prepared pursuant to Nevada County LUDC Section L-II 
4.3.8 to address potential seismic hazards associated with the previously-identified inferred fault 
alignment. It is NV5’s professional opinion that the subject fault, identified on the property in Map 
85-7, does not qualify as a seismically active area as defined by Nevada County LUDC Section 
L-II 4.3.8.B, and the proposed project development within the designated building setback fault 
zone is generally feasible from a geotechnical engineering standpoint. ECM, the County’s 
independent peer review consultant for this project, concurred with NV5’s professional opinion, 
after reviewing the data.  

 
2 First District Court of Appeal. City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University. (November 

30, 2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833. 
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While the analysis shows that an active fault likely does not exist, out of an abundance of caution, 
the County has concluded that a significant impact could occur without mitigation. Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-1 requires that prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the design recommendations 
from the Brunswick Industrial Site Geotechnical Report (November 18, 2019) shall be 
incorporated into the Plans to the satisfaction of the Nevada County Building Department. The 
rezoning and map amendments would be considered at the same hearing as the other 
entitlements for the project, and contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, there is no requirement 
that such approvals be heard at a separate hearing. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-19 
In addition to settlement in the water treatment pond, the water treatment plant includes media 
filtration. Please see Appendix K.4 of the DEIR. The treated mine water discharge will be required 
to meet regulatory requirements for total suspended solids. Please see Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

As stated on Page 4.8-70 of the DEIR, at the Brunswick Industrial Site, a detention basin would 
be constructed at the downstream toe of the engineered fill placement slopes, above South Fork 
Wolf Creek. The detention basin for the Brunswick Industrial Site is sized to detain storm flows to 
compensate for the quantity of treated mine water discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek, in 
addition to compensating for increased runoff from potential future industrial development of the 
site. During larger storm events, the proposed detention pond on the Brunswick Industrial Site 
would reduce the peak flows within South Fork Wolf Creek by much more than 5.6 cfs, as shown 
in Table 4.8-4. Thus, under project conditions, the overall peak storm flows would be lower than 
they are under existing conditions and therefore would not contribute to increased flooding 
downstream. 

Response to Comment Ind 577-20 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 – Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

As discussed on page 10 of Appendix N of the DEIR, the proposed project will have a surplus of 
water from the natural groundwater flow into the ground workings. Once the initial dewatering is 
completed, approximately 1,224,000 gallons per day are estimated to be pumped to the surface 
on an on-going basis to maintain the dewatered mine. The groundwater consumed during 
operations is estimated to be 84,000 gpd. As stated on page 2 of Appendix N, the mine would 
have a positive effect on water supply. NID could adjust its flows upstream to use the extra water 
available downstream if it desired to. The construction of a reservoir large enough to impound this 
quantity at the project site is not realistic nor feasible and would likely cause additional 
environmental impacts due to disturbance of other resources on the surface.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 577-21 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 578: MICHAEL BRISSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 578-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-2 
The commenter states that the groundwater model has fundamental flaws and assumptions but 
does not provide specific reasons and only includes vague references to the “initial start point” 
and “baseline data assumptions.”  

The DEIR examined groundwater-related impacts extensively. That analysis may be reviewed at 
DEIR Chapter 4.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality, the Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality 
Analysis (Appendix K.2), the Groundwater Model Report (Appendix K.3), the Preliminary 
Drainage Analysis (Appendix K.5), and the West Yost Peer Review (Appendix K.7.) The 
commenter is also directed to Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, and 
Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR should include more comprehensive management of 
asbestos but the commenter does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The 
commenter is directed to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR which analyzes asbestos in the context of air 
quality impacts and Master Response 4 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR excluded elements that would cause the project to exceed 
the GHG emissions threshold, but does not explain what elements were excluded. A net zero 
threshold for GHG emissions is not required for the project. Please see Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-5 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not discuss construction time estimates which impacts 
the noise, traffic, and air analyses. Please see Master Response 24 – Project Construction 
Schedule. As discussed in Master Response 24, the project assumes a compressed construction 
schedule where many activities overlap to provide the most conservative estimate of air quality, 
traffic, noise and other impacts. An increase in the duration of construction activities and/or the 
completion of activities sequentially would serve to reduce estimates of environmental impacts in 
many areas. As such, the approach taken by the DEIR overestimates impacts as compared to a 
longer construction schedule with less overlapping activities. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise and underestimates 
noise from dumping of mine waster but does not provide specific reasons as to how the DEIR is 
inadequate. The DEIR discusses noise impacts in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. In addition, 
please see Responses to Comments Grp 21-130 and Grp 21-131.  
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Response to Comment Ind 578-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR must discuss the potential for moisture cloud plumes and 
associated impacts to aesthetics or air traffic hazards. Moisture clouds from mine ventilation are 
not expected to occur and would not cause air traffic hazards or change the significance 
conclusion of the DEIR for aesthetics. Please see Response to Comment Grp 7-95. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-9 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 21-144.  

Response to Comment Ind 578-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not demonstrate that the impacts to biological and 
aquatic responses would be less than significant, but fails to provide specific reasons why the 
DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR discusses impacts to biological resources in Chapter 4.4 and 
impacts to hydrology and water quality in Chapter 4.8. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-11 
The commenter states that meteorological data used to assess the health risk of airborne 
pollutants does not fit Grass Valley’s profile or accurately reflect local conditions. The dispersion 
model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. Please see 
Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

Response to Comment Ind 578-12 
This comment is the signature line of the comment letter. A response is not required.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 579: MICHAEL FREY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 579-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 579-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The financial concerns of the comment 
are outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 579-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The financial concerns of the comment 
are outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter also 
states that the reserves and resources within the project area might be minimal; however, no 
evidence is provided to substantiate this speculative claim. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or 
are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 
Since 2018, Rise has been conducting exploration drilling to characterize underground resources 
in anticipation of future mining. Earlier exploration drilling as part of the former Emgold application 
has confirmed presence of gold resources.3 

Response to Comment Ind 579-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The financial concerns of the comment 
are outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 579-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 579-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 

 
3  See Amec Foster Wheeler. Technical Report on the Idaho-Maryland Project. June 1, 2017.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 580: MICHAEL HABEEB 
 
Response to Comment Ind 580-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter states that 
the DEIR identifies impacts that are considered significant and unavoidable.  

The DEIR states that, before approving a project, the lead agency shall certify that the Final EIR 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA, and that the Final EIR has been presented to the 
decision-making body of the lead agency, which has reviewed and considered the EIR. (DEIR, p. 
1-9.) The lead agency shall also certify that the Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent 
judgment and analysis. (Ibid.) The findings prepared by the lead agency must be based on 
substantial evidence in the administrative record and must include an explanation that bridges 
the gap between evidence in the record and the conclusions required by CEQA. (Ibid.) If the 
decision-making body elects to proceed with a project that would have significant unavoidable 
impacts, then a Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining the decision to balance the 
benefits of the project against unavoidable environmental impacts must also be adopted. (Ibid.)  

Response to Comment Ind 580-2 
The comment restates content from the DEIR and does not address its adequacy. No further 
response is required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 580-3 
The commenter indicates a preference for the No Project Alternative and does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 580-4 
The comment expresses property value concerns, which are outside the scope of CEQA. Please 
see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter also expresses concerns regarding drought and 
wildfire. Please see Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts and Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 581: MICHAEL LEYDON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 581-1 
Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding the commenter’s treated water concerns, 
it is noted that drinking water supplied to Nevada Irrigation District (NID) customers continues to 
meet and exceed state and federal public health standards, based on testing results that serve 
as the basis for the District's Water Quality Report.4 As noted in the Water Quality Report, the 
reported haloacetic acids are below the maximum contaminant level, and therefore, no violation 
is reported. The same is true for trihalomethanes.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 581-2 
The NID Annual Water Quality Report (Reporting Year 2021) indicates that reported chlorine 
levels are below the maximum contaminant level, and therefore, no violation is reported. Please 
also see Response to Comment Ind 581-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 581-3 
As noted in Response to Comment Ind 581-1, drinking water supplied to Nevada Irrigation District 
(NID) customers continues to meet and exceed state and federal public health standards, based 
on testing results that serve as the basis for the District's Water Quality Report. 
 

 
4 See https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf. 

https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 582: MICHAEL MALAKIAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 582-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 583: MICHAEL SHAW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 583-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate with regard to groundwater impacts because 
independent hydrologists that the DEIR is inaccurate. However, the County’s independent 
consultant, West Yost, peer reviewed the DEIR’s Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality 
Analysis and Groundwater Model Reports for the project. (DEIR, p. 4.8-40; Appx. K.7.) The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 583-2 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the mine will result in adverse impacts to 
groundwater supplies. The DEIR found that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 583-3 
The DEIR found that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 583-4 
The DEIR found that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 583-5 
The commenter is concerned that the project’s potential impacts to groundwater supplies would 
have an adverse effect on property values. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7134 

 
 
  

Individual Letter 584 

Ind 584-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7135 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 584: MICHAEL SHAW  
 
Response to Comment Ind 584-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 585: MICHAEL SHEA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 585-1 
This comment states that the DEIR is inadequate and the review period was not long enough for 
review. Responses to specific comments are provided below. CEQA requires a minimum 45-day 
public review period for DEIRs submitted to the State Clearinghouse (PRC 21091). The County 
elected to provide an extended DEIR review period of 91 days from January 4, 2022, to April 4, 
2022. Thus, this extended review period is substantially longer than typically provided for a public 
comment period. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-2 
The commenter disagrees with the findings of the Noise Study. The level of 47 dBA predicted for 
this receptor (Receptor #28) during daytime engineered fill operations at the Brunswick site is the 
noise-generation of the engineered fill operations alone. (DEIR pp. 4.10-5; 4.10-18 and Table 
4.10-6.) When added to the existing average ambient daytime noise level of 51 dB at this receptor, 
the existing plus project noise exposure at this receptor computes to 52.5 dBA, or an increase of 
1.5 dBA over existing average ambient conditions at this receptor. (Id.) An increase of 1.5 dBA is 
not considered significant relative to the project's standards of significance. The noise analysis 
was not intended to imply that the project would result in an overall decrease in existing ambient 
noise levels at any sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. Rather, it was intended to imply that 
the noise generation of the project by itself would be below existing ambient noise levels 
experienced at the nearest residences.  
 
The commenter states that earthmoving equipment would emit backup beeps. However, 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-1, requires that all mobile equipment shall be fitted with broad-band 
“growler” type back-up warning devices rather than the conventional “beeper” devices, which 
“growler” type devices are known to be much less annoying. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 585-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 585-4 below. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-4 
The predicted level of 26 dBA Leq at this receptor during nighttime hours reflects the fact that 
engineered fill operations would not occur during nighttime hours. During engineered fill 
operations at locations closest to this residential receptor, the difference between cumulative 
project daytime and nighttime noise levels is substantial (25 dBA difference in average levels). 
The predicted level of 26 dBA during nighttime hours reflects the noise attenuation provided by 
intervening distance to the processing area noise sources (2,000 feet), intervening vegetation, 
atmospheric absorption, any shielding of project noise sources by proposed buildings or 
topography, and ground cover. It should be noted that the predicted nighttime level of 26 dBA Leq 
at this receptor is the noise-generation of the project operations alone. When added to the existing 
average ambient nighttime level of 44 dBA at this receptor, the existing plus project nighttime 
noise exposure at this receptor would still be equivalent to baseline ambient conditions. The noise 
analysis was not intended to imply that the project would result in a decrease in existing ambient 
noise levels at any sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. Rather, it was intended to imply that 
the noise generation of the project by itself would be below existing ambient noise levels 
experienced at the nearest residences.    
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Response to Comment Ind 548-5 
The noise analysis was not intended to imply that the project would result in a decrease in existing 
ambient noise levels at any sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. Rather, it was intended to 
imply that the noise generation of the project by itself would be below existing ambient noise levels 
experienced at the nearest residences.  Please see Response to Comment Ind 585-4. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-6 
A detailed analysis of airborne contaminants, modelled concentrations at receptor locations, and 
resulting health risk is provided in Chapter 4.3 and Appendix E.2 of the DEIR. The analysis in the 
DEIR concluded that air quality impacts from the project would be less than significant after 
implementation of required mitigation measures. (see DEIR Chapter 4.3.) 

Response to Comment Ind 585-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not explain what direction the project’s air emissions, 
including toxic air contaminants, will be carried. The commenter also states that the DEIR does 
not address contaminants carried by vehicle tires and exhausted from the headframe.  

The health risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual 
resident (MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. 
Prevailing wind speed and direction were accounted for in the HRA to determine where and how 
far emissions from the project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the EIR.) As stated on page 27 of 
the HRA (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the nearest existing residence to the 
north of the Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be dispersed as distance increases from 
the emission source. Since the HR A presents the health risk levels at the maximally exposed 
individual, all other receptors in the vicinity of the project would have less exposure and 
consequently less potential health risk than the MEIR. Several commenters identified not being 
able to see the risk of the HRA visually. Isopleth figures were developed in response to these 
comments, which show where the project’s emissions would travel. Please see Dudek Memo – 
Isopleths attached to the Final EIR as Appendix K. 

The commenter asserts that the ASUR plan does not show the effects of the project’s emissions. 
However, the ASUR Plan is a management plan and discusses how rock will be managed 
(including sampling and testing) in the future during operations to minimize the public’s exposure 
to asbestos and is not an impact analysis. The project’s emissions, impacts and mitigation are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the 
submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements 
as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air monitoring if required 
by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. 

The commenter states that the DEIR is incomplete because it does not state how far vehicle tires 
will carry contaminants that have been exhausted from the headframe and come down on 
roadways away from the mine site. Notably, CEQA requires a good faith effort to estimate 
emissions from the project during construction and operation. As such, estimation of emissions 
during the construction and operation of the project are based on project-specific information and 
industry-standard emission factors and models. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires that “All visible 
track-out material (from vehicles leaving the work site) must be removed from all public roads at 
least once per day using wet sweeping or a HEPA-filter-equipped vacuum device.” Further, the 
project design incorporates mobile tire washing plants. As such, the DEIR includes project 
features designed to prevent track-out and also requires mitigation for any track-out impacts and 
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consequently found the related impact to be less than significant. (see DEIR, p. 4.3-82.) The HRA 
prepared for the project (see Appendix E.1 of the DEIR) accounted for toxic air contaminant 
emissions from the headframe based on the AERMOD dispersion model. Results of the health 
risk modeling are conservative and based on the best available data currently available, as 
described in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR: 

The results determined in this analysis reflect reasonable estimates of source emissions 
and exhaust characteristics, available meteorological data near the project site, and the 
use of currently approved air quality models. Given the limits of available tools for such an 
analysis, the actual impacts may vary from the estimates in this assessment. However, the 
combined use of the AERMOD dispersion model and the health impact calculations 
required by OEHHA and NSAQMD tend to overpredict impacts, such that they produce 
conservative (i.e., health-protective) results. For this reason, the estimated cancer risks 
and noncancer hazard indices reported in this analysis are likely upper-bound estimates 
for potential exposure to project-related emissions. In addition, the estimated cancer risks 
and noncancer hazard indices represent the maximum exposed individual (resident) and 
do not represent the risk over a broad area. The actual risks of cancer or noncancer effects 
from the project are likely to be lower than presented herein. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-8 
The commenter requests a map showing the individual parcels within the mineral rights area, but 
does not explain why this is necessary for the environmental analysis in the DEIR. Figure 3-2 of 
the DEIR shows the names of major roads and provides an air photo where most individual homes 
can be seen in relation to the mineral rights boundary.  

Detail Maps 3b and 3c are shown in Figures 3-3 and 3-4 of the DEIR. Please also see Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 585-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of impacts to emergency evacuations is 
inadequate because it does not account for employee trips. With regard to employee vehicles 
during an evacuation, please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-10 
The commenter questions what would happen if a truck carrying or unloading explosives was 
involved in an evacuation. The project truck traffic accounts for only approximately 1% of typical 
traffic on Brunswick Road and would not affect an evacuation. Please see Master Response 5 – 
Evacuation Zones. Trucks used for transportation of explosives would be evacuated similarly to 
any other vehicle during an evacuation. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-11 
The commenter asserts that the frequency of explosives deliveries discussed in the DEIR is not 
accurate, and therefore the significance conclusion should be changed. As stated in the DEIR, 
explosives deliveries would take place from 1 to 3 weeks. (DEIR, p. 4-7.24.) The average of 2 
weeks (15 days as calculated by the commenter) is implied from this range. As discussed on 
pages 14 and 15 of Appendix M of the DEIR, tunneling (drift) blasts would take place daily but 
production longhole blasting would take place once every 3-4 days. At certain times explosives 
may be consumed immediately upon delivery underground when loading larger production 
longhole blasts. Therefore, explosives consumption is not uniform over every day. As discussed 
in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR, the transportation of explosives in the United States is highly regulated 
and has an excellent safety record. The analysis of explosives transport in Chapter 4.7 of the 
DEIR does not depend on the precise frequency of explosives delivery to determine the 
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significance of hazards. Therefore, an increase in frequency would have no effect on the DEIR’s 
conclusion that a less than significant impact would result from explosives transport, storage, and 
use, after implementation of mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 585-12 
The commenter asserts that the names of the actual detonators to be used, the hazard class and 
quality of each type of detonator, along with frequency of transportation must be disclosed in the 
DEIR. The analysis of explosives transport in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR does not use the frequency 
of explosives delivery to determine the significance of hazards. As shown in Table 4.7-1 of the 
DEIR, the detonators used may be classified as either 1.1B or 1.4B but both are in Compatibility 
Group B, meaning they may be transported and stored together. The ratio of types of detonators 
would not result in any change to the conclusion of the DEIR and therefore specific details on 
brands and types of similar detonators, are not necessary or required for the DEIR. Engineering 
level detail, such as actual brands of detonators or the exact ratio of types, is not required in an 
EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.)  

Response to Comment Ind 585-13 
The commenter requests clarification regarding the DEIR’s statements on a 30,000-gallon diesel 
tank, and other references to two 12,000-gallon diesel tanks. As stated in the DEIR (Table 3-5, 
Table 3-9, Table 3-10), the project proposes two 12,000-gallon tanks for storage of diesel. 
Chapter 3.0 of the DEIR is the project description. It is noted that page 1-14 of the DEIR 
references a 30,000-gallon diesel tank because this section summarizes comments from the 
public during the NOP scoping process, at which time a single 30,000-gallon tank was proposed; 
thus, there is no error or contradiction.  

Response to Comment Ind 585-14 
The commenter asks how traffic will be managed during wet sweeping or vacuuming activities 
that are required to control dust. As shown in Table 3-9 of the DEIR, mobile tire washing plants 
are proposed to be used to wash truck tires of vehicles leaving non-paved areas where 
engineered fill would be placed. As shown in Figure 3-8 of the DEIR, all roads outside of the 
engineered fill piles are proposed to be paved. Therefore, vehicle tires will not require washing as 
they leave the Brunswick site onto public roads and would not leave visible track-out material on 
public roads. If necessary, the onsite paved roads could be cleaned to ensure employee and other 
vehicles do not track dust onto public roads. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires an Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan and the minimum requirements of the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations are provided in the mitigation measure, which include 
the removal of visible track-out material. While the project by design is intended to prevent such 
track out material from occurring in the first place, any necessary wet sweeping or vacuuming 
activities would be accomplished during off-peak traffic hours and would only take several minutes 
to accomplish; therefore, no traffic impact from such cleaning would occur. As shown in Response 
to Comment Ind 648-4, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, on page 4.3-83 of the DEIR, has been clarified 
to require that any necessary wet sweeping or vacuuming activities on public roads will be 
conducted so as to avoid peak AM and PM traffic hours.  

Response to Comment Ind 585-15 
The commenter asserts that high concentrations of asbestos will result in the gravel pad or 
pavement areas used to clean exiting vehicle tires, and asks where the associated dust will go. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 provides several options based on Section e(4)(A)(2) Asbestos ATCM 
for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. The project proposes 
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mobile tire washing plants to be used to wash truck tires of vehicles leaving non-paved areas 
where engineered fill would be placed and not rely on gravel pads or 50 feet of pavement to 
capture dust. Any sediment from tire washing would be captured onsite by the washing plant and 
disposed of onsite alongside the engineered fill being placed. It would not be washed into South 
Fork Wolf Creek or other waterbodies. As shown in Response to Comment Ind 648-4, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 has been edited to add the word “or” in bullet point 3 to clarify that a gravel pad is 
not required if a wheel wash system is employed. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-16 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not account for the hours of operation and water 
demand necessary for wetting of active storage piles, as required under Mitigation Measure 4.3-
2, with respect to the engineered fill piles. However, the engineered fill piles are not considered 
active storage piles for the purposes of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, because the compacted surface 
of the engineered fill is much more resistant to wind erosion than a loose storage pile from typical 
construction. Dust is generated from active disturbance (such as digging and dumping) of storage 
piles, while engineered fill surfaces that are not actively worked have no such disturbance and 
consequently are not an active source of dust emissions. Once material is placed and compacted 
it would not be removed again. Side slopes would be vegetated concurrently with construction 
and the surface would be vegetated after reaching final grade. Constant wetting of the entire site 
or covering of large areas with plastic is not proposed. As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, 
more practical and effective options, such as application of chemical stabilizers are available to 
control dust of inactive surface areas, if necessary (see Master Response 12 - Chemical Dust 
Stabilizers). Nevertheless, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and the minimum requirements 
of the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations, the 
project must ensure that visible dust does not cross the boundary of the property and that the 
project is in compliance with the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and would be required 
to take whatever necessary measures to ensure compliance. 

Response to Comment Ind 585-17 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should consider impacts from methane in the mine and 
provides a historic document that states methane is associated with shale in the Grass Valley 
gold mining district. However, there is very little sedimentary rock or shale in located in the area 
of the Idaho-Maryland Mine (see Sheet 4 of Appendix K.2). Any mine gases that occurred 
underground would be heavily diluted by modern mine ventilation flows, which is much greater 
than those used in 1931. Furthermore, the US Mine Safety and Health Administration regulates 
the safety in underground mines and regulations include CRF 30 Part 57 Subpart T - Safety 
Standards for methane in Metal and Non-metal Mines. Methane from the underground mine 
therefore poses no risk to either the mine or the public.  

Response to Comment Ind 585-18 
The CEQA guidelines require analysis of substantial interference to "the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites." Migration is defined as the seasonal 
movement of animals from one habitat to another. Various animal, bird, and fish species are not 
automatically considered migratory just because they move from one location to another. 
Migration serves a purpose for the species such as winter/summer habitat for foraging or 
breeding. It is acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR impact analysis (see section 4.4.4) that 
species exist within the project site that are common to the area. Potential impacts to these 
species were analyzed and mitigation measures have been provided where it was determined 
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impacts to species could occur as a result of project activities, including the implementation of 
preconstruction surveys and agency permitting requirements. The only migratory species 
acknowledged by the County General Plan is deer migration corridors. Per the Migratory Deer 
Ranges Nevada County General Plan map, the project site is located in an area of potential Deer 
Winter Range. The project site does not contain any known major deer migration corridors, known 
deer holding areas, nor critical deer fawning areas. Any deer within or adjacent to the project site 
would move outside the project site and would be uninhibited to move into and out of the project 
site and the areas outside the project site. Thus, substantial interference, which is the operative 
language in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, would not occur to deer movement. Impact 4.4-
4 addressed the project's impact to this potential migratory corridor and concluded it would be 
less than significant.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 586: MICHAEL WAY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 586-1 
The commenter expresses concern regarding dewatering of the mine and impacts to wells. 
Please Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 587: MICHELENE BOWMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 587-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to water sources, please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 588: MICHELLE BELON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 588-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses opposition to the 
proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 589: MICHELLE LEWIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 589-1 
The commenter generally expresses concerns related to drought and groundwater resources. 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 590: MICHELLE REYNOLDS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 590-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 591: MICKEY JAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 591-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 591-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 591-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7164 

 
  

Individual Letter 592 

Ind 592-1 

Ind 592-2 

Ind 592-3 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7165 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 592: MICKEY JAYNES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 592-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 592-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 592-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 593: MIELLE ROSE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 593-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 593-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR and Administrative 
Issues, Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 18 
– Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollutant Thresholds 
During Operations. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 594: MIKE FRASU 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. For water table and drought 
concerns, please see Master Responses 15 and 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. For concerns related to toxic 
chemicals and effects on air and ground, please see the analyses in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; and Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. For concerns related to air 
quality, please see the analysis in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy; and Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
1. Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, contains a detailed discussion of the project’s potential 
noise impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-5 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
1. Chapter 4.12, Transportation, contains a detailed discussion of the project’s potential 
transportation impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 594-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather appears to propose an 
alternative logging industry use for the project site. The DEIR evaluates alternatives to the 
proposed project in Chapter. As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and provided in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable range of alternatives that achieves 
the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project impacts. The alternatives analysis 
is not required to consider every project alternative but is governed by a “rule of reason” that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The 
alternative analysis in the DEIR considered nine different alternatives. Five alternatives were 
considered but rejected from detailed analysis since they did not meet most project objectives, 
were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. Four alternatives were analyzed 
in detail (see DEIR section 6.3.) The County believes this provides a reasoned choice of 
alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers.  

Please see Master Response 3 regarding the comments about the applicant.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 595: MIKE FRENCH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 595-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 596: MIKE PASNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 596-1 
The commenter expresses concerns that any mistakes at the mine may taint water that could 
affect their farming operations. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 597: MIKE AND MARY PETERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 597-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 598: MIKE AND JAN WEAVER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 598-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general opposition to 
the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 598-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding well water and 
drought concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells 
and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Regarding concerns about flow in 
South Fork Wolf Creek, please see Master Response 36 – Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 598-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses concerns 
regarding the Brunswick Road/E. Bennett Road/Greenhorn Road intersection. According to the 
project’s transportation analysis, the intersection of Brunswick Road/E. Bennett Road/Greenhorn 
Road currently operates acceptably at level of service (LOS) B and C during the “Project Traffic 
Hours”. As discussed on page 4.12-8 of the DEIR,  
 

Specific time periods were studied based on direction from Nevada County, which included 
the “standard” AM and PM peak hours and at the three time periods when project employee 
trips are expected to occur. Under the proposed work periods there is negligible traffic to 
and from the site during the AM and PM peak hours. The majority of project traffic occurs 
in the periods surrounding mining shift changes and the end of the administrative personnel 
work day as identified above; the end of the day for administrative personnel does occur 
during some peak periods, and this was reflected in the level of service analyses during 
the 3:30-4:30 PM analysis period. Based on these project-specific characteristics, the 
CEQA traffic analysis focuses on the three time periods when project employee trips would 
occur, as these time periods are expected to have the most project-related traffic impacts. 
The standard peak hour analysis is provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis for informational 
purposes (see Appendix O). 

 
As shown in Tables 4.12-10 and 4.12-11, with inclusion of project traffic and traffic from 11 other 
near-term projects (for a listing, see pages 4.12-35 and 4.12-48 of the DEIR), the Brunswick 
Road/E. Bennett Road/Greenhorn Road intersection is projected to still operate acceptably at 
LOS B and C.    
 
Response to Comment Ind 598-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. It is unclear whether the 
commenter believes the project is an EPA superfund site. For clarity, neither the Brunswick nor 
the Centennial Industrial Site is an EPA superfund site. Toxic concerns are addressed in Chapter 
4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 
DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 598-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather appears to propose an 
alternative logging industry use for the project site. The DEIR evaluates alternatives to the 
proposed project in Chapter. As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and provided in CEQA 
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Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable range of alternatives that achieves 
the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project impacts. The alternatives analysis 
is not required to consider every project alternative but is governed by a “rule of reason” that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The 
alternative analysis in the DEIR considered nine different alternatives. Five alternatives were 
considered but rejected from detailed analysis since they did not meet most project objectives, 
were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. Four alternatives were analyzed 
in detail (see DEIR section 6.3.) The County believes this provides a reasoned choice of 
alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers.  

Regarding the commenter’s opposition to the proposed project, please see Master Response 1. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 599: MIKOS FABERSUNNE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 599-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 599-2 
The commenter expresses general concerns related to project air quality impacts. Air quality 
emissions and potential project health effects are evaluated in detail in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. Please also see Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds, Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollutant Thresholds During Operations, 
Master Response 20 – Conservatism Used for Metals in Dust, Master Response 21 – Silica Health 
Risk, and Master Response 22 – Conservatism Used for Asbestos Assessment. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 599-3 
Regarding groundwater extraction concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding concern related to continuous discharge of treated 
water, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 599-4 
The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master 
Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 600: MILES WOLFERS  
 
Response to Comment Ind 600-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 601: MINDY OBERNE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 601-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 601-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
1. Regarding well impact concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. Regarding traffic-related concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, for a detailed project transportation analysis.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 601-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 601-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses opposition to the 
project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 602: MIRA CLARK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 602-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding water quality impacts from operation of 
the mine. The DEIR addresses water quality in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
concluded that impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. Regarding potential impacts 
to special-status wildlife species, please see Master Response 31 – Rare Plants, Master 
Response 37 – Birds and Raptors, and Master Response 38 – Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and 
California Red Legged Frog. The potential effect of noise on wildlife is addressed in Impact 4.4-2 
(p. 4.4-74) of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 602-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the applicant and project. Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 603: MOLLY HARRISON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 603-1 
The commenter is opposed to the project due to a variety of impacts pertaining to groundwater, 
air quality, and noise but provides no additional detail as to why the DEIR is inadequate. 
Regarding impacts to air quality and noise, the commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). Regarding 
impacts to groundwater, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. The commenter’s opposition to the project 
is noted for decision makers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-2 
The commenter states that no independent monitoring program is proposed for the project. The 
commenter also references prior mining projects by the Project Applicant. Among the many 
mitigation measures required in the DEIR are monitoring programs for noise (Mitigation Measure 
4.10-3), vibration (Mitigation Measure 4.10-4), and groundwater (Mitigation Measure 4.8-2), all of 
which will have oversight from Nevada County. In addition, Chapter 4 of this Final EIR contains 
the mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will need to be adopted by the Nevada 
County Board of Supervisors, if the project is approved. The MMRP includes all of the project 
mitigation measures, identifies timing for completion of mitigation requirements, and identifies 
local and state agencies responsible for monitoring. To the extent the applicant receives permits 
from other state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s groundwater model is flawed but does not explain how. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-4 
The commenter states that the project will produce asbestos-related impacts. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos 
Assumptions, Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, and Master Response 18 
- Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of GHG emissions is flawed because the 
threshold should be net zero. A net zero threshold is not required for the project. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-6 
The commenter states that CEQA requires a discussion of the remediation of the Centennial 
Industrial Site to be included in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - 
Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment Ind 603-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s absence of a construction schedule skews the analysis of 
several project impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 24 - Project Construction 
Schedule. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise and the dumping of 
mine waste. Nighttime noise including dumping of mine waste is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the 
DEIR and is less than significant after mitigation. Please also see Responses to Comments Grp 
21-130 and 21-131. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR must include analysis of aesthetics and air traffic hazards 
caused by a moisture cloud plume. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 7-
95. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-10 
The commenter states that the project does not follow federal mining guidelines. The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-144. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-11 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately demonstrate that the impacts to 
biological or aquatic resources are less than significant, but does not state why. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources) and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the 
DEIR, Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 32 - 
Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 603-12 
The commenter states that the Health Risk Assessment does not use appropriate data for local 
conditions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in 
HRA.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 604: MOLLY HARRISON AND WARREN PFAHL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 604-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. For concerns related to water quality, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. For concerns related to well impacts and drought, please see Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. Regarding diesel fume concerns, please see Response to Comment Grp 21-66. For 
noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  
 
The commenter incorrectly states that there will be no independent monitoring of any of the issues 
that they are concerned with. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 of the DEIR requires 
ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring program using noise monitors 
around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The monitoring program will be 
independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract with Nevada County. 
Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at the Brunswick Industrial 
Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate noise monitoring data 
to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance with County noise 
standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the noise data. If the results 
indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by individual equipment or 
processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations shall cease until 
additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures could take the 
form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional silencers, etc. 
After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data evaluation shall 
be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply with the County 
noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 also requires quarterly noise monitoring by the County’s third-party 
noise consultant during the first five years of project operation, and once per year thereafter for 
the life of the project. 
 
In addition, the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR to reduce the severity level of potential 
impacts specify the monitoring agency responsible for ensuring the mitigation is implemented as 
written in the DEIR. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared as part 
of this Final EIR (Chapter 4) includes a column that summarizes the monitoring agency required 
by each mitigation measure. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 605: MOLLY NICHOLS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 605-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 606: MYKOLA KINDRAT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 606-1 
The commenter refers to multiple errors and omissions in “impact reports presented by Rise” but 
does not identify specific documents, nor specific alleged errors and omissions. Without such 
evidence, no further response is possible. The commenter’s opposition of the proposed project is 
noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 607: NANCY DEWEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 607-1 
The commenter incorrectly identifies the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts identified in 
the DEIR. Chapter 4.12, Transportation, concludes that the project’s traffic impacts would be less 
than significant after mitigation, with the exception of traffic at the SR 174 and Brunswick Road 
intersection and the northbound left lane at the Brunswick Road and Sutton Way intersection, 
which would be significant and unavoidable due to the uncertainty of the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIR.  
 
For the commenter’s general concerns about noise and vibration, please refer to Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. Dust effects from mining operations are addressed in Chapter 
4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. 
 
The commenter also expresses concern regarding employee trips. Employee trips are already 
accounted for in the transportation analysis presented in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. See Table 
4.12-8, Project Trip Generation.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 607-2 
Regarding the commenter’s evacuation route concerns, please see Master Response 5 – 
Evacuation Zones. Regarding drought concerns, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 607-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 608: NANCY DEWEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 608-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 607-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 608-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 607-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 608-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 607-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 609: NANCY HENSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 609-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 610: NANCY PIETTE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 610-1 
The commenter expresses concern regarding arsenic or other harmful chemicals at the project 
site and states that the mitigation measures to address Impact 4.7-2 are inadequate. Primarily, 
the commenter questions whether on-site employees would be adequately trained in order to 
recognize hazardous materials and take appropriate actions. The commenter also raises 
concerns regarding past projects of the Project Applicant’s CEO. 

Regarding training, the federal Occupational and Safety Health Act (OSH) requires hazardous 
materials operators to receive an initial 40 hours of training, as well as an annual eight-hour 
refresher course, which includes training regarding personal safety, hazardous materials storage 
and handling, and emergency response. (DEIR, p. 4.7-12.) Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7-
2(a) requires the project contractor, in the event that the portion of the Brunswick Site containing 
arsenic is disturbed, to retain a Certified Industrial Hygienist to develop specific handling 
procedures for mine waste and dust mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.7-35.) 

Comments regarding past projects of the Project Applicant’s CEO are not relevant to the 
adequacy of the DEIR; however, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 610-2 
The commenter is concerned about air quality monitoring because mitigation measures do not 
state a minimum frequency of monitoring. The commenter appears to be referencing Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 on page 4.3-82 of the DEIR, which requires an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan 
(ADMP). As stated in the mitigation measure, air monitoring requirements and frequency of air 
monitoring are provided in the approved ADMP and the NSAQMD may require air monitoring at 
any time. The minimum frequency of air sampling is not known at this time and not required for 
the analysis of the DEIR. Notably, compliance with the California Air Resources Board Airborne 
Toxic Control Measures for naturally occurring asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is 
the standard approach within CEQA documents to address health concerns associated with 
exposure to asbestos from unpaved surfaces, construction and grading operations and quarries 
where asbestos is found or likely to be found in order to ensure potential health risk impacts to 
the public would be minimized to a less than significant impact. Multiple other projects in the 
NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with these 
naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to the 
extent possible. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project shall 
also comply with all applicable criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 

The starting year presumed in the Air Quality study has already passed but that does not affect 
the analysis of the DEIR. The project assumes a compressed construction schedule where many 
activities overlap to provide the most conservative estimate of air quality, traffic, noise and other 
impacts. An increase in the duration of construction activities and/or the completion of activities 
sequentially would serve to reduce environmental impacts in many areas. As such, the approach 
taken by the DEIR overestimates impacts as compared to a longer construction schedule with 
less overlapping activities. Please see Master Response 24 - Project Construction Schedule.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 611: NANCY ROJO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-3 
For concerns related to water wells and climate change, please see Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. For concerns related to pollutants being dumped into South Fork Wolf Creek, please see 
Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-4 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air 
Quality Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-5 
Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was independently reviewed by the County’s 
third-party noise consultant, none of the individual activities associated with long-term operations 
of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. 
Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not anticipated for the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and 
because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring 
program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The 
monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract 
with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate 
noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance 
with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the 
noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by 
individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations 
shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures 
could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional 
silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data 
evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply 
with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors.  
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Response to Comment Ind 611-6 
Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding the commenter’s 
reference to the 2,585-acre mineral rights boundary, it is recommended to review Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 611-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 612: NANCY ROJO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-5. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-7 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-7. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 612-8 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 611-8.



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7216 

Individual Letter 613 

Ind 613-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7217 

Ind 613-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 613-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7218 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 613: NANCY SHANTEAU 
 
Response to Comment Ind 613-1 
The commenter states that historical mining in the area has led to harmful environmental impacts 
and that community is currently dealing with the destruction of bird habitats. Note that the DEIR 
clearly states that mercury would not be used during mineral processing (DEIR, p. 3-25).  

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-2 
The commenter states that the groundwater model has fundamental flaws and assumptions but 
does not provide specific reasons and only includes vague references to the “initial start point” 
and “baseline data assumptions.”  

The DEIR examined groundwater-related impacts extensively. That analysis may be reviewed at 
DEIR Chapter 4.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality, the Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality 
Analysis (Appendix K.2), the Groundwater Model Report (Appendix K.3), the Preliminary 
Drainage Analysis (Appendix K.5), and the West Yost Peer Review (Appendix K.7.) The 
commenter is also directed to Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, and 
Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR should include more comprehensive management of 
asbestos but the commenter does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The 
commenter is directed to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR which analyzes asbestos in the context of air 
quality impacts and Master Response 4 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR excluded elements that would cause the project to exceed 
the GHG emissions threshold, but does not explain what elements were excluded. A net zero 
threshold for GHG emissions is not required for the project. Please see Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-5 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not discuss construction time estimates which impacts 
the noise, traffic, and air analyses. Please see Master Response 24 – Project Construction 
Schedule. As discussed in Master Response 24, the project assumes a compressed construction 
schedule where many activities overlap to provide the most conservative estimate of air quality, 
traffic, noise and other impacts. An increase in the duration of construction activities and/or the 
completion of activities sequentially would serve to reduce estimates of environmental impacts in 
many areas. As such, the approach taken by the DEIR overestimates impacts as compared to a 
longer construction schedule with less overlapping activities. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-7 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 21-130 and Grp 21-131.  
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Response to Comment Ind 613-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR must discuss the potential for moisture cloud plumes and 
associated impacts to aesthetics or air traffic hazards. Moisture clouds from mine ventilation are 
not expected to occur and would not cause air traffic hazards or change the significance 
conclusion of the DEIR for aesthetics. Please see Response to Comment Grp 7-95. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-9 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 21-144.  

Response to Comment Ind 613-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not demonstrate that the impacts to biological and 
aquatic responses would be less than significant, but fails to provide specific reasons why the 
DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR discusses impacts to biological resources in Chapter 4.4 and 
impacts to hydrology and water quality in Chapter 4.8. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-11 
The commenter states that meteorological data used to assess the health risk of airborne 
pollutants doesn’t fit Grass Valley’s profile or accurately reflect local conditions. The dispersion 
model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. Please see 
Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

Response to Comment Ind 613-12 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 614: NATALIE BROWNING 
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses concerns related 
to already completed exploratory drilling. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-2 
Regarding the commenter’s groundwater concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope 
of CEQA, please see Master Responses 1 and 2. Please also refer to Master Response 7 – 
Location of Future Mining Areas.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-3 
For sink hole concerns, please see Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-4 
The existing underground workings would be utilized to the maximum extent practicable. As 
discussed in the Project Description chapter of the DEIR (chapter 3), new underground tunnels 
and raises would be created as necessary to access gold-quartz veins or provide the necessary 
underground infrastructure to transport rock and provide ventilation and escape routes. The 
location, size, and depth of new underground workings would depend on surface and 
underground drilling and mineral testing. New underground workings, except for the service shaft 
and new ventilation raise, would be below 500 feet of the ground surface. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-5 
The commenter expresses concerns related to the use of cemented paste backfill (CPB) in the 
underground mine. CPB is addressed in detail starting on page 4.8-46 of Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-6 
The DEIR does not state that the project would create minimal dust. As discussed on page 4.3-
65 of the DEIR, as part of implementation of APM-AQ-2, during construction, operation, and 
reclamation, all exposed soil surfaces would be adequately wetted to ensure that no visible dust 
crosses the property boundary, except when rains are occurring during construction, operation, 
and reclamation to reduce surface fugitive dust emissions. In addition, as an alternative to 
watering, inactive soil piles would be covered to minimize wind erosion. Such measures would be 
implemented to reduce surface fugitive dust emissions. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 614-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 615: NATE COLLINS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 615-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. Regarding the general 
air quality concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. Regarding the general water concerns, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 615-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
and opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding the 
general noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7225 

Individual Letter 616 

Ind 616-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 616-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7226 

Ind 616-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7227 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 616: NATHAN HELM-BURGER  
 
Response to Comment Ind 616-1 
Diesel exhaust, silica, and asbestos have been analyzed in the Health Risk Assessment included 
in the DEIR and were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (see DEIR Impact 4.3-2.) 

The commenter asserts that sampling for asbestos is insufficient. Please see Master Response 
23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. 

As stated on page 10 of Appendix E.2, ASHRAE Standard 52 MERV rating 16 specifies removal 
of greater than 95% of +0.3-micron particles. The particle size efficiency for particles sizes from 
0.3 to 1.0 microns is greater than 75%. However, this fraction of particles size (0.3 to 1.0 micron) 
represents only a small portion of PM10 (10 micron) dust; therefore, 25% of asbestos fibers would 
not pass-through filtration as the commenter asserts. Small fibers of naturally occurring asbestos 
are also less likely to become airborne as they would be enclosed in dust particles and therefore 
not be counted as asbestos in an air sample. Please see Master Response 22 - Conservatism of 
Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 616-2 
Small fibers of naturally occurring asbestos are also less likely to become airborne as they would 
be enclosed in dust particles and therefore not be counted as asbestos in an air sample. Please 
see Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

The minimum requirements of the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan are provided in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.2. This plan must be approved by the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management 
District before commencement of clearing or grubbing. The preparation and approval of the ADMP 
is not required during the CEQA process. ADMPs are typically prepared and approved after the 
CEQA process is complete. CEQA regulations state that compliance with a regulatory permit or 
other similar process may be identified as mitigation if compliance would result in implementation 
of measures that would be reasonably expected, based on substantial evidence in the record, to 
reduce the significant impact to the specified performance standards (see CCR § 15126.4.) 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP to NSAQMD for review 
and approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. The 
requirements for the ADMP are regulated by the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations [17 CCR 93105]). Notably, compliance with the CARB 
ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is the standard 
approach within CEQA documents to address health concerns associated with exposure to 
asbestos from unpaved surfaces, construction and grading operations and quarries where 
asbestos is found or likely to be found in order to ensure potential health risk impacts to the public 
would be minimized to a less than significant impact. Multiple other projects in the NSAQMD 
jurisdiction, as well as throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with these naturally 
occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to the extent 
possible. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project shall also 
comply with all applicable criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 

Response to Comment Ind 616-3 
The commenter states that adequate testing of rock proposed to be excavated daily is 
unaddressed in the DEIR. However, testing of rock is thoroughly discussed and analyzed in the 
DEIR. See chapters 4.3, 4.6, and 4.8 of the DEIR.   



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7228 

Individual Letter 617 

Ind 617-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7229 

 
  

Ind 617-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 617-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7230 

 
  

Ind 617-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7231 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 617: NATHAN W 
 
Response to Comment Ind 617-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decision-makers. No specific comments 
are provided related to the adequacy of the DEIR and no further response is warranted. Please 
see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 617-2 
The commenter references the project’s anticipated significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to traffic. The commenter’s opposition to these impacts is noted for the decisionmakers.  
Regarding the supposed increase in traffic along segments of Highway 49 and where to find it in 
the DEIR; as stated in the DEIR, the quality of traffic flow is typically governed by the operation of 
major intersections and the daily volume of traffic along the roadways. (DEIR 4.12-1.) Many of 
the Study Roadway Segments either directly connect to SR 49 or provide access to SR 49. As 
explained on page 4.12-16 and 4.12-17, while levels of service were used to demonstrate County 
roadway impacts consistent with the General Plan, CEQA requires a Vehicle Miles Traveled 
approach, accounting for the number of vehicle trips generated and the length or distance of those 
trips. This includes both commuting employees, fill trucks and other vehicles using VMT as the 
primary metric used to identify transportation impacts under CEQA. (DEIR 4.12-28.) Table 4.12-
9 details the Project Trip Distribution on every route, including SR 49 for both average daily trips 
and maximum daily trips for the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites for employee traffic, 
engineered fill trucks and other vehicles. 

Response to Comment Ind 617-3 
Commenter questions the accuracy of the data used for the DEIR. Although Bollard Acoustical 
Consultants, Inc. (BAC) has prepared numerous CEQA-level DEIR noise analyses directly for 
Raney over the years, the commenter is correct that the noise study prepared for this project by 
BAC was completed under contract with the applicant, not directly for Raney. However, in such 
cases it is common practice for the EIR preparer (Raney), to retain a qualified, third-party, 
consulting firm to conduct a thorough peer review of technical studies provided directly by the 
applicant. For this project, Raney retained Saxelby Acoustics to conduct such a peer review of 
BAC's noise study. The independent peer review is described on page 4.10-26 of the DEIR. The 
Saxelby peer review identified areas of the original noise study where additional detail or analysis 
was recommended. The noise study was revised in response to the peer review comments and 
suggestions, and the revised noise study was reviewed again by Saxelby Acoustics and 
determined to be adequate.   

This comment is incorrect as all ambient noise level data collected for this project was reported 
without alteration and represent actual baseline ambient conditions at the nearest sensitive 
receptors to the noise-generating areas of the project. In addition, all assumptions regarding 
proposed operations and the noise-generation of those operations were clearly presented in the 
DEIR noise study (see DEIR Appendix L). Because the project would be conditioned to require 
extensive noise-compliance testing upon project start-up and thereafter, and required to 
implement additional sound control measures if the applicable noise standards are exceeded, 
utilizing unrealistic or understated assumptions to assess potential noise impacts for project noise 
sources would be counter-productive. CEQA does not require evaluation of absolute worst-case 
conditions or worst-case scenarios. If this were the case, all new residential developments within 
the State of California would be required to implement extensive noise mitigation measures (i.e., 
very tall sound walls around neighborhoods), for atypical noise conditions such as the passage 
of a very loud motorcycle group adjacent to a proposed residential development on a Sunday 
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afternoon, for example. Similarly, CEQA studies should also not be prepared using best-case 
conditions. An evaluation of the typical noise generation of the project is required, not absolute 
worst-case or best-case conditions. For this project, the goal was to identify noise impacts 
associated with typical operations using reasonably conservative assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 617-4 
The commenter states that the noise data is too old to use. As the CEQA Guidelines make clear, 
ordinarily the appropriate baseline will be the actual environmental conditions existing at the time 
of the Notice of Preparation. The noise studies in question were conducted over time to give 
complete information leading up to the Notice of Preparation, which was publicly issued on July 
17, 2020. Given the exponential nature of the decibel scale, a considerable change in traffic 
volume is required prior to an appreciable change in ambient noise conditions occurring. 
Specifically, a doubling of traffic volume is required to achieve a 3 dB change in ambient 
conditions. Because traffic volumes rarely double within the span of 20 years, and because the 
baseline ambient noise environment in the project vicinity is defined almost exclusively by local 
traffic, minor changes in traffic volumes in the past 4-5 years would result in negligible changes 
in ambient noise conditions. It should be noted that the evaluation of the project's noise impacts 
is directly related to baseline ambient conditions. As a result, comparison of project's noise 
generation against a lower ambient condition provides the greatest protection for noise-sensitive 
receptors than comparison of project noise generation against a higher ambient condition. 
Although no substantive changes in ambient conditions are believed to have occurred since the 
completion of the ambient surveys for this project, had such minor changes occurred the ambient 
data used to establish the project standards of significance in the project DEIR would result in a 
conservative assessment of the project's noise impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 617-5 
The commenter suggests noise monitoring at the property’s edge instead of at the nearest 
receptor as suggested by the DEIR and the County General Plan. DEIR Table 4.10-4 was 
included as Table 5 in the noise analysis prepared by BAC for the project (DEIR Appendix L). As 
a result, the noise study preparers were familiar with the specific requirements of the County's 
General Plan Noise Element. The intent of the noise study was to evaluate potential noise impacts 
only at properties containing noise-sensitive land uses and at locations on those properties where 
noise-sensitivity actually exists, not at the extreme edge of the property containing the noise-
sensitive use. Nonetheless, Figure 4.10-2 of the DEIR clearly indicates that the receptors 
evaluated in this study are very close to the Brunswick site boundaries, not at the "far end" of the 
properties as asserted by the commenter. Two exceptions occurred at Receptors 1 and 2 located 
near the Centennial Site where the residences are set back from Idaho-Maryland Road. Had the 
receptors on these properties been placed at the southern boundary of the sites, immediately 
adjacent to Idaho-Maryland Road, ambient conditions for those receptor locations would have 
been substantially higher. Because the noise standards are tied to ambient conditions, the result 
of locating the receptors at the south end of those properties would be much higher standards of 
significance for Receptors 1 and 2. The higher predicted noise levels associated with the project 
(due to the closer proximity of the receptors to the Centennial site), would have been more than 
offset by the significantly higher ambient conditions at the locations adjacent to the roadway. As 
a result, the finding of a less than significant noise impact at those receptors would not have 
changed. 

Response to Comment Ind 617-6 
Commenter suggests that an analysis was not made of the engineered fill at elevation later in the 
project timeline. On the contrary, the ultimate elevations of the engineered fill areas were included 
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in the three-dimensional noise modelling conducted for the environmental noise analysis, as 
described on page 6, last paragraph, of the Noise and Vibration Analysis. As a result, the condition 
referenced in this comment was accounted for in the DEIR impact assessment. 

Response to Comment Ind 617-7 
The commenter questions the adequacy of the County’s defined noise limits and ordinance and 
the DEIR’s use of scientific modeling. Because maximum noise levels typically result when 
equipment is operating at the nearest positions to sensitive receptors, the noise evaluation 
prepared for this project appropriately analyzed impacts relative to maximum (Lmax) noise level 
standards while the equipment would be operating at the closest positions relative to residences. 
However, given the variability of the locations of mobile equipment while operating on the sites, 
average (Leq) noise levels associated with the operations of such equipment are similarly 
variable. As a result, an evaluation of potential noise impacts conducted by placing all of the 
equipment at the closest positions to the nearest residences would be both atypical and would 
result in overstatement of project’s average noise generation.  While it is true that heavy 
equipment will sometimes operate in close proximity to the engineered fill boundaries, it would be 
incorrect to assume that all of the on-site heavy equipment would be simultaneously operating at 
the extreme edges of the site nearest the sensitive receptors.  As mentioned above, CEQA does 
not require analysis of a worst-case scenario. 

It is both a necessity and common practice to conduct modelling of a project's likely noise 
generation prior to the commencement of operations at a proposed project site. This is because 
those operations and equipment used to conduct those operations would not be operating until 
such time as the project is approved and operations at the site commence.  As a result, it is 
necessary to utilize both reasonable and appropriate assumptions in that modelling. Furthermore, 
by virtue of the fact that project noise levels are modelled, the results are, in fact, "projected". The 
authors of the DEIR noise analysis have modelled the potential noise impacts associated with 
projects for over 30 years, including multiple EIRs which have regularly and routinely been 
certified by the local jurisdiction as being adequate per CEQA guidelines. Each of those studies 
utilized scientific assumptions to project noise levels at sensitive receptors, with mitigation being 
required in each case where significant noise impacts were identified. The same approach was 
taken with this project. Impacts were identified for some aspects of this project and related noise 
mitigation measures identified. Although some assumptions were required for the analysis of 
impacts for this project due to the fact that various options exist for the selection of certain 
equipment types, the majority of the modelling was based on information provided by the Project 
Applicant where specific information pertaining to the noise generation of the proposed equipment 
was known. Because the project will be conditioned to require extensive noise-compliance testing 
upon project start-up and thereafter (a recommendation made by the noise study preparers), and 
because the project will be required to implement additional sound control measures if the 
applicable noise standards are exceeded upon commencement of those operations, utilizing 
unrealistic or understated assumptions for project noise-generation would be counter-productive 
to the objectives of the analysis. Approval of the project does not waive the applicability of the 
County's noise standards or the applicant's responsibility to satisfy those standards and in order 
to operate, the project must comply with those standards. 

Response to Comment Ind 617-8 
Commenter would rather use the Noise Navigator Sound Level Database published by the 
University of Michigan instead of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) approved national 
model. It is important to understand that maximum noise levels received at a sensitive receptor 
seldom result from the simultaneous generation of maximum noise levels from multiple types of 
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heavy earthmoving equipment. As a result, there is often very little difference in measured 
average and maximum noise levels associated with the operations of heavy earthmoving 
equipment. In addition, the average noise generation of heavy equipment is a function of the 
duration of the hour in which the equipment is operating, the noise generation of the individual 
equipment types, and the distance between the nearest sensitive receptor and that equipment.  

The Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) is the Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) approved national model for the prediction of construction noise. The RCNM is a national 
model based on the noise calculations and an extensive construction equipment noise level 
database. The basis for the national model is a spreadsheet tool with predictions originating from 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) noise level work, which utilizes an “acoustical usage 
factor” to estimate the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is operating at full 
power (i.e., its loudest condition) during a construction operation. The noise levels listed in the 
RCNM database represent the A-weighted maximum sound level (Lmax), measured at a distance 
of 50 feet from the construction equipment. By comparison, the Noise Navigator Sound Level 
Database does not differentiate between whether the sound levels are presented in terms of 
maximum, average, or some other acoustical descriptor. Furthermore, many of the sound levels 
presented in the Noise Navigator database do not include the distance at which the reported 
levels were measured, making the data unusable for the purposes of evaluating construction 
noise impacts. Many of the reported levels are at the position of the equipment operator, which 
has no bearing on the evaluation of construction noise at the nearest residences. The Noise 
Navigator’s spreadsheet reports noise levels ranging from 82 to 102 dBA for front loaders, but no 
distances are provided for those reported levels. As such, they cannot be compared against the 
extensive database of equipment noise levels reported at a reference distance of 50 feet in the 
RCNM database. In addition, there is no information provided at the Noise Navigator website 
regarding the adequacy of the equipment used to measure the noise levels, the experience of the 
individuals conducting the noise level measurements, or the conditions present when the noise 
surveys were conducted. Because the Noise Navigator website states only that, “The tabled 
values are primarily A-weighted sound levels, as opposed to time-weighted average levels or 
Leqs. To determine exposures, the user will have to factor in the total exposure time as well as 
the actual sound level that is present at the ear”, and “The values are for representative sources 
at typical distances. When available, the distance at which the measurement was recorded is 
listed in the appropriate column”. However, no distances are provided for any of the Front End 
Loader noise level data included at the Noise Navigator Site. Finally, no distances were provided 
for 5 of the 7 reported sound levels for “Earth Scrapers” at the Noise Navigator site and the 
distances provided for the other two sites ranged from 3 to 20 meters. Due to the inconsistency 
and lack of supporting information for the data provided at the Noise Navigator site it cannot 
reasonably be relied upon for use in predicting construction noise impacts. By comparison, the 
FHWA RCNM is industry-recognized as a reliable prediction tool for construction noise and has 
been used in numerous CEQA EIR evaluations prepared by the authors of this project's noise 
evaluation which have been certified as adequate.  

Response to Comment Ind 617-9 
The commenter expresses skepticism that violation of the County’s Noise Ordinance can result 
in stopping the project and again suggests using a phone noise calculator. First, Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-3 of the DEIR is legally binding and enforceable by the County. This mitigation 
measure requires the mining operation to cease until additional engineering controls can be 
implemented, as needed. The mine will not be allowed to continue operating until such time that 
the applicant provides proof demonstrating the operational noise levels comply with the County 
noise level standards.  
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Commenter is correct that smart-phone sound level meter (SLM) applications are becoming 
increasingly popular. And while such applications can provide data which may match data 
collected by state-of-the-art sound level meters under certain circumstances, care must be taken 
in interpreting and understanding the results provided by such applications as there are many 
circumstances when such applications will provide erroneous information. For example, smart-
phones do not have a wind-screen, cannot be calibrated, and the microphone has a very small 
diaphragm, thereby severely limiting the frequency response of the SLM applications, introducing 
pseudo noise from wind, and inaccuracies in general. Furthermore, because SLM applications do 
not meet either Type 1 or Type 2 requirements without the use of an external, calibrated, 
microphone (verified at website: https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/noise/app.html), they do not 
meet American National Standards Association requirements for accuracy (ANSI S1.4).  As a 
result, such applications should be used with care and an understanding of the limitations of the 
application. 

BAC is familiar with this site and concurs with the commenter that this site provides accurate 
decibel computations. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 618: NATHAN W 
 
Response to Comment Ind 618-1 
The commenter claims that hydrology experts have found flaws in the analysis in the DEIR. 
However, the commenter does not describe these supposed flaws, identify the experts, nor 
reference any alternative studies. The project’s technical studies related to hydrology were 
prepared by experts in the field of hydrology and peer reviewed by a third-party consultant to 
ensure adequacy. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 618-2 
The commenter incorrectly characterizes the mitigation measures provided in the DEIR to 
address potential impacts to groundwater supplies and domestic wells in the project area. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c) on DEIR page 4.8-68 requires the applicant to implement a Well 
Mitigation Plan for the 7 wells which are expected to be adversely impacted by proposed 
dewatering according to the groundwater modeling conducted for the project, as well as 23 other 
properties along E. Bennett Road. In addition, Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) and (b) require the 
applicant to implement a groundwater monitoring program and to provide a comparable 
alternative water supply should project dewatering significantly impact any additional wells in the 
area not previously identified. Implementation of these measures would be financed by the Project 
Applicant. 

Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, for an 
updated description of the proposed monitoring approach, which now also includes a proposal by 
the applicant to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown 
isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master 
Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be 
imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

With regard to the project’s financial assurance mechanism, the comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers, and the commenter is referred to Master Responses 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment Ind 618-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers – Please see Master 
Response 1. With regard to the Project Applicant and previous mining projects, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. With regard to the project’s effect on 
residents’ peace and quality of life, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

The commenter broadly lists several environmental concerns but does not provide any specific 
comments. Each of the environmental topics raised is evaluated in the appropriate chapter of the 
DEIR.    
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 619: NEAL SILLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 619-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general support 
for the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 620: NELSON FOSTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 620-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR understates the risks and overstates 
the benefits and protections of the proposed project, but does not provide specific examples that 
would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the DEIR assesses 
all potential project impacts that could occur to all environmental issue areas required for analysis 
under CEQA. As part of such assessment, the DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency 
with applicable policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local 
levels and incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants, which includes 
independent peer reviews of the applicant-provided reports. Where potential impacts are 
identified, the DEIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified 
impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to 
incorporation of mitigation. As such, the analysis within the DEIR is adequate and meets the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines. In its role as the lead agency, the County of 
Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be 
presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Regarding the commenter’s general dewatering and greenhouse gas emissions concerns, please 
see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 27 
– Greenhouse Gas Thresholds.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 621: NICKI HANSEN-DIX 
 
Response to Comment Ind 621-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather summarizes the 
commenter’s qualifications.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 621-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding water supply 
concerns, the commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Master 
Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding contamination concerns, please see Chapter 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as well as Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization. 
Regarding the general noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. Regarding 
general air pollution concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy, as well as Master Responses 18 – Air Quality Thresholds. Concerns related to quality 
of life are outside the scope of CEQA - please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 621-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding operator concerns, please 
see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed 
project has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 622: NICKI HANSEN-DIX 
 
Response to Comment Ind 622-1 
Regarding quality of life concerns, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. 

The commenter states that the DEIR is missing elements of an impact such as proposed NID 
pipeline impact on property owners. However, the commenter provides no information as to which 
elements are missing from the DEIR. The impacts of the proposed NID pipeline are analyzed 
throughout the DEIR (see Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIR). 

The commenter states that noise impacts are “downplayed” in the DEIR, but provides no specific 
information as to why these impacts are downplayed. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 
of the DEIR. As stated on page 4.10-45 of the DEIR:  

Based on the above [analysis], none of the individual activities associated with long-
term operations of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the 
applicable noise standards. Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not 
anticipated for the proposed project. Nonetheless, because the project would include 
multiple processes which generate noise, and because compliance with the Nevada 
County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included out of an 
abundance of caution to ensure satisfaction with such standards and to reduce the 
potential for annoyance resulting from the proposed project to the maximum extent 
feasible. It is conservatively concluded that the proposed project could result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies, and the project’s noise impacts could be 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring 
program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The 
monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract 
with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate 
noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance 
with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the 
noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by 
individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations 
shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures 
could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional 
silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data 
evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply 
with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 also requires quarterly noise monitoring by the County’s third-party 
noise consultant during the first five years of project operation, and once per year thereafter for 
the life of the project.  

The commenter states that impacts that the DEIR determined to be less than significant are 
actually significant and provides light and glare as an example due to its location in a rural area 
and the 24/7 operations proposed by the project. As discussed on pages 4.1-23 through 4.1-29 
of the DEIR, the proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
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would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The determination of less than 
significant is based on substantial evidence provided in the form of a photometric plan for the 
Brunswick Industrial Site, inclusive of lighting types and projected lumen intensities across the 
site. As stated on page 4.1-24 of the DEIR, based on the photometric plan:  

[…] the lighting intensities at the northern property line, near East Bennett Road, are at 0.0 
foot-candles5, and thus, light spillover is not projected to occur off-site. The nearest 
proposed pole-mounted LED, which is International Dark Sky Association compliant, would 
be located approximately 100 feet from East Bennett Road. Thus, the existing sensitive 
receptor along New Brunswick Court would not be impacted by light spillover from the 
proposed on-site lighting. Similar conclusions can be made for the remainder of the 
property boundaries, based on the Photometric Plan; no light spillover is projected to occur 
at the property boundaries. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-2 
Please see response to Nevada Irrigation District comments – Agency Letter 10 of the Final EIR. 

Regarding quality of life, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Drinking water supplied to Nevada Irrigation District (NID) customers continues to meet and 
exceed state and federal public health standards, based on testing results that serve as the basis 
for the District's Water Quality Report. See 
https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf  

The Well Mitigation Plan has been modified to clarify the range of actions that would be taken if 
necessary for well mitigation outside of the E. Bennett Road area, if unanticipated well impacts 
occur. Connection to NID potable water would be one of many options available for well mitigation. 
Please see modified Well Mitigation Plan attached to the Final EIR as Appendix D. Any cost of 
well mitigation, including deepening of wells, would be the responsibility of the applicant. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-3 
No mining would be done outside of the mineral rights boundary. Figure 4.8-13 shows sensitivity 
scenario 6 from the groundwater model, where planned mining is extended for an additional 40 
years past the 25-year base-case. As discussed on pages 27 and 28 of Appendix K.3, the 
expansions in Scenario 6 would represent a major discovery of parallel veins, similar to those 
mined historically in the Brunswick Mine, within the known mineralized system. These expansions 
are modeled to depth below the Idaho and Brunswick Mines and below the “Mitchell Crosscut,” 
which extends past the main mine workings to the north on the 1,000-ft level. As can been seen 
in the figure the existing Brunswick mine workings were copied in order to generate the conceptual 
mine workings for the sensitivity scenario, which results in some mine workings outside of the 
mineral boundaries that would not occur in reality and therefore provides conservatism to the 
analysis of groundwater impacts. Nonetheless, to address public concerns regarding the scope 
of future mining within the mineral rights area, the applicant has agreed to an enforceable 
condition of approval that will limit the area of permitted underground mining to a smaller area 
within the mineral rights area (shown on maps A101, A201 and A202), and will also prohibit 
blasting closer than 500 feet below ground surface except for construction of the service shaft. 
Please see Appendix A to the Final EIR for the aforementioned maps.  

  

 
5  One foot-candle is a unit of illumination equal to that given by a source of one candle at a distance of one foot. 

https://www.nidwater.com/files/1e68c2c9b/NID+WQR+2021.pdf
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Response to Comment Ind 622-4 
The commenter states that noise and vibration from the project would affect people, animals and 
vegetation at the project sites and local and state roads and highways and these impacts are 
unmitigable. The commenter references “Note 1”, which is excerpted from several newspaper 
articles. Noise and vibration impact thresholds used in the impact analysis, in accordance with 
CEQA guidelines, is provided in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. Note that heavy trucks and lighter 
vehicles already exist on local roadways as a source of traffic noise, and the project would only 
add an incremental increase to existing noise levels. Wildlife disturbance is discussed on page 
4.4-74 of the DEIR. 

The commenter asks if diesel exhaust and dust will affect Peaceful Valley’s organic products for 
“organic” designation. Numerous trucks already travel on Whispering Pines Lane, and the project 
would add an incremental increase to existing traffic volumes. Please see Table 32 of Appendix 
O of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-5 
Employee schedules are shown in Table 3-8 of the DEIR. Noise impacts from project traffic has 
been analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.10 and Appendix L of the DEIR. Specifically, 
please refer to Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR, which evaluates traffic noise level increases attributable 
to all project traffic. The traffic noise analysis determined that the project’s incremental traffic 
would not exceed the applicable traffic noise increase thresholds along surrounding roadways.  

However, the analysis determined that noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are 
used. Therefore, the project could result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, and a significant impact could occur. Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 
would reduce the potential jake brake noise impact to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment Ind 622-6 
Regarding quality of life, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  

Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones.  

Regarding truck and personal vehicle trip noise and emissions, these are evaluated Chapter 4.10 
(see Impact 4.10-2) and Chapter 4.3 (see Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-2), respectively.  

Response to Comment Ind 622-7 
Please see Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds.  

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. The County has adequate staff and expertise for enforcing permit conditions, and 
routinely enforces similar conditions and mitigation measures on other projects in the County. To 
the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies 
will be responsible for their enforcement.  

Response to Comment Ind 622-8 
The mitigation measures of the DEIR are designed to mitigate impacts from the proposed project. 
The proposed project has not been approved or implemented at this time; thus, the mitigation is 
not yet required and the County has no present legal authority to request the referenced private 
documents. 
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Response to Comment Ind 622-9 
As discussed on page 4.9-25 of the DEIR, Nevada County has 53,745 total housing units with a 
22.5 percent vacancy rate (12,098 vacant housing units). The unincorporated area of Nevada 
County has a total of 32,182 housing units with 4,645 vacant housing units (14.4 percent vacancy 
rate). Therefore, it is reasonably anticipated that the addition of 312 persons to the County as a 
result of increased employment generated by the proposed project could be accommodated by 
existing housing stock in Nevada County. 

The County cannot enforce local hiring. However, as stated on page 4.9-26 of the DEIR, 
substantial economic incentives exist to maximize employee recruitment from the local Nevada 
County area. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-10 
Please see Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-11 
The air emissions and greenhouse gas emissions for project activities and cumulative impacts 
have been analyzed for the project. Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. 

The project would be subject and required to comply with any new state regulations regarding air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions imposed throughout the life of the project that are 
applicable to vehicle standards or other operational aspects to which those standards apply.  

Response to Comment Ind 622-12 
The commenter suggests that onsite improvements or local tree-planting be used to offset the 
Greenhouse Gas emissions of the project. However, climate change is a global impact, so 
purchase of carbon credits from off-site sources would have the same global mitigation impact as 
compared to onsite or local mitigation. The commenter’s suggested mitigation would not avoid or 
lessen a significant project impact, so it is not required to be implemented under CEQA. 

As discussed on page 4.12-82 of the DEIR, because the Proposed project is anticipated to employ 
approximately 312 direct employees during full operations, pursuant to Section L-II 4.1.9 of the 
Nevada County LUDC, the Project Applicant would be required to submit a detailed analysis of 
transportation alternatives, documenting feasible measures for reducing auto dependence. 
Although the overall project site is not currently served by transit and the Nevada County Transit 
Services Division does not have plans to bring service to the project area, the nearest bus route 
to either the Brunswick Industrial Site or Centennial Industrial Site is Route #3, which operates 
between the Tinloy Street/Bank Street Transit Center and the Nevada County Airport and passes 
directly by the Centennial Industrial Site. The proposed project would incorporate an area for 
bicycle racks at the Brunswick Industrial Site, which would provide a minimum of 11 racks (44 
bicycle spaces). Pursuant to Nevada County LUDC, additional potential transportation reduction 
alternatives for the proposed project were identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for 
the proposed project, based on the Transportation Demand Management strategies included in 
the Vehicle Miles Traveled Implementation report prepared by Fehr & Peers for the NCTC. 

Response to Comment Ind 622-13 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. The County has adequate staff and expertise for enforcing permit conditions, and 
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routinely enforces similar conditions and mitigation measures on other projects in the County. To 
the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies 
will be responsible for their enforcement.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 623: NICKI HANSEN-DIX 
 
Response to Comment Ind 623-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR contains potentially significant impacts 
that are mitigated to less-than-significant levels without providing mitigation measures to reduce 
the severity of such impacts; however, the commenter does not provide specific examples that 
would allow for a detailed response. 
 
The DEIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to the extent 
feasible, with most mitigation measures reducing identified potential impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Where the mitigation measures set forth therein do not reduce identified impacts 
to a less-than-significant level, the DEIR discloses that such impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
In instances where mitigation measures require future preparation of plans to prevent potential 
impacts, such measures include specific standards with which the future plans must comply. For 
example, Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(a) requires that the Project Applicant have a final geotechnical 
engineering report prepared by a State-registered civil engineer that shall be incorporated into 
the project improvement plan submittals. Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(a) further requires that the 
recommendations from the final geotechnical engineering report be incorporated into the project 
improvement plans. Finally, the mitigation additionally requires that grading plan review and 
construction monitoring shall occur in accordance with the recommendations from the 
Geotechnical Engineering Reports (Geotechnical Engineering Report, Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Project – Brunswick Industrial Site. November 18, 2019; and Geotechnical Engineering Report, 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project – Centennial Industrial Site. December 20, 2019). Through 
compliance with the above, potential impacts related to unstable geological units or soil would be 
reduced to less than significant. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 624: NINA CUNNINGHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 624-1 
Please see Master Responses 13 through 16 regarding the commenter’s water and drought 
concerns. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 624-2 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air 
Quality Thresholds. 
 
Regarding general noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  
 
The commenter also appears to raise legacy contaminant concerns from past mining. Please 
refer to Response to Comment Grp 25-30.  
 
Please also see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 624-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 625: NINA CUNNINGHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 625-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 625-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 625-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 626: NINA CUNNINGHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 626-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 626-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 626-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 624-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 627: NORA NAUSBAUM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 627-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Regarding fire concerns, please see Master Responses 
5 and 6. Regarding water concerns, please see Master Responses 14 and 15. Regarding general 
air, water, and soil pollution concerns, please see Chapters 4.3, 4.8, and 4.7, respectively.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 628: NORA RISEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 628-1 
The commenter opposes the project and urges the County not to approve a Conditional Use 
Permit. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-2 
The commenter states that the project will result in unacceptable noise levels but provides no 
additional information and does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred 
to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). The only unacceptable noise levels would occur during the 
temporary construction of the potable water pipeline along East Bennett Road. “Unacceptable” in 
this context is defined as exceeding the applicable County noise thresholds after implementation 
of feasible mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 628-3 
The commenter is concerned about the transport of engineered fill, traffic impacts, and damage 
to local roadways. The commenter does not provide any additional information and does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate. Air emissions from trucks are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, 
traffic and roadway impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 628-4 
The commenter states that the project’s use of diesel generators will have negative impacts to 
noise, air quality, and energy consumption but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in 
analyzing and mitigating these impacts. Noise impacts from backup diesel generators is less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR p. 4.10-43.) Air emissions from the use of backup diesel 
generators are provided on page 4.3-104 of the DEIR. As noted in the DEIR, because the use of 
emergency generators is speculative and beyond the reasonable control of the Project Applicant, 
the emissions presented in Table 4.3-25 are for informational purposes only. Finally, it is important 
to note that while the use of emergency generators during power-outages such as PSPSs is 
outside of the scope of CEQA, the regular use of generators for routine maintenance and testing 
has been considered throughout the entirety of the analysis of the chapter, as such use is not 
speculative.  

Response to Comment Ind 628-5 
The commenter is concerned about the water quality and water quantity impacts to groundwater 
wells but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-6 
The commenter states that the treated water being discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek contains 
unacceptable toxin levels. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-7 
The commenter is concerned about the integrity of the underground mine workings. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR and 
Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 
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Response to Comment Ind 628-8 
The commenter states “80 years, 24/7 operation.” There is not enough information to formulate a 
specific response. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 628-9 
The commenter states the project will result in the loss of property values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-10 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-11 
The commenter states that the high paying jobs from the generated from the project should come 
from other industries. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-12 
The commenter asks what economic benefits the project is bringing to the County. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 628-13 
The commenter urges the County not to approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 629: NOREMA STRONGIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 629-1 
The commenter references the extent of the mineral rights boundary and states that the project 
will have many negative impacts but does not identify which impacts and does not state how the 
DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining 
Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-2 
The commenter references the Centennial Industrial Site cleanup. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-3 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s prior mining projects. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-4 
The commenter references the project’s noise-related impacts and impacts to biological 
resources but provides no additional information needed to formulate a specific response. Noise 
impacts from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. Impacts to flora and fauna are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR. The commenter also states that the mitigation measures in 
the DEIR are not enough to protect the community but provides no specifics or evidence. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-5 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant will fail to implement the mitigation measures 
described in the DEIR but offers no additional information. A mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation 
measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant 
receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for 
their enforcement. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. In addition, the Project Applicant would be required to enter into agreements with 
Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for 
maintenance of roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on 
both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett 
Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(c).) 

Response to Comment Ind 629-6 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to groundwater wells, especially in light 
of the current drought. Chapter 4.8 analyzed impacts to groundwater supplies and the impacts 
were found to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-7 
The commenter is concerned about noise produced from operations at the Brunswick site and 
from project-related trucks. Chapter 4.10 (Transportation) analyzed noise-related impacts and 
found the impacts associated with the Idaho-Maryland Mine operations and trucking to be less 
than significant after mitigation. The commenter references the “engineering controls” in Mitigation 
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Measure 4.10-3 and asks what will happen if the project is not able to mitigate a particular impact. 
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion 
or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment 
does not constitute substantial evidence.” As this comment amounts to speculation, no further 
response is necessary.  

Regarding the commenter’s concerns that the Project Applicant will not mitigate significant 
impacts consistent with the DEIR, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been 
prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions 
of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other 
state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-8 
The commenter is concerned that the Project Applicant will not implement the DEIR’s mitigation 
measures. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as 
Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced 
by the County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, 
those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 629-9 
The commenter urges the County not to approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decision makers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 630: NOREMA STRONGIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 630-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 630-2 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant and claims that the project will 
not employ local people, but will bring employees from outside the region and increase 
competition for housing. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 630-3 
The commenter urges that an independent investigation be done for the project’s various impacts. 
The DEIR is an independent investigation of the project impact’s and was prepared by Raney 
Planning & Management under direct contract with the County of Nevada. In addition, Raney 
hired a team of technical experts to peer review the technical studies prepared by the Applicant’s 
team of experts, and the technical studies were revised, as needed, in response to those 
comments. The commenter references a number of project impacts but does not provide any 
additional information. Traffic is analyzed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR, air quality 
is analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR, 
and water quality is analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 630-4 
The commenter urges the County to not approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7276 

 
  

Individual Letter 631 

Ind 631-1 

Ind 631-2 

Ind 631-3 

Ind 631-4 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7277 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 631: NORMA SOLARZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 631-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the information pertaining to the proposed project, 
but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response or specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 631-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that there is “insufficient assurance that the significant 
negative impacts…can be adequately mitigation now or in the future” and that there “will be 
unmitigated significant negative impacts” associated with the project, but does not provide specific 
examples that would allow for a detailed response or specifically address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. As noted in Chapter 5 of the DEIR, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (substantial degradation of the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings), and transportation (intersections of SR 174/Brunswick 
Road and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way). The DEIR provides substantial evidence that all other 
impacts would either be less than significant or less than significant with implementation of the 
mitigation measures incorporated into the DEIR. These mitigation measures will be made 
enforceable by state law through adoption of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, 
included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 631-3 
For concerns regarding dewatering of the mine, please see Master Responses 14 and 15. For 
the general noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. Haul truck noise is 
addressed in Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR. Regarding damage to roads, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the Project Applicant shall 
enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass 
Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate 
with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley 
roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road 
between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. 

For the commenter’s opposition to the proposed project, please see Master Response 1.  

 
Response to Comment Ind 631-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 632: NORMA SOLARZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 632-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 631-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 632-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 631-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 632-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 631-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 632-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 631-4. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 633: OSHER LEVI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 633-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general concern 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 634: PAM HEARD 
 
Responses to Comments Ind 634-1 through Ind 634-35 
These comments are a duplicate copy of content in Group Letter 7. Please see Responses to 
Comments Grp 7-103 through Grp 7-137. 

Responses to Comments Ind 634-36 through Ind 634-52 
These comments are a duplicate copy of content in Group Letter 7. Please see Responses to 
Comments Grp 7-138 through Grp 7-154. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-53 
The commentor asks whether all TACs from diesel fuel consumption have been included beyond 
just the DPM emissions. The commenter also noted that diesel fuel is comprised of various toxic 
air contaminants. As stated in Appendix D of the OEHHA 2015 Air Toxics Hot Spots Program 
Risk Assessment Guidelines, the surrogate for whole diesel exhaust is diesel PM. PM10 
(particulate matter, ten microns or less in size) is the basis for the risk calculations. The health 
risk assessment calculates health risk from diesel exhaust emissions based on estimated PM10 
diesel particulate emissions. Therefore, based on OEHHA unit risk factors and guidelines, the 
health risk assessment conducted for the project accounts for all toxic air contaminants present 
in diesel exhaust. The cancer and chronic risk from exposure to project-generated construction 
and operational TAC emissions is adequately addressed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy), Impact 4.3-2, of the DEIR. The DEIR included an HRA (see 
Appendix E.1 of the DEIR) to estimate the Maximum Individual Cancer Risk, Chronic Hazard 
Index, and Acute Hazard Index for residential receptors as a result of project emissions from the 
diesel trucks and offroad equipment; diesel-fueled generators; benzene, toluene, and xylene 
working and breathing loss emissions from the diesel fuel storage tank; underground blasting; ore 
processing; earthwork and material handling; and truck idling emissions. The HRA assessed the 
health risk from TAC emissions from project construction and operation and concluded that the 
cancer risk would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. Furthermore, the 
chronic and acute risk are considered less than significant.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-54 
The comment notes that hexavalent chromium is found in the detonation of explosives and in 
Portland cement. As noted on page 4.8-47 of the DEIR, hexavalent chromium is present in cement 
in small quantities and usually at a concentration of about 40 ppm. Hexavalent chromium is a 
toxic air contaminant included in the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program. Hexavalent chromium 
emissions from the project were estimated from blasting emissions underground and was 
included in the HRA.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-55 
The commenter notes that further testing of the cement paste backfill formulation is required 
before it will be placed in the underground mine, including locating a cement supplier with low 
hexavalent chromium content, leachate testing and strength testing. A cement processing plant 
is not proposed for the project. Cement will be delivered to the Brunswick site and loaded into a 
silo adjacent to the processing plant. This cement then will be mixed with partially dewatered 
tailings in the paste backfill plant, inside the process plant, to create cemented paste backfill. The 
processing plant utilizes filtration baghouses for dust control as disclosed on page 295 of 
Appendix E.1.  
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The comment asks how the amount of hexavalent chromium can be estimated when a supplier 
or known composition of the cement is not known. CEQA requires a good faith effort to estimate 
emissions from the project during construction and operation. It is common that details such as 
particular suppliers or vendors for a project are unknown during the drafting of documents in 
support of CEQA. As such, estimation of emissions during the construction and operation of the 
project are based on project-specific information and industry-standard emission factors. 
However, as discussed in Response to Comment Ind 634-59 of the Miscellaneous Pursuits Letter, 
when accounting for the additional hexavalent chromium, no changes to significance thresholds 
would occur. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(d) requires the mine operator to submit a 
Report of Waste Discharge to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, to ensure 
that the selected cement paste backfill formulation meets water quality standards. In response to 
the commenter’s question, the requirement to submit a RoWD and obtain WDRs from the 
CVRWQCB will ensure that the level of hexavalent chromium will meet applicable standards. 
Please see Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-56 
The commenter asks what type of ventilation will be used in the cement processing plant, and 
then asks how the DEIR can estimate the amount of hexavalent chromium when the supplier and 
composition of cement regarding hexavalent chromium and silica is unknown. A cement 
processing plant is not proposed for the project, so this would not be a source for Hexavalent 
chromium emissions. Cement will be delivered to the Brunswick site and loaded into a silo 
adjacent to the processing plant. This cement then will be mixed with partially dewatered tailings 
in the paste backfill plant, inside the process plant, to create cemented paste backfill. The 
processing plant utilizes filtration baghouses for dust control as disclosed on page 295 of 
Appendix E.1. Please refer to Response to Comment Ind 634-59 of the Miscellaneous Pursuits 
Letter for a complete response on Hexavalent Chromium. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-57 
The commenter further asks how the DEIR can estimate the amount of hexavalent chromium 
when the supplier and composition of cement regarding hexavalent chromium and silica is 
unknown. Please refer to Responses to Comments Ind 634-55 and Ind 634-59 of the 
Miscellaneous Pursuits Letter for a complete response on Hexavalent Chromium. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-58 
The commenter asks whether the use of explosives would cause increased Radon levels in the 
community and how the County would monitor Radon levels at the mine and throughout the 
community. The project does not have any potential to increase levels of radon present in homes 
near the project site and therefore no analysis of radon related impacts is required. Radon is not 
considered a toxic air contaminant by the OEHHA or CARB and does not have an associated 
reference exposure level. Please see Response to Comment Grp 8-15. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-59 
The commenter asserts that air emissions related to hexavalent chromium and radon are not 
analyzed in the DEIR. Hexavalent chromium is a toxic air contaminant included in the OEHHA Air 
Toxics Hot Spots Program. Dust emissions from cement loading of the storage silo is estimated 
at 8.5E-3 pounds per day (3.86 grams per day) as shown on page 295 of Appendix E.1. As noted 
on page 4.8-47 of the DEIR, hexavalent chromium is present in cement in small quantities and 
usually is at a concentration of about 40 ppm in typical cement. Dudek prepared a memo which 
is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix R to clarify that hexavalent chromium content in cement 
does not present a risk to public health. Hexavalent chromium was evaluated by Dudek consistent 
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with the methodologies presented in the DEIR. Based on the quantity of dust emissions from 
cement loading and an assumption of 40 ppm hexavalent chromium content in cement, total air 
emissions of hexavalent chromium would be approximately 154 micrograms per day. There would 
be no change to the cancer impacts. The mitigated chronic non-cancer health risk would not 
change from the results in the DEIR. The mitigated acute non-cancer health impacts would 
increase from 0.004 in the DEIR to 0.1; however, this would remain well below the NSAQMD 
significance threshold of 1.0. As such, there would be no change to impact determination in the 
DEIR.  

The project could not have any effect on radon present in homes near the project and therefore 
no analysis of radon related impacts is required. The commenter does not provide any evidence 
indicating that there is any potential for the project to result in Radon exposure. Please see 
Response to Comment Grp 8-15. Radon is not a toxic air containment in the Hot Spots Program, 
as such no reference exposure level is available to evaluate the health risk associated with radon. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-60 
As discussed on page 4.8-48 of the DEIR: 

Nevertheless, it is only during the mining phase that Cr+6 could have any potential to 
leach from CPB, because that is when there would be air (oxygen) in the mine workings 
(Cr+6 can only form under oxidizing conditions). Once the mine re-floods, reducing 
conditions (very low dissolved oxygen levels creating a negative oxidation reduction 
potential) would return in the mine workings, which would prevent any leaching of Cr+6. 
However, during mining, if there were any Cr+6 in the water within underground workings 
due to groundwater inflow, it would be reduced to Cr+3 (due to low oxygen levels in the 
water), which is relatively immobile in water and has a much lower impact on water quality 
than Cr+6.24 Once the water was pumped from the mine any Cr+3 would generally 
precipitate out of the water in the pond or be removed by the physical filtration unit in the 
WTP.  

In addition, as discussed above, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(d) requires the mine operator to submit 
a Report of Waste Discharge (RoWD) to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
to ensure that the selected cement paste backfill formulation meets water quality standards. The 
requirement to submit a RoWD and obtain WDRs from the CVRWQCB will ensure that the level 
of hexavalent chromium will meet applicable standards. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-61 
The commenter asks whether the project would have water quality impacts related to Ammonium 
Nitrate Fuel Oil (ANFO). As discussed on page 4.8-48 of the DEIR, the primary residual 
components of the ammonium nitrate-fuel oil (ANFO) used for blasting, ammonia and nitrate, are 
very soluble and mobile in water. This means that any blasting residuals would be continually 
removed from the mine over time through the dewatering system. The proposed WTP is designed 
to treat ammonia and other blasting residuals that might occur due to incomplete detonation. 
Thus, when the mine is allowed to flood again following the completion of mining, there is no 
reasonable potential that residuals from former blasting activities would cause a violation of any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or groundwater quality. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-62 
The commenter asks whether the project will result in impacts due to asbestos in water and asks 
how the water will be treated to remove asbestos. Water treatment at the project site will be 
conducted by removal of solids from water. The sumps or tanks used underground to collect water 
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are designed to remove the majority of solids from the water. The water would then be pumped 
to main underground sumps located on various levels, then to the surface water treatment pond. 
Solids would be removed from water at all these stages. Under the requirements of Order R5-
2022-0006 the final discharge must have less than 10 ppm total suspended solids (Average 
monthly) and 7 MFL (millions fibers per liter) asbestos in water.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-63 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 634-61 and Ind 634-62. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-64 
The commenter asks what dust stabilizers will be used and in what quantities, and generally asks 
what impacts could result to wildlife, fire risk, and groundwater/surface water. Please see Master 
Response 12 – Chemical Dust Stabilizers. The chemical stabilizers would be non-toxic, non-
flammable and would therefore not result in impacts to wildlife, fire risk or groundwater/surface 
water. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-65 
The commenter asks how dust suppression can be monitored in the dark. Dust generation from 
hauling and dumping of engineered fill during nighttime are limited to vehicle traffic on unpaved 
access roads and material handling of the truck drop onsite. As stated on page 38 of Appendix 
E.1, unpaved roads shall be treated with chemical stabilizers in order to control fugitive dust. This 
treatment is only done every few weeks6 and therefore it is unlikely that it would be applied in the 
dark. Any dust control used on materials dropped by the truck at night would be from water sprays 
and does not require sunlight. Any air monitoring devices that are in place during operations would 
not require sunlight to function.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-66 
The commenter asks what the aesthetic, noise, wildlife and pollutant stream direction impacts 
would be from installation of wind barriers. Wind barriers are one of several possible methods for 
dust control of inactive disturbed surface areas and storage piles that will remain inactive for more 
than seven days under the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP). (see Page 2-19 of the DEIR.) 
The details of the ADMP will be determined during the submission and approval process with the 
Northern Sierra Air Management District. Only one of these methods is required and wind barriers 
may not be proposed in the ADMP. The commenter does not provide any evidence that wind 
barriers, if required by the NSAQMD as part of the ADMP, would have the potential to cause any 
significant impact, and there is no evidence that such impact could result. As such, the analysis 
of aesthetics, noise, wildlife, and pollutant stream impacts for wind barriers would be speculative 
and is not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-67 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not mention the fact that fencing will be installed 
around the Centennial Site, and asks what impacts will occur to wildlife due to fencing on both 
project sites. As stated on page 3-42 of the DEIR, all access locations at the project sites are 
gated and secured. Additional fencing around the aboveground facilities may be installed as part 
of the proposed project, if deemed necessary for security and safety. Additionally, private security 
services would be provided by the Project Applicant. Generally, this fencing would be along the 
Brunswick and E. Bennett Roads to discourage trespassers and around the paved areas of the 
main site where the mine entrances and facilities are located. Animals would be excluded from 
the operational areas of the site, but no barricades prevent them from using the undeveloped 

 
6 See Table 11.1 of NIOSH Dust Control Handbook 2nd edition 
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areas of the site, including the South Fork Wolf Creek and the forest and meadows remaining on 
the property. 

Proposed fences have been included in renderings prepared for the aesthetics report (Appendix 
D of the DEIR). Therefore, the aesthetics impact of the fencing has been evaluated. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-68 
Please see Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-69 
AERO MAXGOLD 900 and AERO 407 are not proposed to be used by the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-70 
Please see Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

CuSO4, PAX, Aero 208, Aerofroth 65, and Soda Ash are not proposed to be used in mineral 
processing. Regarding the latter, pages 4.7-28 and -29 of the DEIR are hereby revised for 
clarification purposes, as follows:  

The warehouse building would include storage of common reagents, such as 
collectors, promoters, frothers, and flocculants, all of which would be used in the gold 
recovery process conducted in the process plant. These reagents are needed in the 
gold recovery process to provide a more environmentally friendly alternative to 
cyanide, which will not be used. According to the Hazardous Material Inventory 
Statement for the Brunswick Industrial Site, common names of the proposed reagent 
chemicals include Aerophine, Methyl Isobutyl Carbinol (MIBC), and Magnafloc 10, and 
Soda Ash. Aerophine is known as a promoter or collector, used in flotation to increase 
the floatability of minerals in order to effect their separation from the undesirable 
mineral fraction. Flotation is an industrial process for selectively separating valuable 
minerals from non-valuable minerals. The applicant has selected Aerophine over 
xanthates as the latter can generate carbon disulfide upon decomposition, which is 
known to be a highly toxic and flammable compound with potential risks to the health 
and the environment. Magnafloc 10 is known as a flocculant, which help aggregate 
fine suspended particles to form larger flocs so that the solids can more easily be 
separated from the water. Magnafloc 10 is not expected to bioaccumulate in 
organisms, its chemical family (polyacrylamide) is relatively non-toxic, and it is not 
readily biodegradable into more environmentally problematic chemicals.16 MIBC is a 
frother used to create foam to facilitate froth flotation of gold minerals in the gold 
recovery process. Based on available data, MIBC has a low bioaccumulation potential 
and exhibits low toxicity to aquatic organisms.17 Soda Ash is used in gold flotation to 
control alkalinity. These reagents have various properties, some of which are 
described above. Whereas some are flammable (e.g., MIBC), others are not (e.g., 
Soda Ash). The reagents would be removed from the concentrate and sand tailings 
during the dewatering stage conducted in the process plant using filter presses. All 
reagents have specific storage requirements that would need to be met on-site, as 
verified by the Fire Marshall’s Office prior to commencement of operations.  

The above minor changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter the conclusions of the 
DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-71 
The flammability of reagents to be used in mineral processing is generally discussed in pages 
4.7-28 and -29 of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment Ind 634-72 
Evacuation routes are adequately assessed in Chapter 4.13, Wildfire, of the DEIR, in particular, 
Impact 4.13-1. Performing mock scenarios for community preparedness is beyond the scope of 
the EIR and not required pursuant to CEQA.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-73 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but notes that Grass Valley Air Attack 
Base and Grass Valley Emergency Command Center are both located at the Nevada County Air 
Park, in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The commenter’s concern is unclear. The 
proposed project would not impact the Air Park.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-74 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their considerations. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-75 
The Nevada County Emergency Operation Plan – Annex B – Mass Evacuations does not include 
incidents of fires caused by accidents related to Rise operations or any other project. As stated in 
Annex B, the purpose of the plan is to establish County, City and other agency responsibilities 
and concept of operation for support of a mass vehicular evacuation moving within or through the 
County that has been caused by a disaster or incident occurring outside of Nevada County. 

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15704/Annex-B---Mass-Evacuation-
PDF  

The commenter’s other statements in this comment do not relate to the adequacy of the DEIR. 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-76 
The commenter states that an isolated fire burning on the Brunswick site has the potential to ignite 
numerous flammable materials releasing hazardous pollutants which could then be transported 
by prevailing winds into Grass Valley and environs. The commenter does not identify these 
“flammable materials.” As stated on page 4.13-20 of the DEIR: 

The County Fire Marshall’s Office has indicated that a comprehensive vegetation 
management plan will be necessary for the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
Once approved, the plan shall be adhered to, in perpetuity with the project. While the 
applicant has prepared an FPP to address, among other things, the long-term on-site 
management of fuels, initial construction activities and the use of heavy equipment on-
site for vegetation removal could exacerbate wildfire risk. The vegetation management 
plan component shall be inclusive of both the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial 
Sites, as well as construction and operational activities, and be reviewed and approved 
by the Fire Marshall’s Office. According to the local fire agencies, including CAL FIRE, 
whose primary responsibility it is to provide wildland fire suppression for both Sites, 
ongoing implementation of a vegetation management plan would reduce wildfire risk 
at the Sites to a less-than-significant level.9 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a Vegetation 
Management Plan for the project and would reduce the project’s potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15704/Annex-B---Mass-Evacuation-PDF
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15704/Annex-B---Mass-Evacuation-PDF
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Response to Comment Ind 634-77 
The commenter asks what pollutants may enter the creeks should there be a fire on one or both 
of the project sites; however, the commenter does not provide any details as to what pollutants 
would enter the creek should a fire occur at the project site. The future effects of a fire, location 
of such a fire, or equipment or materials involved is speculative. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 
evidence.” As the impact of a fire is speculative, this impact need not be analyzed in an EIR. 
Nonetheless, the DEIR requires that the mine operator obtain coverage under the Industrial 
General Permit, prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Implementation of the SWPPP will ensure that pollution from industrial activities on the site, pre- 
and post-fire, would not impact surface waters. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-78 
The project truck traffic accounts for only approximately 1% of typical traffic on Brunswick Road 
and would not affect an evacuation. Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. If an 
evacuation were taking place on Brunswick Road, the project’s trucks would be redirected along 
with other traffic on Brunswick Road or would be parked at either the Brunswick or Centennial 
sites. It is approximately 2.3 miles from the Brunswick site to Highway 49/20 along Brunswick 
Road, with an approximate 4-minute driving time. Therefore, it is only a short drive for the one or 
two project trucks to return to the site if requested to do so by local authorities.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-79 
Brunswick Road is classified as a Minor Arterial Road in the Nevada County General Plan. See 
Table 4.1 of the Circulation Element. Minor Arterials are defined in the General Plan as roadways 
providing primary access from freeways and principal arterials to major origins and destinations 
(e.g., Brunswick Road and Donner Pass Road); 
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12576/Chapter-4-Circulation-2010-
PDF 

Response to Comment Ind 634-80 
The DEIR (page 4.12-89) analyzed loaded trucks on the downhill section of Brunswick Road, 
approaching the Loma Rica Drive signals during poor weather. This portion of Brunswick Road is 
already regularly used by heavy-duty haul trucks. As is currently the case, it is incumbent upon 
individual truck drivers to drive with caution during periods of inclement weather. Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-6(e) requires the applicant to install a sign just south of the crest of the grade, 
warning truck drivers of the transition in grade and presence of the downgrade Loma Rica Drive 
intersection.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-81 
Truck traffic from the project would not interfere with the safe and efficient movement of people 
and goods. Please see Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR which discusses transportation and traffic 
issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-82 
Two 12,000-gallon above ground diesel fuel tanks are proposed for the project as stated in the 
DEIR (e.g., Table 3-5, Table 3-9, page 4.13-24). The original application proposed a single large 
tank, but this was revised during the DEIR preparation.  

  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12576/Chapter-4-Circulation-2010-PDF
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12576/Chapter-4-Circulation-2010-PDF
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Response to Comment Ind 634-83 
As stated in the Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9), the applicant would pay for both the monthly 
fixed service charges and volumetric service charges. This reimbursement would be for the price 
of water incurred and would include any “drought surcharges” if NID billed such a surcharge to 
the property owner. A property owner would be subject to the same drought limitations imposed 
similar to any other NID customer.  

The commenter states that the applicant should pay for water for any parcel connected to NID 
water supply for the life of the mine, even after the parcel is sold or annexed into the City of Grass 
Valley. The Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9 of the DEIR) takes a conservative approach and 
presumes that an owner who decides to connect to the NID system has been impacted by and at 
the fault of the mining operation, even if no impact to groundwater well supply has occurred. As 
such, the Well Mitigation Plan was designed to be even more conservative than Nevada County 
General Plan Policy 17.12, which requires an impact as a prerequisite to the obligation to pay for 
water, which policy states “If it is determined that the operator is at fault, impacted owners shall 
be compensated by the operator.” A new homeowner would not be impacted because the impact 
would have previously occurred, and the cost of purchasing water from NID for that new 
homeowner would be the same as buying any other home connected to NID’s water supply. The 
provision of free water as a selling feature to a new buyer is not contemplated by the policy. If a 
property was annexed into the City of Grass Valley, it would be subject to the ordinances of the 
City, which allows water wells to only be used for irrigation purposes only (Grass Valley General 
Ordinance Section 13.16.020) and would therefore require a property owner to connect to the 
potable water supply and pay for their water use. As annexation of a home into the City would 
already require connection to NID water supply and purchase of NID water, continuation of 
payment for water by the applicant after annexation would be a windfall to the property owner 
rather than mitigation of an impact, and is not required by CEQA or County policy.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-84 
The electricity use estimate includes 3 main ventilation fans, 2 booster ventilation fans, and 10 
auxiliary ventilation fans. All fans would be located underground once the service shaft is 
constructed. There is only one emission source from the underground mine at the Brunswick shaft 
where mine ventilation air is exhausted. The ventilation fans distribute air throughout the mine 
workings and are not themselves emission sources in the HRA since the fans are powered by 
electricity, rather than diesel engines.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-85 
The emergency generator emissions during a 24-hour power outage are shown in Table 4.3-25 
on page 4.3-104 of the DEIR. Since the use of emergency generators is speculative and beyond 
the reasonable control of Rise Grass Valley, Inc., the emissions presented in Table 4.3-25 are for 
informational purposes only. Nonetheless, the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the DEIR 
assumed emergency generators operated for up to 100 hours per year, as stated on page 23 of 
the HRA (page 384 of Appendix E.1).  

Response to Comment Ind 634-86 
As shown in Table 4.7-2 of the DEIR, insurance for explosives transport is regulated by 49 CFR 
387, which specifies the minimum levels of financial responsibility for motor carriers.  

Response to Comment Ind 634-87 
The timing of mining in areas above the 1000-foot level has not been estimated and will depend 
on exploration success, operational priorities and mining schedules. However, as shown on Sheet 
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15 of Appendix K.2, most of the known mineralization is greater than 1000 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). 

Response to Comment Ind 634-88 
The commenter’s concerns are addressed through Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(b) of the DEIR, 
which states:  

4.7-2(b) If unidentified or suspected contaminated soil or groundwater 
evidenced by stained soil, noxious odors, or other factors, is 
encountered during site improvements, work shall stop in the area of 
potential contamination, and the type and extent of contamination 
shall be identified by a Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) or 
qualified professional. The REA or qualified professional shall prepare 
a report that includes, but is not limited to, activities performed for the 
assessment, summary of anticipated contaminants and contaminant 
concentrations, relevant Environmental Screening Levels for identified 
contaminants, whether the contaminants exceed Environmental 
Screening Levels, thus warranting remediation, and 
recommendations for appropriate handling and disposal. Site 
improvement activities shall not recommence within the contaminated 
areas until any necessary remediation identified in the report is 
complete. The report and verification of proper remediation and 
disposal shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-89 
A Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) has not been submitted and is not required to be 
submitted for the CEQA process. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(c) requires the HMBP to be submitted 
and approved by the County prior to the use or storage of hazardous materials or explosives on-
site. 

Response to Comment Ind 634-90  
The mitigation fee for the Nevada County Local Traffic Mitigation Fee (LTMF) is calculated 
through the preparation of a nexus study that is updated every five years and approved by the 
Nevada County Board of Supervisors.  

The various traffic improvement mitigation fees do not consider project-specific traffic routes. 
These fees are designed to pay for planned roadway improvements throughout the County based 
on priorities and budgets presented in the nexus studies prepared for each fee program.  

In regards to Brunswick Road, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement 
of engineered fill hauling, the Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance 
agreements with Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share 
of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement 
conditions on both Nevada County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road 
between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and 
Brunswick Road. 

The Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee (RTMF) development impact fees are collected by 
the County and deposited into the account specific to the RTMF, to help fund construction of the 
regional system of roads, streets, and highways needed to accommodate growth in western 
Nevada County. These fees are “sufficient” to fund the project’s impacts to projects that are 
included in the RTMF. However, the intersection at Brunswick Road / SR 174, is currently not 
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included in the RTMF and therefore the project’s impact to this intersection has been found to be 
significant and unavoidable despite the requirement to pay the project’s fair share to the 
improvement of this intersection under Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(c). 

Responses to Comments Ind 634-91 through Ind 634-107 
These comments are a duplicate copy of content in Group Letter 7. Please see Responses to 
Comments Grp 7-155 through Grp 7-197.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7334 

Individual Letter 635 

Ind 635-1 

Ind 635-2 

Ind 635-3 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 635: PAM KISSLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 635-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general concern 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 635-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 635-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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Individual Letter 636 

Ind 636-1 

Ind 636-2 

Ind 636-3 

Ind 636-4 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 636: PAM KISSLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the DEIR but does not identify specific 
issues. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 
1. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-2 
For concerns regarding well impacts, please see Master Responses 14 and 15; for concerns 
regarding polluted waterways, please see Master Response 35; for concerns regarding habitat 
loss, please see Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources; for concerns related to dust and airborne 
chemicals, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; for 
concerns related to exhaust, please see the health risk assessment (DEIR Appendix E.1), the 
results of which are incorporated into Chapter 4.3; for concerns related to noise, please see 
Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration; and for concerns related to spills, please see Chapter 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-3 
The DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with applicable policies, regulations, and 
standards established at the federal, State, and local levels and incorporates analyses from the 
County’s expert consultants, which includes independent third-party peer reviews of the technical 
reports provided by the applicant team. Where potential impacts are identified, the DEIR sets forth 
mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified impacts to the extent feasible 
and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to incorporation of mitigation. As 
such, the analysis within the DEIR is adequate and meets the requirements set forth by the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
In its role as the lead agency, the County of Nevada will consider the information in the DEIR 
along with other information that may be presented to the agency in deciding whether to approve 
the project. Because significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in the DEIR, for 
which feasible mitigation measures cannot reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant 
level, the County, should it decide to approve the proposed project, would be required to adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
The commenter’s generally noted concerns related to the proposed project are noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 
1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2.  
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Response to Comment Ind 636-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 636-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment 
Ind 636-2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 637: PAMELA BIERY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 637-1 
As discussed in Section 3.4.1.1 of Appendix K.2, the water in the mine contains only iron and 
manganese above state water quality guidelines. The proposed on-site water treatment plant has 
been designed to adequately treat iron and manganese to state standards. The water treatment 
plant will be permitted by the State prior to its approval and operation. For further detail, please 
see Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 637-2 
The specific concern of the commenter is unclear. Nevertheless, the following response is offered. 
Health risks from diesel equipment, including haul trucks, is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air 
Quality Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 637-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Property value is outside the 
scope of CEQA. For groundwater concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 637-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 637-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 638: PAMELA JUNG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 638-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 639: PAMELA WHITMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 639-1 
The commenter states that the many impacts listed in the DEIR should be grounds to disapprove 
the project. The commenter also appears to suggest that the DEIR is biased because it was paid 
for by the Project Applicant and based on their information. The CEQA Guidelines allow a Project 
Applicant to prepare a DEIR as long as the lead agency, in this case Nevada County, 
independently reviews the DEIR. (14 CCR 10584(d)(3); (e).) Not only did the County 
independently peer review the information provided by the applicant, but the County hired Raney 
Planning and Management to prepare the DEIR. The commenter’s opposition to the project is 
noted for decision makers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-2 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s adverse impacts to aesthetics. As stated on 
page 4.1-22 of the DEIR, the project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the project sites or the site surroundings. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-2 would reduce the significant impact by requiring more dense plantings along the 
project frontages to screen project structures to the maximum extent feasible. However, given the 
proposed heights of the structures and the permanent alteration of the views, the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. As stated on page 4.1-29, long-term changes in visual 
character associated with the project in combination with cumulative development, is cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 639-3 
The commenter states that Brunswick Road would be significantly impacted by project-generated 
traffic and that Brunswick Road is a major road, not a “minor arterial.” The DEIR identifies 
Brunswick Road as a minor arterial road. (DEIR, p. 4.13-15.) The commenter also states the 
project is inconsistent with the surrounding community. As stated on page 4.13-15 of the DEIR, 
according to the Table 4.1 of the Circulation Element of the Nevada County General Plan, 
Brunswick Road is considered a Minor Arterial. The DEIR found that all traffic-related impacts of 
the project would be less than significant after mitigation, with the exception of the impact to the 
intersection at Brunswick Road and State Route 174 (LOS impact) and Brunswick Road and 
Sutton Way (queueing impact), which would be significant and unavoidable. Regarding the 
project’s consistency with the surrounding community, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-4 
The DEIR appropriately focuses solely on the impacts of the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project and 
not prior exploratory drilling. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter states that the project’s noise-related impacts are 
unacceptable. The DEIR found that the installation of the potable water pipeline would produce a 
temporary significant and unavoidable impact. (DEIR, p. 4.10-30.) For all other noise-related 
impacts, the DEIR found that the project impacts would be less than significant, in some cases 
after implementation of mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31, 37, 59.) 
Lastly, the commenter states that a prior operator of the mine utilized stamp mills and produced 
toxic waste. The project does not propose to use stamp mills and the scope of the DEIR does not 
address actions by prior operators of the Idaho-Maryland Mine. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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Response to Comment Ind 639-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of groundwater impacts is based on limited data 
and faulty assumptions, and that the DEIR underestimates the number of potentially impacted 
groundwater wells. The commenter also implies that the Project Applicant could expand 
operations within the mineral rights boundary and affect more groundwater wells. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. As noted in Master Response 
15, the applicant has now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water 
wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties 
are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners 
additional assurance, a condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this 
domestic well monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-6 
The commenter is concerned that the project would adversely impact air quality. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 25 - Nevada County 
Energy Action Plan, and Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-7 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s energy consumption. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan, and Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. As stated on page 4.11-35 of the DEIR, PG&E provided a will serve 
letter for the project and has confirmed that there are electric facilities available to serve the project 
in accordance with all applicable design standards, rules, and tariffs on file with the State of 
California Public Utilities Commission.  

Response to Comment Ind 639-8 
The commenter states that jobs produced by the project would be of little value to the community 
and that the Project Applicant is not trustworthy based on past mining projects. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-9 
The commenter is generally opposed to the project but does not discuss specific inadequacies 
with the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 639-10 
The commenter urges the County to not approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 640: PAT HENDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 640-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 641: PATRICIA BENNETT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 641-1 
For the commenter’s well concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 642: PATRICK JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 642-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is woefully inadequate but does not provide any specific 
evidence to support this claim, other than it does not satisfactorily address mine impacts to air, 
water, and soil quality, as well as noise. As discussed in Master Response 1, such general 
statements do not warrant specific responses under CEQA Guidelines. Please see the respective 
chapters of the DEIR for such concerns (4.3, 4.8, 4.7, 4.10).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 642-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 through 3, and 16. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 643: PATTI GRIJALVA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 643-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 644: PAUL CROVO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 644-1 
The commenter’s statement about the need to widen Brunswick Road and E. Bennet Road is not 
supported by the roadway segment analysis in the DEIR, which determined that widening is not 
required to accommodate project traffic (see Table 4.12-13 of the DEIR). Regarding transport of 
toxic waste, the commenter is referred to Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 644-2 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 644-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 644-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. For general concerns related 
to vibration, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration; for general concerns regarding well 
impacts, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Property 
value and quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 
1 and 2. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7359 

 
  

Individual Letter 645 

Ind 645-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7360 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 645: PAUL ELMS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 645-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 664-2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 646: PAUL MCGREW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 646-1 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air 
Quality Thresholds.  
 
Regarding water quality concerns, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 647: PAUL MCMILLAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 647-1 
The commenter states that the project’s energy consumption is wasteful and conflicts with State 
and/or County energy reduction plans. As stated on page 4.3-102 of the DEIR, implementation of 
the project in combination with other cumulative development would not result in the wasteful or 
inefficient use of energy. Please also see Response to Comment Agcy 8-17. Because the project 
would not conflict with a local plan to increase energy efficiency and reduce energy consumption, 
a less-than-significant impact would occur. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 
25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 647-2 
The commenter questions why solar energy was not proposed to mitigate energy consumption of 
the project and points to the Nevada County Energy Action Plan (EAP) reduction goals. 
Compliance of the project with EAP strategies has been analyzed in Table 4.3-22 in the DEIR 
and was determined to be consistent with the EAP. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. Regarding a solar energy system, while solar 
panels are not currently proposed as part of the project, the roof space of the project buildings 
may be available in the future for installation of solar panels to reduce the project’s reliance on 
the energy grid. However, any such solar power generation would be small in comparison to the 
requirements of the project. Notably, the GHG emissions presented in the DEIR are conservative, 
since California regulations will reduce GHG emissions overtime. For instance, Senate Bill 100 
requires that zero carbon energy resources supply 100% of electric retail sales to customers by 
2045. Neither this requirement, nor the progressive steps to achieve it (i.e., 44% of electricity by 
2024, 52% by 2027, and 60% by 2030 be procured from renewable energy sources) were 
accounted for in the GHG analysis. 

Response to Comment Ind 647-3 
This comment reiterates concerns regarding the project’s energy consumption. The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment Ind 647-2. 

The project’s air emissions and GHGs emissions are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and 
are less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 27 
- Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

As discussed on page 4.11-34 of the DEIR, the electrical grid system in the project area is well 
developed. A commercial sawmill that previously operated on the Brunswick Industrial Site was 
serviced by a dedicated 12kV PG&E power line. A high voltage power line also runs through the 
property west of the Brunswick shaft. Electricity for the project would be supplied by the existing 
12kV PG&E line along Brunswick Road. The BRUNSWICK 1102 Circuit (Circuit), which would 
serve the project, has a rating of 13.26 MW. The project’s total connected load is estimated at 
approximately 10 MW, with a net load of approximately 6 MW. As of the year 2021, the Circuit 
operates at 5.15 MW, or approximately 39 percent of the Circuit’s maximum capacity. Based on 
PG&E’s usage projections, the Circuit load is anticipated to drop to approximately 4.74 MW by 
the year 2025. Considering the project would generate an electric load of approximately 6 MW, 
and the Circuit currently provides 5.15 MW, the Circuit capacity would increase to 11.15 MW 
following implementation of the project. The increase in wattage associated with implementation 
of the project would remain within the Circuit’s capacity of 13.26 MW and, thus, the Circuit would 
have available load capacity to accommodate the project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 648: PAUL SCHWARTZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 648-1 
As stated on page 4.10-45 of the DEIR, the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 would 
reduce the potential significant noise impact to a less than significant level. The noise analysis of 
the DEIR considers ambient noise levels at receptor locations. Please see Chapter 4.10 of the 
DEIR.  

As stated on page 4.9-16 of the DEIR, subsurface mining is allowed in all base districts subject 
to approval of a Use Permit. Surface access to subsurface mining, including vent and escape 
shafts, is allowed in the AG, FR, M1, M2, P, and PD base districts subject to approval of a Use 
Permit. Surface mining is allowed in the AG, FR, M1, M2, P, PD, and TPZ Districts and where the 
property is zoned ME, subject to approval of a Use Permit and Reclamation Plan.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-2 
Please see Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-3 
Please see Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. Note that based on the 
groundwater model, which was peer reviewed by the County’s independent experts, only 7 wells 
are expected to have a significant drawdown effect from the project. The groundwater impact 
analysis and related mitigation was peer reviewed by the County’s independent experts, who 
provided input on the analysis and mitigation. Connection to NID water supply at the applicant’s 
cost is provided for 30 parcels, although only 7 are expected to have a significant impact. With 
regard to unexpected impacts to wells beyond the 7 expected impacted wells, and the total of 30 
parcels that are being provided access to NID water supply, as discussed in Chapter 4.8 of the 
DEIR, Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) and 4.8-2(b) require that monitoring wells be installed in the 
vicinity of the project and that additional baseline data be collected for 12 months prior to 
dewatering. Likewise, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) requires that during dewatering, data from the 
monitoring wells is used to assess whether local groundwater wells would be impacted, which in 
the case of a significant impact would then trigger investigation and immediate replacement of 
water supply by the applicant at the applicant’s cost.  

As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided a Domestic Well Monitoring 
Plan to monitor domestic water wells (water level and water quality) within or nearby the predicted 
1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in 
Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition 
of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those 
agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the level of asbestos exposure that could 
be caused by the project and strategies to mitigate dust and asbestos emissions. However, the 
Health Risk Assessment is based on conservative assumptions that likely overestimate asbestos 
exposure. Please see Master Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos Assumptions. 
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As stated on page 4.3-42 of the DEIR, use of the NSAQMD’s cancer and noncancer thresholds 
to assess health risk significance for CEQA is consistent with AB 2588 risk assessment 
procedures. The threshold of significance for health risk is an increased cancer risk of >10 cases 
per million persons. The Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project concludes that the 
health risk to the most sensitive receptor will be below this threshold. 

Nevertheless, the DEIR concludes that the project could result in a significant impact with respect 
to exposing receptors to substantial concentrations of asbestos and requires mitigation to reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the 
submission and subsequent implementation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to 
Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The ADMP 
has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such 
as air monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD may 
revise the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring. Notably, compliance with the CARB ATCMs for 
naturally occurring asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is the standard approach within 
CEQA documents to address health concerns associated with exposure to asbestos from 
unpaved surfaces, construction, and grading operations and quarries where asbestos is found or 
likely to be found in order to ensure potential health risk impacts to the public would be minimized 
to a less than significant impact. Multiple other projects in the NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as 
throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with these naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs 
in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to the extent possible. As described in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project shall also comply with all applicable 
criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 

As shown in Table 3-9 of the DEIR, mobile tire washing plants are proposed to be used to wash 
truck tires of vehicles leaving non-paved areas where engineered fill would be placed. As shown 
in Figure 3-8 of the DEIR, all roads outside of the engineered fill piles are proposed to be paved. 
Therefore, vehicle tires will not require washing as they leave the Brunswick site onto public roads 
and would not leave visible track-out material on public roads. If necessary, the onsite paved 
roads could be cleaned to ensure employee and other vehicles do not track dust onto public 
roads. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 provides several options based on Section e(4)(A)(2) Asbestos 
ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. The project 
proposes mobile tire washing plants to be used to wash truck tires of vehicles leaving non-paved 
areas where engineered fill would be placed and not rely on gravel pads or 50 feet of pavement 
to capture dust. Any sediment from tire washing would be captured onsite by the washing plant 
and disposed of onsite alongside the engineered fill being placed.  

For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, on page 4.3-83, has been revised to add the 
word “or” in bullet point 3 to clarify that a gravel pad is not required if a wheel wash system is 
employed. 
 

• All visible track-out material (from vehicles leaving the work site) must be removed 
from all public roads at least once per day using wet sweeping or a HEPA-filter-
equipped vacuum device. Sweeping or vacuuming on public roads shall be 
conducted so as to avoid peak AM and PM traffic hours.  

• A gravel pad designed and maintained to effectively clean tires of exiting vehicles, 
or a wheel wash system, or a minimum of 50 feet of pavement must be placed 
between the construction area and any public road, and must be used by all exiting 
vehicles (including personal vehicles and delivery trucks) throughout the duration 
of the project.   
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The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter the efficacy of the mitigation 
measure, nor conclusions of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-5 
As stated on page 4.13-15 of the DEIR, according to Table 4.1 of the Circulation Element of the 
Nevada County General Plan, Brunswick Road is considered a Minor Arterial. 

As discussed on page 4.1-2 of the DEIR, according to the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) Scenic Highway Program, State Route (SR) 20, 49, and 174 within Nevada County are 
eligible State Scenic Highways. Eligible state scenic highways, while recognized for aesthetic 
quality, are not officially designated as scenic highways. Only SR 49/SR 20 has views of the 
project sites. As SR 49 passes through Grass Valley, it is posted as both SR 49 and SR 20. At 
the north end of Nevada City, SR 49 turns west toward North San Juan, after which the north-
south highway turns east and becomes SR 20. The entirety of SR 49 proceeds in a 
northbound/southbound direction. As the portion through Grass Valley is oriented north-south, it 
is therefore referred to throughout the DEIR’s analysis as SR 49. The Brunswick Industrial Site is 
approximately two miles from SR 49 and the Centennial Industrial Site is approximately a 0.5-
mile from SR 49. 

Notwithstanding the above, as noted in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, the DEIR concludes that 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a substantial degradation to the visual 
character or quality of the Brunswick Industrial Site as viewed from Brunswick Road, and after 
implementation of mitigation, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-6 
The comment states that the DEIR is poorly organized and fails to describe how mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts to acceptable levels and that mitigation measures must be clear, 
feasible, and achievable. However, the commenter provides no specifics or evidence as to its 
assertions and is referred to Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 

The DEIR analyzed the project’s potential impacts with respect to baseline conditions, as defined 
in the DEIR, in addition to reviewing potentially significant cumulative impacts based on known or 
planned development in the region. CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires an EIR to discuss 
cumulative impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are impacts created because of 
the combination of the proposed project with reasonably foreseeable future projects. DEIR section 
5.3 summarizes the cumulative impacts analysis, and each resource analysis in each technical 
chapter of the DEIR includes an analysis of cumulative impacts specific to that resource. 

The commenter states that Section 2.5 of the DEIR includes negative impacts of the project. As 
stated on page 2-8 of the DEIR, this list consists of areas of controversy that were identified in 
NOP comment letters and are otherwise known for the project area. Impacts of the project in all 
the listed subjects are analyzed in the DEIR. See Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-7 
Except for the construction of the Service Shaft, no blasting would take place closer than 500 feet 
to surface. Historic workings above this elevation may or may not be backfilled or used and are 
not required to be filled. Please see Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 
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Response to Comment Ind 648-8 
As stated on page 4.1-14 of the DEIR, examples of typical scenic vistas include mountain ranges, 
ridgelines, or bodies of water as viewed from a highway, public space, or other area designated 
for the express purpose of viewing and sightseeing. In general, a project’s impact to a scenic vista 
would occur if development of the project would substantially change or remove a scenic vista. 
The County General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas in the vicinity of the Centennial or 
Brunswick Industrial sites. Impacts to views of the project sites from SR 49, which is included 
within the County’s Scenic Corridor Combining District (SC), are discussed under Impact 4.1-2. 
Thus, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and a 
less-than-significant impact would occur. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-9 
The analysis in DEIR Section 4.1-3 does not consider the previous industrial activity at the site in 
the analysis. Rather, the determination of less than significant is based on substantial evidence 
provided in the form of a photometric plan for the Brunswick Industrial Site, inclusive of lighting 
types and projected lumen intensities across the site. As stated on page 4.1-24 of the DEIR, 
based on the photometric plan:  

[…] the lighting intensities at the northern property line, near East Bennett Road, are at 0.0 
foot-candles9, and thus, light spillover is not projected to occur off-site. The nearest 
proposed pole-mounted LED, which is International Dark Sky Association compliant, would 
be located approximately 100 feet from East Bennett Road. Thus, the existing sensitive 
receptor along New Brunswick Court would not be impacted by light spillover from the 
proposed on-site lighting. Similar conclusions can be made for the remainder of the 
property boundaries, based on the Photometric Plan; no light spillover is projected to occur 
at the property boundaries. 

As stated on page 4.1-29 of the DEIR, the proposed project would not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, and a 
less-than-significant impact would occur. Please see Section 4.1-3 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-10 
The beginning of the comment related to Highway 174 is unclear. The project does not propose 
any traffic improvements on Highway 174.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(a) requires that temporary traffic control shall be provided during all 
phases of construction to improve traffic flow, as deemed appropriate by the local transportation 
agencies and/or the California Department of Transportation and construction activities shall be 
scheduled to direct traffic flow to off-peak hours as much as practicable. As shown in Table 4A of 
Appendix O of the DEIR, peak hours vary for various intersections but are 7:45AM to 8:45AM and 
4:30PM to 5:30PM on Brunswick Road near the Brunswick Industrial Site (intersections 12-17). 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) requires that prior to the initiation of construction, Rise Grass Valley 
Inc. or its designee shall submit a Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan to Nevada 
County or its designated representative for review and approval. The mitigation measure provides 
specific requirements as stated on pages 4.3-77 and 4.3-78 of the DEIR. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those 
agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 
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Specific traffic management plans and the Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan are 
not required for the analysis of the DEIR, but will be required before the construction activities, as 
specified in Mitigation Measures 4.3-1(a) and 4.3-1(b). Engineering level detail is not required in 
an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.)  

Response to Comment Ind 648-11 
The Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan must be approved by the NSAQMD, is required pursuant to 
specific performance standards and regulatory requirements as set forth in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2, and is not required to be completed and approved for the analysis of the DEIR. Under 
California case law, compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process may be identified 
as mitigation under CEQA if compliance would result in implementation of measures that would 
be reasonably expected, based on substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant 
impact to the specified performance standards. (CCR Title 14 Section 15126.4.) Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 648-4. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-12 
Based on substantial evidence in the DEIR, the proposed mine water discharge would not cause 
substantial erosion or sedimentation in South Fork Wolf Creek or significant impacts to sensitive 
aquatic species. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork 
Wolf Creek, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent Vegetation.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-13 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-14 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-15 
Please see Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan, Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, Response to Comment Ind 648-16, and Response to Comment 
Agcy 8-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-16 
Compliance of the project with EAP strategies has been analyzed in Table 4.3-22 in the DEIR 
and the project was determined to be consistent with the EAP. Please see also Master Response 
25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. Regarding a solar energy system, while solar panels are 
not currently proposed as part of the project, the roof space of the project buildings may be 
available in the future for installation of solar panels to reduce the project’s reliance on the energy 
grid. However, any such solar power generation would be small in comparison to the requirements 
of the project. Notably, the GHG emissions presented in the DEIR are conservative, since 
California regulations will reduce GHG emissions overtime. For instance, Senate Bill 100 requires 
that zero carbon energy resources supply 100% of electric retail sales to customers by 2045. 
Neither this requirement, nor the progressive steps to achieve it (i.e., 44% of electricity by 2024, 
52% by 2027, and 60% by 2030 be procured from renewable energy sources) were accounted 
for in the GHG analysis, although these GHG reducing policies will ultimately reduce the project’s 
carbon footprint.  
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Response to Comment Ind 648-17 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) provides extensive and detailed requirements and standards for 
carbon offsets. Please see page 4.3-96 of the DEIR and Master Response 28 - Greenhouse Gas 
Credits. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-18 
The commenter requests that a mitigation measure be added to require all landscape, habitat 
mitigation, transplant, and seed propagation to include weekly monitoring by a qualified biologist 
and for restoring bonds to be imposed for the length of the mining enterprise. The commenter 
does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR nor significant impacts that would require this 
mitigation. Numerous regulations and mitigation measures are already imposed on these project 
activities, as described in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR, and the mitigation measure proposed by the 
commentor is not required for the project.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-19 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 requires any person who, in the process of project activities, discovers 
any human remains within the project area, shall cease from all project activities within at least 
200 feet of the discovery. In the event that human remains are encountered, the sheriff-coroner 
shall be notified immediately upon discovery. In the event that Native American human remains 
are encountered, the Native American Heritage Commission or the most likely descendants of 
the buried individual(s), who are qualified to represent Native American interests, shall be 
contacted. Specific treatment of Native American human remains shall occur consistent with State 
law. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-20 
An unlimited supply of water from NID is not required for the project. Please see Master Response 
7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - 
Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 648-21 
The commenter states that rise gold must include pedestrian and bicycle lane improvements 
along the length of Brunswick Road and Bennett Street property. These improvements and are 
not required for the project to mitigate any significant impact, and the impact from project-
generated vehicle miles travelled is less than significant. Please see Section 4.12-5 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 648-22 
The commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative (Alternative #1) is noted for 
consideration by the County decisionmakers. Please also see Response to Comment Ind 388-6.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 649: PAUL SCHWARTZ 
This letter is a duplicate of Individual Letter 648. Please see the above responses to Individual 
Letter 648.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 650: PAUL SNYDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 650-1 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 650-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the “surveys” associated with the proposed project 
lack credibility, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
Please see Master Responses 15 and 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 650-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 650-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 650-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 651: PAULA STRANG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 651-1 
The commenter states that water quality monitoring for discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek will 
occur on a quarterly basis. The commenter states this interval period is too long, and pollutants 
may be discharged to the creek in between reports. The commenter does not state why quarterly 
monitoring reports under the State’s Limited Threat Discharge Permit is inadequate. Water 
monitoring is conducted under the requirements and oversight of the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 651-2 
The commenter requests that the water monitoring be conducted by an independent party. The 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board would specify the location of the sampling, 
but reports would be submitted by the Project Applicant. (DEIR, p. 4.8-45.) Water monitoring is 
conducted under the requirements and oversight of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 651-3 
The commenter would like to know how the project’s on-site water treatment system would treat 
water from the mine to be the same quality or better to the existing water in the South Fork Wolf 
Creek. As shown in Table 3-9 of Appendix K.2, water samples from South Fork Wolf Creek have 
elevated Iron and Manganese which are above water quality goals. Treated mine water would 
have lower levels of Iron and Manganese. The County’s independent consultant, West Yost, peer 
reviewed the Water Treatment Plan Design Report and confirmed that the proposed method of 
treatment would be adequate to successfully treat mine water to comply with Regional Water 
Board effluent limitations. (DEIR, p. 4.8-41.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 
35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7388 

 
  

Individual Letter 652 

Ind 652-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 652-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 652-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 652-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7389 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 652: PEGGY KELLY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 652-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and states that climate change is impacting average 
rainfall. The comment also states that a lower average rainfall will negatively impact any modeling 
or analysis associated with the project and must be considered. Lastly, the commenter states 
that, because the full effect of climate change is unknown, the DEIR could not have considered 
that full effect. 

The DEIR addresses climate change and its impacts to the variability of precipitation in the region. 
(DEIR, pp. 4.3-11–4.3-19.) The DEIR specifically discusses that long-term changes to 
precipitation may be no more than 10 to 15 percent of current totals. (DEIR, p. 4.3-16.) Please 
also see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 652-2 
The commenter states that chemical and particles will disperse somehow and could be harmful 
to people and livestock but provides no further details.  

The DEIR discusses impacts to air quality in Chapter 4.3, hazards and hazardous materials in 
Chapter 4.7, and hydrology and water quality in Chapter 4.8. Please also see Master Response 
18 regarding air quality thresholds, Master Response 19 regarding NSAQMD criteria pollutant 
thresholds during operations, and Master Response 35 regarding the discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek.  

Response to Comment Ind 652-3 
The commenter is concerned about noise pollution from mining activity and increased truck traffic. 
The commenter indicates that the DEIR determined that noise produced by the project is 
acceptable to Nevada County regulations but then questions who would be accepting of the noise 
levels produced by the project. The commenter also states that blasting associated with the 
project would disrupt normal life functions and would disrupt horse training exercises. 

The DEIR analyzes noise and vibration associated with the project in Chapter 4.10 and traffic 
impacts in Chapter 4.12. For noise and vibration, the DEIR found that the project would produce 
a substantial increase in ambient noise levels due to initial potable water pipeline construction 
activities along East Bennett Road, which are significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 4.10-27.) 
However, the DEIR found that all other noise-related and vibration-related impacts would be 
mitigated to less than significant. (see generally DEIR, § 4.10.) The commenter provides no 
evidence that these conclusions are incorrect with regard to horse training exercises. 

Response to Comment Ind 652-4 
This comment states that, because of the changing climate, it is not sensible to use water for the 
project. This comment presumably refers to the project’s impacts to groundwater. The DEIR found 
that the implementation of mitigation measures, specifically a groundwater monitoring plan, well 
mitigation plan, and requirements to provide an alternative supply of domestic water would 
mitigate any impacts to groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge to less than significant. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) 

The comments regarding the general opposition to the project are noted and the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 (Non EIR/Administrative Issues.)  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 653: PENELOPE CURTIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 653-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 (Non-EIR / Administrative 
Issues), 15 (Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells), 16 (Drought and Climate Change), and 
33 (Groundwater Dependent Vegetation). 
 
Response to Comment Ind 653-2 
Please see Master Responses 1, 8 (Mine Waste Characterization), 9 (Historical Mine Waste at 
Centennial Site), 16, and 27 (Greenhouse Gas Thresholds). The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 654: PERISSA BUSICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 654-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 654-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. For concerns related to well impacts and drought, please see Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. Regarding safety of explosives, please see Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. For noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. Property value is a 
subject outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 654-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 655: PETE CHRISTAKES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 655-1 
DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered fill placement and 
compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential jake brake use) 
and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise standards. Noise 
generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could 
exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in 
the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 656: PETER ARPIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 656-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding water concerns, 
please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding the 
general traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation. Regarding housing, please see 
the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Population and Housing, of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 656-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 657: PETER BREWER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 657-1 
The commenter states that the economic benefits of the project are outweighed by its 
environmental impacts. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-2 
The commenter is concerned about the use of cement past backfill (CPB) in the Idaho-Maryland 
Mine. Please see Response to Comment Ind 14-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-3 
The commenter is concerned about the mining waste containing toxic substances. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-4 
The commenter states that historic mine tailings can leach arsenic into the environment. The 
commenter also states that the Centennial Industrial Site is highly contaminated. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, and 
Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-5 
The commenter states that the Centennial Industrial Site is polluted to the extent that it qualifies 
as a Superfund site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at 
Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-6 
The commenter implies that, based on the amount of waste rock to be removed from the Idaho-
Maryland Mine, the number of trucks necessary to transport the waste rock is unimaginable. The 
comment does not identify a specific inadequacy with the DEIR and without additional detail, a 
specific response cannot be provided. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 657-7 
The commenter is concerned about the potential for toxic substances to leach from the CPB. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 657-8 
The commenter is concerned that the treated was from the Idaho-Maryland Mine will adversely 
impact South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. As stated on page 4.8-51 of the DEIR, after mining is completed, and as 
underground mine workings fill with groundwater, water from the underground mine workings 
would begin to seep from the existing drains. The water that would seep from the underground 
workings is anticipated to have similar water quality to the water that currently discharges from 
the existing drains. Specifically, it may contain elevated levels of iron and manganese. Therefore, 
the condition after mining is completed would be similar to existing, or baseline, conditions, such 
that re-activation of the seeps would not represent a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 
Although part of the existing environmental setting, some of the seeps have elevated arsenic 
levels that could pose a threat to human health or the environment. However, despite these 
existing discharges from the drains, the reported concentrations of all metals and other 
constituents in the Wolf Creek samples are well below the NPDES water quality standards. 
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Response to Comment Ind 657-9 
The commenter states that some questions whether gold mining is worth the impacts to the 
environment. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 658: PETER FROMM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 658-1 
The commenter states that the project will result in the release of toxic air contaminants, namely 
asbestos and crystalline silica, but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Chapter 4.3 of the 
DEIR analyzed asbestos and crystalline silica emissions from the project and found the 
associated impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.3-82.) The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, and Master Response 
22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 658-2 
The commenter states that the ambient air pollutant monitoring stations and data provided in the 
DEIR are not representative of the project site. The commenter does not suggest any stations 
that would have data more representative of the project site. Of note, the ambient data included 
in Table 2 in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR, and summarized in Table 4.3-4 of Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR, are provided as context for the existing 
local ambient air quality. Significance determinations, however, are based on comparison to the 
NSAQMD thresholds. As discussed on page 4.3-41 of the DEIR, the NSAQMD established 
thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes to achieve and maintain the National and California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Because an AAQS is based on maximum pollutant levels 
in outdoor air that would not harm the public’s health, and air district thresholds pertain to 
attainment of the AAQS, a project that complies with the thresholds established by a local air 
district, such as the NSAQMD, would not result in adverse effects to human health related to 
criteria pollutant emissions, which were developed based on compliance with the applicable 
AAQS. Regarding emissions quantification, the DEIR employed industry standard and vetted 
approaches and quantification equations, such as factors developed by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the AP-42 Compilation of Air Emissions Factors and 
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in the OFFROAD and EMFAC models. The 
assumptions and factors incorporated in the analysis are detailed in “Method of Analysis” section 
of Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, starting on page 4.3-44.  

Response to Comment Ind 658-3 
The commenter is concerned that the dewatering of the mine will have adverse impacts to 
groundwater supplies. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 658-4 
The commenter is states that the DEIR does not define the word “immediate” in the context of the 
Project Applicant providing water supply in the event that the dewatering of the mine impacts 
groundwater wells. The commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 658-5 
The commenter states that, due to the above, and the other “hazards and destruction” outlined in 
the DEIR, the commenter urges the County to revise the DEIR. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 659: PETER STEVENSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 659-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project and quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope of 
CEQA. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 660: PETER STEVENSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 660-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, of the DEIR for a detailed traffic analysis, including the Brunswick Road segment 
raised by the commenter. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 661: RACHAEL ELAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 661-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. For concerns related to well impacts, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. For noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration. Regarding ground pollution, please see Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
and Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization.  
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7413 

 
  

Individual Letter 662 

Ind 662-1 

Ind 662-2 

Ind 662-3 

Ind 662-4 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7414 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 662: RACHEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 662-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see responses to more specific 
comments below.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 662-2 
The commenter opposes the mine’s use of water, which is noted for the record and forwarded to 
the decisionmakers. The commenter also states that the mine’s contamination of water is a fact. 
The particular concern is unclear as the mine would pump existing groundwater from the 
underground workings of the mine and treat this water at an on-site water treatment plant, 
permitted by the State, prior to discharging the treated water into South Fork Wolf Creek. Please 
see Master Response 35 (Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek) for further details.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 662-3 
DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered fill placement and 
compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential jake brake use) 
and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise standards. Noise 
generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could 
exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 has been 
required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. For concerns related to well impacts, 
please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Property value is 
outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 662-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7415 

 
  

Individual Letter 663 

Ind 663-1 

Ind 663-2 

Ind 663-3 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7416 

  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7417 

  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7418 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7419 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 663: RALPH SILBERSTEIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 663-1 
The commenter references a letter sent out by the applicant, which is included as an attachment. 
The applicant’s dissemination of materials to the community is irrelevant to the County’s 
independent and objective DEIR process. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 663-2 
The commenter references language in the attachment regarding the lack of well impacts 
associated with the project. Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells, which accurately presents the findings of the DEIR regarding well impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 663-3 
The DEIR and this Final EIR accurately present the County’s findings with respect to the 
environmental review of the proposed project. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 664: RAY BRYARS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 664-1 
The commenter disagrees with the DEIR’s findings that the impacts discussed in Chapter 4.7 
pertaining to hazardous materials could be mitigated to less than significant. The commenter does 
not specifically state how the DEIR is inadequate. Section 4.7.4 of the DEIR describes the 
standards of significance and methodology used to analyze and determine the project’s potential 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. As discussed in Section 4.7-1 on pages 4.7-
22 through 4.7-31 of the DEIR, with implementation of mitigation, the impact related to 
transportation, storage. and use of hazardous materials is considered less than significant. As 
discussed in this section of the DEIR, the transportation of explosives is heavily regulated and the 
transportation of explosives in the United States has an excellent safety record. Transportation, 
storage, and use of explosives used in furtherance of the project would be required to comply with 
applicable federal and State laws at all times. Compliance with such would help to ensure that a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of explosives would not occur. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 10 - 
Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-2 
The commenter states that the project will impede the operations of the nearby Nevada County 
Airport but does not provide specific reasons as to how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. 
Page 4.7-10 of the DEIR discusses the Nevada County Air Park, a small aircraft airport, located 
less than one mile from the Brunswick Industrial site. The commenter is offended by the 
description of the airpark as a “small aircraft airport” but provides no information on how this 
description is related to the adequacy of the DEIR. Information on the Grass Valley Air Attack 
Base is provided on page 4.13-8 of the DEIR. Furthermore, the Nevada County Airport has a 
single runway that is aligned east to west. The runway is 4,350-feet long and 75 feet wide and 
designated as Runway 7-25. The Airport Reference Code (ARC) classification for the airport is 
ARC B-I (Small). This means the airport is used primarily by aircraft with approach speeds lower 
than 121 knots, wingspans less than 49 feet, and weighs less than 12,500 pounds. However, the 
airport is capable of accommodating larger and heavier aircraft at the pilot’s discretion. The 
designated design aircraft is the twin-engine Cessna 421. (Nevada County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan, p. 3-2 
(https://www.nctc.ca.gov/documents/NCALUC/NCALUCP%20Final%209-21-11%20-
%20Chapter%203%20-%20Background%20Data.pdf).)  

The commenter asks how the danger to the airport can be mitigated and suggests special 
notifications on project activities, halting of flights during explosives transportation, and banning 
of explosives transportation during fire season. As stated on page 4.7-10 of the DEIR, according 
to the Nevada County General Plan EIR, land uses that could create hazards related to airport 
operations at the Nevada County Air Park include objects that exceed Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77 height standards, attract large concentrations of birds within 
approach/departure sectors, produce smoke, flash or reflect light, or generate electronic 
interference. As stated on page 4.7-36 of the DEIR, the project site is partially within Zones D and 
E of the Nevada County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (NCALUCP). For Zone D, airspace 
review is required for objects at elevations above 3,207 feet mean sea level (msl). The tallest 
point of the project site (the 165-foot-tall headframe building) would be at 2,912 feet msl. In 
addition, the project is not a noise-sensitive use, would not pose a hazard to flight, and would not 
exceed the density requirements; therefore, the project would comply with the requirements of 
the NCALUCP for Zones D and E. The project would not create smoke, moisture clouds, or 

https://www.nctc.ca.gov/documents/NCALUC/NCALUCP%20Final%209-21-11%20-%20Chapter%203%20-%20Background%20Data.pdf
https://www.nctc.ca.gov/documents/NCALUC/NCALUCP%20Final%209-21-11%20-%20Chapter%203%20-%20Background%20Data.pdf
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turbulence that would affect aircraft (see Response to Comment Grp 7-95). Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (a-d) would minimize risk, including to the Nevada County Airpark, from 
transport of explosives to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment Ind 664-3 
The commenter asks if law enforcement will be adequately trained to respond to explosions. The 
training of law enforcement and fire district personnel is the responsibility of those respective 
organizations. Law enforcement is trained to deal with a variety of mass casualty and critical 
incidents including bombs and explosions. In addition, the law enforcement mutual aid system is 
implemented if a critical incident overwhelms local knowledge or resources.  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous 
materials or explosives at the site, the mine operator shall prepare a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP). The County shall review and approve the HMBP prior to the use or 
storage of hazardous materials or explosives on-site. The HMBP ensures that emergency 
response agencies, including fire and police, have access to current data including types of 
chemicals, quantities, maps of chemical locations, and evacuation assembly areas (see 
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/2179/Hazardous-Material-Business-Plan). 

The commenter asks what if an explosion levels a building and cuts off any ability for 
communication with law enforcement and suggests a notification and compensation program to 
neighbors within a possibly impacted blast area. With implementation of mitigation, the impact 
related to transportation, storage and use of hazardous materials is considered less than 
significant. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” 

Regarding the compensation program for reduced property values, the commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-4 
The commenter asks whether any Zone Haven evacuation zones will be designated near 
hazardous materials at the project site. The mine site can be its own zone. This is achieved 
relatively easily and the remaining zones would have the same numbers they currently have.  

Response to Comment Ind 664-5 
In accordance with MSHA regulations, section 48.5, each new miner shall receive no less than 
40 hours of training as prescribed in this section before such miner is assigned to work duties. 
Such training shall be conducted in conditions which as closely as practicable duplicate actual 
underground conditions, and approximately 8 hours of training shall be given at the minesite. 
Training includes but is not limited to the recognition and avoidance of hazards present in the 
mine, particularly any hazards related to explosives where explosives are used or stored at the 
mine; and the health and safety aspects of the tasks to be assigned, including the safe work 
procedures of such tasks, the mandatory health and safety standards pertinent to such tasks, 
information about the physical and health hazards of chemicals in the miner’s work area, the 
protective measures a miner can take against these hazards, and the contents of the mine’s 
HazCom program. Records of employee training shall be made available to MSHA personnel 
during mine inspections.  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/2179/Hazardous-Material-Business-Plan
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Response to Comment Ind 664-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 664-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-7 
The commenter asks about the regulatory costs of the project. This comment does not pertain to 
the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-8 
The commenter asks how the project will ensure the Brunswick Site will not require a remediation 
cleanup plan like the Centennial Industrial Site. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy 
of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization 
and Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-9 
The commenter asks if there will be a security bond in place for the project. The commenter also 
asks who will pay the cleanup in the event of an explosion. These comments do not pertain to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. As stated on page 4.6-24 of the DEIR, to ensure that reclamation will 
proceed in accordance with the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a 
condition of approval Security that will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant 
may pose Security in the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an 
accredited financial institution, or other method acceptable to the County and the State Mining 
and Geology Board as specified in State regulations, and which the County reasonably 
determines are adequate to perform reclamation in accordance with the surface mining 
operation’s approved Plan.  

Minimum levels of financial responsibility for motor carriers transporting hazardous substances 
are provided in 49 CFR 387 (see https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-
III/subchapter-B/part-387). The commenter is also referred to Table 4.7-2 of the DEIR, which 
details federal regulations for the transport of explosives. In regards to comments on the Project 
Applicant’s reputation, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-10 
The commenter states that page 4.7-17 of the DEIR misleadingly finds that Nevada County’s 
General Plan allows for explosives to enter the County. The DEIR is not misleading, it simply 
references the applicable provisions in the General Plan that govern the County’s approach to 
hazard and disaster response preparedness.  

The Project Applicant would be responsible for any hazardous waste cleanup caused by the 
project. Motor carriers transporting hazardous materials would be responsible for hazardous 
waste cleanup caused during transport. Minimum levels of financial responsibility for motor 
carriers transporting hazardous substances are provided in 49 CFR 387 (see 
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-387). The 
commenter is also referred to Table 4.7-2 of the DEIR, which details federal regulations for the 
transport of explosives. 

The commenter states that the project presents a hazardous waste cleanup risk and that a 
hazardous situation could result in road closures or flight cancellation and suggests a 
compensation to affected business and residences. The comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. As discussed in Section 4.7-1, on pages 4.7-22 through 4.7-31 of the 
DEIR, with implementation of mitigation, the impacts related to the highly regulated transportation, 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-387
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-387
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-49/subtitle-B/chapter-III/subchapter-B/part-387
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storage and use of hazardous materials is considered less than significant. CEQA does not 
require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or 
are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 
Regarding economic issues the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-11 
The commenter suggests a modification of the Nevada County General Plan and remediation of 
all brown fields mining sites in Nevada County before approval of any mine. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-12 
The commenter asks if Nevada County’s Environmental Health Department will be adequately 
staffed and trained to enforce the project’s Hazardous Materials Business Plan. This comment 
does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding the Project Applicant’s enforcement of 
mitigation measures and conditions of approval, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant receives permits 
from other local, state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for their 
enforcement. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-13 
The commenter references Nevada County’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), the 
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) and FEMA’s Comprehensive 
Preparedness Guide (CPG) and whether other business are subject to these plans and 
guidelines. The documents referenced by the commenter are emergency operations plans to be 
used by the County for natural disasters and manmade emergency incidents. DEIR page 4.7-18 
provides additional information on the Nevada County Emergency Operations Plan. The purpose 
of this section of the DEIR is to provide a summary of regulatory control pertaining to hazardous 
materials. A CEQA document for other projects would provide similar information. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and requires no further response.  

Response to Comment Ind 664-14 
The commenter states that the project’s vicinity to the Nevada County Airport is a significant 
impact and should be sufficient not to approve the project. As stated on page 4.7-36 of the DEIR, 
the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working 
in the project area related to the Nevada County Air Park. Therefore, impacts related to airport 
safety hazards and noise would be less than significant. Please also see Response to Comment 
Ind 664-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-15 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of Impact 4.7-1 contradicts itself by stating the 
impact would be less than significant, but concludes the impact is significant. The DEIR does not 
contradict itself. As stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, it is conservatively concluded that the 
proposed project could result in a significant impact related to the routine transport, storage, and 
use of explosives. Implementation of the mitigation measures 4.7-1(a) through 4.7-1(d) would 
minimize the risk from transport, underground storage, and use of explosives at the Brunswick 
Industrial Site, to a less-than-significant level.  
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The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to identify the transportation route for delivery of 
explosives and is concerned about the safety risks of transporting explosives through the 
community. As stated on page 4.7-24 of the DEIR, hauling of explosives would occur using 
Brunswick Road to State Routes (SR) 20/49. Explosives would be transported directly to the site 
by licensed explosive suppliers that possess the requisite permits, including a CHP hazardous 
materials transportation license and U.S. DOT hazardous materials permits. State Routes 20 and 
49 are designated as explosive transport routes by the CHP. The DEIR analyzed the transport, 
storage, and use of explosives in DEIR Chapter 4.7 and found the impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-16 
The commenter states that the DEIR should include a reference to the American Table of 
Distances for explosives and the DEIR should discuss the training and qualification of both project 
employees who handle explosives and emergency responders. Regarding the training of 
emergency responders, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 664-3. The 
commenter is also referred to Chapter 4.11 of the DEIR which discusses Public Services. 

Regarding the project’s use of explosives, explosives are not proposed to be stored on surface. 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, page 4.7-27 of the DEIR specifically refers to the 
American Table of Distances. As stated on page 4.7-27 of the DEIR, it is likely that locations of 
underground magazines, determined through the risk assessment, would be located further by 
connecting tunnels and shafts from surface than the distances specified in the American Table of 
Distances (ATD). It is worth noting that no fatalities or serious injuries have ever occurred within 
the distances specified by the ATD in the extremely rare events where a detonation of an 
explosive magazine has occurred. 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 
of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the 
County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other local, state and federal agencies, 
those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. 

Regarding economic issues, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-17 
The commenter is concerned about security issues at the Brunswick site. As stated on page 4.11-
26 of the DEIR, in order to deter potential crime at the Brunswick Industrial Site, the property 
would be fenced and gated. A security officer would always be on-site to ensure controlled access 
to the mine. The commenter states that fencing and perimeter security details are required in the 
DEIR. However, engineering level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition 
v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.)  

The commenter is also concerned about the bonding requirements for reclamation of the mine. 
As stated on page 4.6-24 of the DEIR, to ensure that reclamation will proceed in accordance with 
the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of approval Security that 
will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose Security in the form of a 
surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited financial institution, or other 
method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology Board as specified in State 
regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are adequate to perform reclamation 
in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved Plan.   
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Response to Comment Ind 664-18 
The commenter states that, despite the DEIR’s assertion otherwise, mining would occur within 
500 feet of the surface. The paragraph referred by the commenter on page 4.7-28 of the DEIR 
discusses transportation of explosives from underground magazines to underground working 
areas and states “Explosives required for loading drift rounds or longhole blasts would be 
transported directly from the underground magazine to the working area and therefore explosives 
quantities in transit underground would be a maximum of approximately 500 pounds at any given 
location. No mining is proposed closer than 500 feet to surface; thus, explosives in transport would 
be at least this distance from the surface.” 

As stated on page 4.7-26 of the DEIR, upon delivery to the project site, explosives and detonators 
would be immediately transported underground to designated storage facilities and placed in 
separate magazines pursuant to federal OSHA and MSHA regulations, including 29 CFR 
1926.904, subdivision (b) and 30 CFR 57.6102, and California regulations, including Title 8 CCR 
5251, subdivision (a). The materials would not be stored above ground. 

The commenter speculates that the Brunswick shaft may be blocked within 500 feet from surface 
and will require explosives to blast through. However, the applicant has inspected the shaft to this 
depth with an underwater vehicle and no such obstruction is present in the Brunswick Shaft. (see 
https://www.risegoldcorp.com/uploads/content/feb20-risegoldbrunswicksurvey.pdf) Lastly, a 
condition of approval for the project will require that no blasting, except for the construction of the 
service shaft, will be conducted closer than 500 feet below ground surface. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-19 
The commenter asks if the distances specified in the American Table of Distances will be adhered 
to given the proximity to the Brunswick and East Bennett areas. Explosives are not proposed to 
be stored on surface. As stated on page 4.7-27 of the DEIR, it is likely that locations of 
underground magazines, determined through the risk assessment, would be located further by 
connecting tunnels and shafts from surface than the distances specified in the American Table of 
Distances (ATD). It is worth noting that no fatalities or serious injuries have ever occurred within 
the distances specified by the ATD in the extremely rare events where a detonation of an 
explosive magazine has occurred. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-20 
The commenter lists a number of concerns pertaining to the transport of explosives. As stated on 
page 4.7-24 of the DEIR, hauling of explosives would occur using Brunswick Road to State Routes 
(SR) 20/49. Explosives would be transported directly to the site by licensed explosive suppliers 
that possess the requisite permits, including a CHP hazardous materials transportation license 
and U.S. DOT hazardous materials permits. State Routes 20 and 49 are designated as explosive 
transport routes by the CHP. 

With implementation of mitigation, the impact related to transportation, storage and use of 
hazardous materials is considered less than significant. The commenter speculates that an 
explosion may occur which would impact senior facilities and suggests various training programs 
and bonding. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” 

https://www.risegoldcorp.com/uploads/content/feb20-risegoldbrunswicksurvey.pdf
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The commenter states that explosions have caused the death of thousands of people and 
obliterated hundreds of homes. However, as stated on page 4.7-25 of the DEIR, the transportation 
of explosives in the United States has an excellent safety record. A review of DOT incident reports 
for highway transportation of class 1.1B, 1.4B, 1.1D, and 1.5D materials shows 149 incidents over 
the past 30 years in the United States. The majority of these incidents were vehicle accidents 
resulting in no release or spillages. No fatalities were reported in any incidents and only 1 incident 
resulted in injuries. 

Regarding comments on the airport and aircraft, the commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment Ind 664-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-21 
The commenter raises questions regarding the handler’s facilities in connection with explosives 
and the Nevada County Department of Environmental Health’s role in handling explosives. In the 
context of the referenced paragraph on page 4.7-23 the “handler’s facilities” are the Project 
Applicant’s project sites. 

In regard to explosions requiring evacuation of hundreds of people, the commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 664-20. 

Nevada County Environmental Health Department employees would not handle explosives or be 
a first-responder to emergencies. As stated on page 4.7-23 of the DEIR, the NCEHD would 
monitor the conditions and completion of remediation measures.  The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 664-3 regarding training of emergency responders. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-22 
The commenter raises a number of concerns regarding the transport of explosives through the 
community but does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. In regards to delivery schedule 
of explosives in relation to the analysis of explosives transport risk, the commenter is referred to 
Master Response 10 – Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

In regard to risk of explosions to the airport, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 
Ind 664-2. 

In regard to the Loma Rica housing development and property disclosures, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

With implementation of mitigation, the impact related to transportation, storage and use of 
hazardous materials is considered less than significant. Please see Response to Comment Ind 
664-1. 

The commenter asks whether property owners will be notified of blasting activities and states that 
blasting vibrations will affect the health of people with fragile health conditions. No such 
notification is necessary. As stated on page 4.10-58 of the DEIR, the project is not anticipated to 
result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration levels. 
Nonetheless, out of an abundance of caution, in order to ensure that actual mining operations 
would generate vibration levels as expected, a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program is required. 
Without quantitative evidence and regular monitoring from the Ground Vibration Monitoring 
Program, a significant impact related to the generation of groundborne vibration could occur. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 would ensure the above potential impact is less than 
significant. Please also see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7435 

Response to Comment Ind 664-23 
The commenter raises general concerns about the project’s use of explosives. The commenter 
also states the DEIR contradicts itself by labeling an explosives-related risk as both significant 
and less than significant. As stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, it is conservatively concluded 
that the project could result in a significant impact related to the routine transport, storage, and 
use of explosives. Implementation of the mitigation measures 4.7-1(a) through 4.7-1(d) would 
minimize the risk from transport, underground storage, and use of explosives at the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to a less-than-significant level.  

The commenter states that almost every week explosions of chemicals that are proposed for use 
at the project occurs and cites a fire at an ammonium nitrate plant in North Carolina as evidence. 
However, the plant cited did not explode and a fertilizer plant is not proposed for the project. As 
stated on page 4.7-28 of the DEIR, the use of explosives in modern underground mines is made 
safe due to the many regulations and safety measures adopted in the United States. There have 
been only three incidents attributed to Explosives and Breaking Agents resulting in fatalities in the 
past 25 years (1995-2021) in all underground metal mines in the United States. Two of these 
incidents (2010 and 2011) were directly related to explosives and one of the incidents was related 
to CO poisoning from insufficient ventilation and was unrelated to explosives. None of the 
incidents presented a risk to the public from the use of explosives underground. As stated on 
page 4.7-25 of the DEIR, the transportation of explosives in the United States has an excellent 
safety record. A review of DOT incident reports for highway transportation of class 1.1B, 1.4B, 
1.1D, and 1.5D materials shows 149 incidents over the past 30 years in the United States. The 
majority of these incidents were vehicle accidents resulting in no release or spillages. No fatalities 
were reported in any incidents and only 1 incident resulted in injuries. 

The commenter believes the threshold of significance for hazards should be zero risk or a 100% 
certainty that residents are not exposed to any risk. However, CEQA does not require 100% 
certainty, as this could never be achieved. Rather, as stated by California Courts, “[t]he need for 
thorough discussion and analysis is not to be construed unreasonably… to serve as an easy way 
of defeating projects. Absolute perfection is not required.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376.) 

Response to Comment Ind 664-24 
The commenter asks whether the Nevada County Planning Department has the expertise to 
address safety issues with explosives and states that the Risk Assessment should be in the DEIR. 
The U.S. Mines Health and Safety Administration (MSHA) is the regulator for underground mine 
safety, including the regulation of underground storage of explosives. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2(b), the Risk Assessment will be submitted to MSHA for their review. Regarding 
the inclusion of the Risk Assessment in the DEIR, explosives storage has been analyzed in the 
DEIR and an engineering level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. 
County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.)  

Response to Comment Ind 664-25 
The commenter asks whether the Nevada County Planning Department has the expertise to 
review the agreement found in Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(c). The U.S. Department of 
Transportation regulates the transport of explosives through numerous regulations as described 
on pages 4.7-22 through 4.7-26 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 664-26 
The commenter asks whether the Nevada County Planning Department has the expertise to 
review the Hazardous Materials Business Plan and that the plan should be included in the DEIR. 
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Hazardous Materials Business Plans (HMBP) are routinely submitted for various project sites 
throughout the County under the requirement of CalEPA. (see 
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/2179/Hazardous-Material-Business-Plan). The Project 
Applicant is responsible for preparing the HMBP. The HMBP shall be prepared prior to the 
transport of explosives and reviewed and approved by the County in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-1(d). 

Response to Comment Ind 664-27 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of hazard-related impacts contradicts itself by 
labeling the same impact as both significant and less than significant. As stated on page 4.7-31 
of the DEIR, it is conservatively concluded that the project could result in a significant impact 
related to the routine transport, storage, and use of explosives. Implementation of the mitigation 
measures 4.7-1(a) through 4.7-1(d) would minimize the risk from transport, underground storage, 
and use of explosives at the Brunswick Industrial Site to a less-than-significant level.  

The commenter also requests that the DEIR includes a discussion on how the Project Applicant 
interacts with each applicable regulatory agency. CEQA does not require this level of detail. “The 
need for thorough discussion and analysis is not to be construed unreasonably… to serve as an 
easy way of defeating projects. Absolute perfection is not required.” (Laurel Heights Improvement 
Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406.) 

The commenter also questions the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. Moreover, a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation 
measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant 
receives permits from other local, state and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible 
for their enforcement.  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/2179/Hazardous-Material-Business-Plan
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 665: RAY KINMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter is opposed the project. The 
commenter’s opposition is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of groundwater wells the project 
would impact. The commenter also implies that the project’s use of groundwater could exacerbate 
fire hazards. As stated on page 4.13-21 of the DEIR, it can be reasonably concluded that the 
dewatering of the mine would not affect the available moisture for vegetation in the project area 
because the depth to groundwater is already below the typical rooting depths in higher 
topographic areas, while adequate flows would occur in South Fork Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek 
to maintain groundwater levels in the lower topographic areas. The dewatering would not, 
therefore, increase fire risk due to reduced groundwater levels. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. Regarding groundwater, please 
also see Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change. As noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now provided a Domestic Well 
Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown 
isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master 
Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be 
imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-3 
The commenter states that the project would result in adverse impacts to aesthetics. The 
commenter also suggests the project would result in light pollution. The DEIR concludes that the 
project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
project sites or the site surroundings and such impacts would be significant and unavoidable even 
after implementation of mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.1-21–22.) Regarding light pollution, the DEIR 
concluded that the project would not create a new source of substantial light which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views and that such impacts would be less than significant. 
(DEIR, p. 4.1-23.) Please see Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR regarding aesthetics impacts of the project.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-4 
The commenter states that the project’s traffic-related impacts would be “huge, unmitigated, [and] 
unavoidable” but does not provide additional detail. The DEIR found that all traffic-related impacts 
of the project would be less than significant after mitigation, with the exception of the impact to 
the intersections at Brunswick Road and State Route 174 (level of service impact) and Brunswick 
Road and Sutton Way (queueing impact), which would be significant and unavoidable even after 
implementation of mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.12-56.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-5 
The commenter states that project would result in adverse impacts to air quality due to increased 
GHG emissions. The DEIR states that the project’s GHG-related impacts would less than 
cumulative considerable. (DEIR, p. 4.3-92, 99.) Please also see Master Response 27 – 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
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Response to Comment Ind 665-6 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s transport, use, and storage of explosives at the 
Idaho-Maryland Mine. Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR analyzed explosives and found the impacts to be 
less than significant after mitigation. Please also see Master Response 10 – Explosives, 
Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. Regarding noise from use of explosives, please refer to page 4.10-
44 of the DEIR, where the DEIR concludes that blasting noise would be below the County’s 
applicable thresholds.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-7 
The commenter states that project would result in adverse impacts to air quality. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR should include the remediation of the Centennial Industrial 
Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 665-9 
The commenter states that the project should not be approved. The commenter’s opposition to 
the project is noted for decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7441 

Individual Letter 666 

Ind 666-1 

Ind 666-2 

Ind 666-3 

Ind 666-4 

Ind 666-5 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7442 

Ind 666-6 

Ind 666-7 

Ind 666-8 

Ind 666-9 

Ind 666-10 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7443 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 666: RAY KINMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 666-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-12 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-5. 

Response to Comment Ind 666-6 
 Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-7 
 Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-7. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-8 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 666-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 665-9. 

Response to Comment Ind 666-10 
Property value is outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The 
comment has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.    
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 667: REBECCA DEPONT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 667-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter states that 
the DEIR identifies impacts that are considered significant and unavoidable.  

The DEIR states that, before approving a project, the lead agency shall certify that the Final EIR 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA, and that the Final EIR has been presented to the 
decision-making body of the lead agency, which has reviewed and considered the EIR. (DEIR, p. 
1-9.) The lead agency shall also certify that the Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent 
judgment and analysis. (Ibid.) The findings prepared by the lead agency must be based on 
substantial evidence in the administrative record and must include an explanation that bridges 
the gap between evidence in the record and the conclusions required by CEQA. (Ibid.) If the 
decision-making body elects to proceed with a project that would have significant unavoidable 
impacts, then a Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining the decision to balance the 
benefits of the project against unavoidable environmental impacts must also be adopted. (Ibid.)  
 
Response to Comment Ind 667-2 
The comment restates content from the DEIR and does not address its adequacy. No further 
response is required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 667-3 
The commenter indicates a preference for the No Project Alternative and does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 667-4 
The comment expresses property value concerns, which are outside the scope of CEQA. Please 
see Master Responses 1 and 2. The commenter also expresses concerns regarding drought and 
wildfire. Please see Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts and Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 668: REBECCA VANDERGRIFT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 668-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general concerns and 
opposition to the proposed project. Regarding general water concerns, please see Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding general air concerns, 
please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. Please see Master 
Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 669: REED HAMILTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 669-1 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 669-2 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 670: RENATA HENRY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 670-1 
The commenter is concerned that the project would allow for development within the required 
100-foot setback from the Riparian Area of a Perennial Watercourse. The commenter also states 
that acid mine drainage is still visible and is concerned that reopening the mine will lead to 
additional pollution. Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) requires the applicant to implement the 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas Management Plans prepared for the Centennial Industrial 
Site and Brunswick Area, as approved in their final form by Nevada County. Specifically, the 
applicant shall implement the mitigation measures and conditions identified in the Management 
Plans, which include measures designed to protect aquatic resources and the biological 
resources they support. Required measures for encroachment into non-disturbance buffers and 
restoration of area adjacent to impacted streams are included in the mitigation measure. (DEIR, 
p. 4.4-87–88.) Regarding the acid mine drainage, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
8 - Mine Waste Characterization and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 670-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to include approximately 4,000 metric tons of GHGs 
that would be emitted from cement each year. The commenter also states that emissions 
generated by the project would impact the air quality of the region. Regarding the emissions 
generated from cement, the commenter is referred to Master Response 26 - Life Cycle GHG 
emissions. Regarding the impacts to air quality, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
18 - Air Quality Thresholds.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 671: RESA HUCK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 671-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
3 – Operator Responsibility. Regarding the commenter’s statement that methylated mercury, 
arsenic, lead, chromium, and more is trapped in the old mine tunnel, the water in the mine 
contains only iron and manganese above state water quality guidelines (as discussed in 
Section 3.4.1.1 of Appendix K.2). The proposed on-site water treatment plant has been 
designed to adequately treat iron and manganese to state standards. The water treatment 
plant will be permitted by the State prior to its approval and operation. For further detail, 
please see Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a). Please also see Master Response 8 – Mine 
Waste Characterization.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 672: RICHARD CHARNLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 672-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. For concerns regarding well 
impacts, please see Master Responses 14 and 15; for general concerns regarding pollution of 
the environment, please see Master Response 8 (Mine Waste Characterization) and 35 
(Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek); for concerns related air pollution, please see Chapter 4.3, 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; for concerns related to energy use, please 
see Chapter 4.3 and Impact 4.11-6 (pg. 4.11-34) of Chapter 4.11; and for concerns related to 
noise, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. Property value is outside the scope of CEQA 
– please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 672-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 672-1. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 673: RICHARD DRACE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 673-1 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 674: RICHARD JOHNSTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 674-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general support 
for the proposed project. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 675: RICK RANGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 675-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s groundwater analysis is premised on models that are out 
of date and unreliable due to climate change. The commenter does not identify how the DEIR is 
inadequate with respect to impacts to groundwater. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 676: RICK AND DIANNE RANGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 676-1 
The commenter is concerned that the project will have adverse impacts on groundwater wells, 
leading to dry or less productive wells. The DEIR analyzed the project’s impact to groundwater 
supplies and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 
14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

The commenter is concerned about the seismic effect of explosives used at the site but provides 
no specifics regarding this concern. The magnitude of the mine rock excavation and placement 
is far smaller than the magnitude of the mass of bedrock underlying the site. The magnitude of 
the energy released during mining excavations by rock removal and rock placement is much 
smaller than the magnitude of energy activation required to trigger the release of a local pre-
Holocene fault. No analysis was performed nor is necessary, as there is no potential for 
inducement of seismic activity on these faults from the proposed mining activity. The commenter 
is referred to the NV5 Memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix P. Blasting vibrations are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 676-2 
The commenter is concerned that the underground blasting will impact the hydrological 
connection to private groundwater wells. As discussed on pages 15-19 of Appendix M, numerous 
holes must be drilled and blasted sequentially into a void (the free face) in order to fracture rock 
and create mining excavations. Any blast damage to surround rocks, such as cracks, would be 
limited to a few feet surrounding the excavation. Therefore, blasting cannot “damage the aquifer” 
or cause draining of surface water and groundwater. 

Response to Comment Ind 676-3 
The commenter states that Nevada County’s air quality is already poor and that the project will 
exacerbate those conditions. The commenter states that the DEIR must demonstrate the project 
will comply with air quality standards. The DEIR demonstrates that the project will comply with 
applicable air quality standards with implementation of mitigation measures. (DEIR, 4.3-66.) The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds.  

Response to Comment Ind 676-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR must analyze GHG emissions. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 676-5 
The commenter states that the Final EIR should include a monitoring program for the project and 
the commenter also references the Project Applicant’s prior mining project. A mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final 
EIR. The project mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the County. 
To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies 
will be responsible for their enforcement. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 
- Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 676-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the project’s traffic-related impact to SR 174. 
However, the DEIR acknowledges that the project’s impact to the intersection at SR 174 and 
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Brunswick Road would be significant and unavoidable. While the DEIR concludes that the 
proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact to the SR 174/Brunswick Road 
intersection, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(b) of the DEIR requires the applicant to enter into a Traffic 
Mitigation Agreement with the County regarding the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection. The 
Agreement shall require the applicant to pay the project’s fair share contribution toward the 
improvements necessary to improve intersection operations to an acceptable level. The 
Agreement shall include the fair share calculations and total payment amount. Based on the 
Caltrans methodology to assess fair share, it is estimated that the fair share percentage is 14.9%. 
While the project is contributing toward addressing its contribution of traffic to the SR 
174/Brunswick Road intersection, the remaining funding needed to improve the intersection (e.g., 
signalization) is not yet certain, nor secured. As a result, the DEIR conservatively concludes that 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Response to Comment Ind 676-7 
The commenter states that the project would change the visual character of the surrounding area. 
The DEIR has determined that the project would have a significant and unavoidable aesthetics 
impact even after implementation of mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.1-14-15.)  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 677: RICK AND DIANNE RANGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 677-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 676. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 676. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 678: RICK AND KATHLEEN SMITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 678-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 679: RICKI HECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 679-1 
As discussed in Section 3.3.2 and shown on Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, over 1,200 
Water Well Driller Reports (also known as Well Completion Reports) available from the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR)’s online database for private domestic wells are located 
within approximately one to two miles of the project site. Many of these wells are geolocated by 
property location in the DWR database while some are only located by the US Public Land Survey 
System (PLSS) township, range, and section. In areas within the predicted 1-foot drawdown from 
the groundwater model, wells with only general PLSS locations in the DWR database were 
matched to properties and plotted. The well database was also augmented with well data from 
the previous applicant Emgold, which provides additional well information within the 1-foot 
drawdown isopleth that is not available in the DWR database. All available details about well 
construction and testing in the area of the 1-foot drawdown isopleth were reviewed and tabulated 
from the Well Completion Report or Emgold records and are provided and discussed in Section 
3.3.2 of Appendix K.2. which are available for the majority of properties. The Well Mitigation Plan 
has been clarified to include measures to identify any wells not in the well database and gather 
individual well characteristics should an impact be predicted by the Groundwater Monitoring Plan. 
The revised Well Mitigation Plan is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix D. The commenter 
states that a complete inventory of domestic water wells within and beyond the mineral rights 
boundary is required for the analysis of the DEIR. However, wells outside the 1-ft drawdown were 
not specifically analyzed for impacts from mine dewatering because they would experience 
negligible drawdown and therefore would not be significantly impacted by mine dewatering. More 
effort in including these wells in the well database would not change the analysis nor conclusions 
of the DEIR, nor the necessary mitigation measures, and therefore is not required. 

With respect to the commenter’s property specifically, this property is located outside of the 1-ft 
isopleth as shown on Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR and therefore is predicted to 
experience negligible drawdown (less than one foot) and impact from mine dewatering. 
Approximately five wells adjacent to the commenter’s property are mapped on Sheet 12 based 
on the DWR database information. Nevertheless, the groundwater monitoring plan is 
implemented to ensure that any impact would be predicted and preemptively mitigated, if 
necessary. Please see Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 7 - Location 
of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 679-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-3 
Baseline groundwater quality data is required to be collected 12 months before the 
commencement of mine dewatering and will be collected from groundwater monitoring wells 
which will be representative the groundwater quality in surrounding domestic water wells. Please 
also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, for an updated 
description of the proposed monitoring approach, which now also includes a proposal by the 
applicant to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth 
of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and shown in Figure 1 of Master 
Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a condition of approval will be 
imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7479 

Response to Comment Ind 679-4 
The Well Mitigation Plan has been clarified to explain actions that would be taken for well 
mitigation, if required, in more detail. Please see the revised Well Mitigation Plan attached the 
Final EIR as Appendix D. Well mitigation outside of the E. Bennett area may not include the 
connection to NID potable water depending on the circumstances, as storage tanks and/or well 
deepening may be adequate solutions. Any mitigation required for wells impacted by the project 
would be done so at the cost of the applicant. Please also see Master Response 14 - Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-5 
Mitigation Measures are designed to ensure wells would not be contaminated by mining activities 
and baseline groundwater quality data will be collected and groundwater quality will be monitored 
throughout operations. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 679-6 
Arsenic and mercury were analyzed in water samples. Please see Tables 3-6, 3-7, and 3-9 of 
Appendix K.2. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-7 
Comment noted regarding the commenter’s existing groundwater well. Noise from project 
activities has been analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and was determined to be less than 
significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. Furthermore, while the DEIR 
determined, based on best available data, that the project’s operations would not result in noise 
levels that would exceed the County’s thresholds, the DEIR conservatively concludes that the 
proposed project could result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and the project’s noise impacts could be 
significant. As a result, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which requires 
implementation of a robust, ongoing noise monitoring program. The noise monitoring program 
shall evaluate noise levels at a minimum of five receptor locations surrounding the Brunswick 
Industrial Site. The noise monitoring system shall consist of the installation of permanent noise 
monitors at three to five locations on the Brunswick Industrial Site, and one site at the Centennial 
Industrial Site, to be determined by a third-party noise consultant under contract with the County, 
in coordination with the applicant. The permanent monitors shall be provided with a continual 
power source, and shall include internet connectivity technology, to enable electronic retrieval of 
noise monitoring data at any time by the County’s third-party noise consultant. The County’s third-
party noise consultant is required to retrieve and evaluate mine-related operational noise levels 
within 30 days of commencement of mining, quarterly thereafter for the first five years, and then 
once per year thereafter for the life of the project. If noise levels are found to exceed the County’s 
standards, then operation of the mine shall cease, until additional engineering controls can be 
implemented as needed.  

Also see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-8 
Noise from project activities, including nighttime activities, has been analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of 
the DEIR and is less than significant after mitigation. The applicable CEQA threshold of 
significance for noise impacts is not “no noise”. Please see Chapter 4.10 and Appendix L of the 
DEIR. Also see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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Response to Comment Ind 679-9 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-10 
Fire evacuation routes are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. Please also see 
Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-11 
The Greenhorn Road area is currently broken into two evacuation zones. Please see Master 
Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-12 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-13 
Fire evacuation routes are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. The analysis is 
based on review of available data and correspondence with agency staff, including County OES 
and applicable fire agencies. Please refer to the footnotes in Chapter 4.13. Please also see Master 
Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-14 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-15 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-16 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-17 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-18 
As discussed on page 6 of Appendix H.6, the Old Brunswick mine features were described during 
the parcel map creation in a geotechnical report by Anderson (1986), who conducted test boring 
and delineated areas inappropriate for residential construction over the Old Brunswick mine 
features which were incorporated into the final map for Bet Acres.  

As discussed on page 6 of Appendix H.6, the Old Brunswick Incline Shaft is located at 12305 Bet 
Road. The feature extends from the ground surface at an incline of approximately 45 to 50 
degrees to the 1,250-level of the mine. A Non-engineered soil/rock backfill collapsed in 1998 at 
the existing residence location. The collapse was likely associated with a vertical excavation to 
the ground surface from the incline shaft. The collapsed portal was closed by engineered design 
and the foundation of the house was underpinned (Carlton Engineering, Structural Engineer 
Thomas Burkhart, S.E. 4378) in 2000 and 2001. Design and permitting documents are on file with 
Nevada County Building Department (Permit # 72094).  
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Near surface workings and subsidence are analyzed on pages 4.6-44 through 4.6-47 and 
Appendix H.6 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings.  

Response to Comment Ind 679-19 
The commenter states that a tunnel collapse can happen anywhere. However, a tunnel must 
actually be present and such a tunnel must be close to surface to cause subsidence. Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 679-18, DEIR pages 4.6-44 through 4.6-47, and Appendix H.6 of the 
DEIR. See also Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-20 
Near surface workings and subsidence are analyzed on pages 4.6-44 through 4.6-47 of the DEIR 
and Appendix H.6 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 679-21 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The County has 
determined that recirculation of the DEIR is not required as the factors set forth under CEQA 
Guidelines 15088.5 for recirculation are not met. Please also see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 680: RISA ROSEMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 680-1 
As discussed on page 4.10-4 of the DEIR, Bollard Acoustical Consultants conducted continuous 
noise level measurements at 11 locations in the project vicinity (see Figure 4.10-3 of the DEIR). 
The noise measurement locations were selected to be representative of ambient noise conditions 
at receptors nearest to both the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites, at locations along East 
Bennett Road where the potable water system would be installed, and at receptors along the 
proposed haul routes. Any receptors further from these locations would be subject to lower noise 
levels, and thus, analysis of receptors located further away is not necessary. 
 
The DEIR evaluates potential impacts associated with substantial increases in ambient noise 
levels relative to existing conditions under Impacts 4.10-1, 4.10-2, and 4.10-3. Where potential 
impacts are identified, the DEIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the 
identified impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur 
subsequent to incorporation of mitigation. In its role as the lead agency, the County of Nevada 
will consider the information in the DEIR along with other information that may be presented to 
the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 680-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 680-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 680-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 680-4 
The DEIR evaluates potential impacts associated with water supply in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities. The DEIR evaluates potential 
impacts associated with energy use in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. Please see the discussions and analyses contained therein. In addition, please see 
Master Responses 15 and 16. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 681: ROB KATZENSTEIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 681-1 
The commenter is concerned about the transport of explosives required by the project. As stated 
on page 4.7-25 of the DEIR, the transportation of explosives in the U.S. has an excellent safety 
record. A review of DOT incident reports for highway transportation of class 1.1B, 1.4B, 1.1D, and 
1.5D materials shows 149 incidents over the past 30 years in the U.S. The majority of these 
incidents were vehicle accidents resulting in no release or spillages. No fatalities were reported 
in any incidents and only one incident resulted in injuries. The commenter’s remarks regarding an 
accident that cause an explosion is speculative. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or 
are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 681-2 
The commenter provides an introduction and states we should be careful not to pollute air and 
water but does not identify how the DEIR is inadequate. Impacts to water are analyzed in Chapter 
4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. Impacts to air quality are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 681-3 
The commenter is concerned about the noise from trucks in downtown Grass Valley. The project 
does not propose any truck routes in downtown Grass Valley. (DEIR, Figure 3-13.) DEIR Chapter 
4.10 (Noise and Vibration) analyzed noise impacts from trucks and found the impacts to be less 
than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31.) 

Response to Comment Ind 681-4 
The commenter is concerned with the project’s impacts to air quality and questions the efficacy 
of carbon offsets. The commenter also questions how the project will ensure safe transportation 
of explosives to the project site. The commenter does not identify any inadequacies with the DEIR. 
Air emissions from trucks and other machinery are analyzed in the DEIR, and all impacts related 
to air quality were determined to be less-than-significant after mitigation. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and Appendix E.1 
of the DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 
Carbon offsets required under Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) would ensure that construction-related 
emissions would be reduced sufficiently to ensure that the project’s incremental contribution of 
GHG emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable. A detailed discussion of explosives 
transportation and regulations is provided in Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of 
the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 681-5 
The commenter is concerned about the noise and vibration impacts from the use of explosives 
and states that the DEIR is speculative but does not provide any additional information. As stated 
on page 25 of Appendix M of the DEIR, the mining activities are located far from downtown Grass 
Valley are no ground vibration is expected. It is highly unlikely for anyone in downtown Grass 
Valley to perceive the ground vibration or for the ground vibration to cause any damage. 

Blasting activities are intermittent. As discussed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and the Technical 
Blasting Report prepared by Precision Blasting Services (Appendix M to the DEIR), a maximum 
of 0.23 inches per second vibration is modeled where a longhole blast could occur directly 
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beneath a receptor at 500 feet depth. Notwithstanding the rarity of this situation, such a blast 
might occur every three or four days between shift changes (7:00 AM and 7:00 PM) and would 
last for only seconds. At 500 feet depth and a horizontal offset of 1,400 feet, such a longhole blast 
would be undetectable by blasting seismograph (PPV <0.05 in/sec). Regular drift round blasting, 
occurring approximately twice daily over several seconds, are modeled to result in a maximum of 
0.14 inches per second vibration at a depth of 500 feet directly beneath a receptor. At 500 feet 
depth and a horizontal offset of 900 feet, a drift round blast would be undetectable by blasting 
seismograph (PPV <0.05 in/sec). Historic mining was completed to approximately 1,600 feet 
depth and the majority of future mining would be below the historic mine. At this distance, regular 
drift round blasting and longhole blast would be undetectable by blasting seismograph (PPV <0.05 
in/sec) at receptor locations directly above the blast location.  

Response to Comment Ind 681-6 
The commenter asks if property owners will be compensated if there is damage from vibrations. 
As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, all groundborne vibrations calculated for blasting of both 
drift round and long-hole stopes, respectively, fall below the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
recommendations and the levels at which structural damage to buildings is possible. Regarding 
economic damages, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic 
Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 681-7 
The commenter is concerned that the project will cause ground collapse or sinkholes. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 681-8 
The commenter states that the property values will be negatively impacted if groundwater wells 
are affected by the dewatering of the mine. Regarding the impacts to groundwater wells, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding economic impacts to 
property values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues 
and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 681-9 
This comment is about the potential jobs generated by the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 681-10 
The commenter opposes the project and urges the County not to approve it. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for decision makers. See Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 682: ROBERT AND FRANCESCA ERICKSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 682-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 683: ROBERT GULBIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 683-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 683-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change, Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation, and Master Response 35 
– Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 683-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 684: ROBERT GULBIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 684-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 683-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 684-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 683-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 684-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 683-3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 685: ROBERT HUBBARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-1 
The comment is substantively the same as Comment Ind 617-5. The commenter is directed to 
Response to Comment Ind 617-5.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-2 
The initial part of this comment is substantively the same as Comment Ind 617-4. The commenter 
is directed to Response to Comment Ind 617-4. With respect to the evaluation of long-term noise 
impacts, noise generated by the mining and processing components of the project would not 
change appreciably over time. Following completion of the engineered fill operations at both the 
Brunswick and Centennial sites, fill material would be hauled off site. Those future operations 
were evaluated in DEIR Impact 4.10-3 (Long-Term Off-Site Traffic). In addition, as future growth 
in the area unrelated to the project occurs, ambient traffic noise levels will increase incrementally 
while noise from the project would not. As a result, the project's contribution to the overall future 
ambient noise conditions would actually be lower compared to near-term ambient conditions.  
 
In addition, out of an abundance of caution, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 of the DEIR requires 
ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring program using noise monitors 
around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The monitoring program will be 
independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract with Nevada County. 
Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at the Brunswick Industrial 
Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate noise monitoring data 
to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance with County noise 
standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the noise data. If the results 
indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by individual equipment or 
processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations shall cease until 
additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures could take the 
form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional silencers, etc. 
After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data evaluation shall 
be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply with the County 
noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 also requires quarterly noise monitoring by the County’s third-party 
noise consultant during the first five years of project operation, and once per year thereafter for 
the life of the project.  

Response to Comment Ind 685-3 
Commenter suggests that the DEIR needs to study future growth and increased future ambient 
noise conditions. Anticipated future ambient noise levels, including planned growth and the 
proposed project, are discussed in DEIR Impact 4.10-6. As future non-project related growth in 
the area occurs, traffic noise levels will increase incrementally as a result of that growth, while 
noise generated by the project would remain unchanged over time. As a result, the project's 
contribution to the overall future ambient noise conditions would be lower compared to near-term 
ambient conditions. In other words, as background noise increases due to future non-project 
neighborhood growth, that increase in noise will provide greater masking of project noise 
compared to existing ambient noise conditions. 
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Response to Comment Ind 685-4 
The ultimate elevations of the engineered fill areas were included in the three-dimensional noise 
modelling conducted for the environmental noise analysis. As a result, the condition referenced 
in this comment was accounted for in the DEIR impact assessment. The commenter is referred 
to page 6, last paragraph, of the project’s Noise and Vibration Assessment (DEIR Appendix L). 
Additionally, the commenter is directed to Response to Comment Ind 617-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-5 
This comment is substantively the same as Comment Ind 617-7. The commenter is directed to 
Response to Comment Ind 617-7.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-6 
The project's requirement to comply with the County's adopted noise standards is neither arbitrary 
nor optional. Approval of the project by itself would not permit the project to generate noise levels 
in excess of those standards, regardless of how much investment the applicant has made in the 
project. Because the project does not yet exist, it is impossible to measure the noise generated 
by the equipment operating at the site prior to the project being approved. Rather, it is necessary 
to model the noise generation of the proposed project as accurately as feasible to evaluate 
impacts based on those modelling results. DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.10-3.2 requires 
implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring program to ensure that the project’s noise 
levels satisfy the County's noise standards once the project is operational and monitoring can be 
conducted. The requirements of the measure are summarized in Response to Comment Ind 685-
2 above. Contrary to the assertions made by the commenter, the noise measurements will provide 
a safeguard for the residents, the County and the applicant in ensuring the project's noise 
generation will be maintained at acceptable levels.  Additionally, commenter is directed to 
Response to Comment Ind 617-9. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-7 
This comment is substantively the same as Comment Ind 617-8. The commenter is directed to 
Response to Comment Ind 617-8.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 685-8 
Commenter is concerned with daytime noise levels, length of the permit, and impacts to wildlife 
and quality of life. Regarding quality of life, please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. Noise impacts associated with project traffic on both Brunswick Road 
and Whispering Pines Lane were evaluated in the DEIR and determined to be less than significant 
(see DEIR Table 4.10-16). Impacts to special-status wildlife species were also evaluated in the 
DEIR and found to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation measures 
implemented (see DEIR Impact 4.4-2 and Impact 4.4-4). Existing sensitive receptors, including 
30 surrounding residences, were chosen as the nearest potentially affected receptors to the 
project sites. (DEIR p. 4.10-4 and Figure 4.10-2.) Because this comment is editorial in nature, and 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR, no response is warranted.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 686: ROBERT JEWEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 686-1 
The commenter states that the groundwater model is flawed in the initial start point and baseline 
data but provides no specifics as to the flaws. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-2 
The commenter states that asbestos will be a huge and expensive problem that requires more 
management than described in the DEIR and the money for management should be put in escrow. 
However, the Health Risk Assessment is based on conservative assumptions that likely 
overestimate asbestos exposure. The commenter is referred to Master Response 22 – 
Conservatism used for Asbestos Assumptions. 

As stated on page 4.3-42 of the DEIR, use of the NSAQMD’s cancer and noncancer thresholds 
to assess health risk significance for CEQA is consistent with AB 2588 risk assessment 
procedures. The threshold of significance for health risk is an increased cancer risk of >10 cases 
per million persons. The Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project concludes that the 
health risk to the most sensitive receptor will be below this threshold. 

Nevertheless, the DEIR concludes that the project could result in a significant impact with respect 
to exposing receptors to substantial concentrations of asbestos and requires mitigation to reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the 
submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements 
as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air monitoring if required 
by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD may revise the ADMP on the 
basis of air monitoring. Notably, compliance with the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring 
asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is the standard approach within CEQA documents 
to address health concerns associated with exposure to asbestos from unpaved surfaces, 
construction and grading operations and quarries where asbestos is found or likely to be found in 
order to ensure potential health risk impacts to the public would be minimized to a less than 
significant impact. Multiple other projects in the NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as throughout the 
state, have relied upon compliance with these naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs in order to 
control any potential asbestos emissions to the extent possible. As described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 of the EIR, the proposed project shall also comply with all applicable criteria in the 
CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR excluded elements that would put the project over a net zero 
threshold. The commenter is referred to Master Response 28 - Greenhouse Gas Credits. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-4 
The commenter states that the remedial cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site must be included 
in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate 
Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-5 
The commenter states that construction schedules missing from the DEIR skew the analysis for 
other impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 24 - Project Construction 
Schedule. 
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Response to Comment Ind 686-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise and underestimates 
noise of dumping mine waste near residential neighborhoods and that all work needs to be done 
during regular working hours. However, nighttime noise and dumping of mine waste is analyzed 
in the DEIR and is less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.10 of the DEIR and Responses to Comments Grp 21-130 and Grp 21-131. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR must account for air traffic hazards and aesthetic impacts 
due to the likelihood of a moisture cloud plume. The commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment Grp 7-95. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately demonstrates that the project’s impacts to 
biological and aquatic resources are less than significant. The commenter is referred to Response 
to Comment Grp 21-144. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not demonstrate the impact to biological and aquatic 
resources would be less than significant but provides no further details. The commenter is referred 
to Chapters 4.4 (Biological Resources) and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master 
Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South 
Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-10 
The commenter states that DEIR uses meteorological data that does not reflect local conditions. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

Response to Comment Ind 686-11 
The commenter states his family would like more information regarding the connection of homes 
to NID. The engineering details of line routing to individual properties will be determined during 
the engineering of the potable water line as required by Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c). Engineering 
level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 26.) Homes in the E. Bennett Road area which are connected to NID potable 
water under the project Well Mitigation Plan would be subject to any NID drought restrictions 
imposed on its customers.  

Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 687: ROBERT RHODES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 687-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7510 

Individual Letter 688 

Ind 688-3 

Ind 688-1 

Ind 688-2 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7511 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 688: ROBERT ROOT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 688-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 688-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 
1. For general traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation; for general noise 
concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 688-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 689: ROBERT SHULMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 689-1 
Commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the DEIR and asserts that any noise is significant. 
The Project Applicant has proposed to incorporate project design elements to mitigate potential 
noise impacts by enclosing virtually all processing-related equipment and processes into insulated 
buildings, and through limitations on hours of operations of certain noise-generating activities 
which cannot practically be enclosed (i.e., engineering fill operations, transport of fill material to 
the Centennial Site, etc.). (DEIR pp. 4.10-38 and 4.10-24.) The analysis recognizes that 
substantial noise control measures will be required to be built into the project design to achieve 
this objective, and the applicant has committed to incorporate such noise control measures. (Id.) 
A comprehensive noise monitoring program will be required as a condition of project approval to 
ensure that the appropriate noise-control measures have been implemented to ensure 
satisfaction of the County's adopted noise standards. (DEIR 4.10-50.)  
 
The commenter is correct that the purpose of the EIR is to disclose potential impacts of a project. 
However, as stated in DEIR Section 4.10.4 under “Standards of Significance,” CEQA guidelines 
Appendix G clearly states that, for a noise impact to be considered significant, the increase in 
noise resulting from the project must be substantial. A substantial increase in noise is defined in 
DEIR Section 4.10.4 under “Traffic Noise Increase Criteria.” As discussed on page 5 of the 
project’s Noise and Vibration Assessment (DEIR Appendix L), audibility is very subjective and 
can vary from person to person. Thus, audibility is not used as a significance criteria in evaluating 
noise impacts. In addition, a noise source can be audible without a substantial increase in ambient 
noise levels occurring. It is important to note that residents in the general project area, including 
the City of Grass Valley, are currently exposed to noise from existing trucks on the area roadway 
network, as well as noise from automobile traffic, all of which are audible. An extensive ambient 
noise survey was undertaken for the project’s noise impact assessment to establish baseline 
ambient conditions to ensure that any identified substantial noise level increases above those 
ambient conditions would be identified as significant and that appropriate noise mitigation 
measures would be developed.  
 
The noise prediction model used to quantify the transmission of sound from the project area to 
the surrounding areas accounts for topography, atmospheric conditions, ground cover, shielding 
by intervening buildings, noise attenuation provided by building walls and ceilings, and vegetation 
(see pages 5-7 of DEIR Appendix L). Local topographic survey data was imported to develop a 
3-dimensional model of not only the project site but the surrounding neighborhoods as well. (DEIR 
4.10-23.) Reverberation (echo) can occur when sound impacts a reflective surface. However, 
vegetated ground with extensive tree cover, such as that present in the project vicinity, tends to 
be acoustically absorptive rather than reflective. (DEIR 4.10-24.) Where sounds can be heard 
over long distances, that phenomenon is frequently attributable to either a lack of intervening 
topography, vegetation, and ground cover between the source and receiver, or atmospheric 
conditions conducive to sound propagation. Such conditions are not anticipated to occur due to 
reflections or echoes at locations with soft ground, irregular topography, and extensive tree cover.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 689-2 
Commenter believes the graphic representing the dBA scale is non-logarithmic, while the dBA 
scale is logarithmic. The graphic referenced in this comment (Figure 2 of project Noise and 
Vibration Study, DEIR Appendix L), depicts a linear range of sound pressure levels (in decibels), 
and typical noise sources associated with those noise levels. Although the graph is linear, the 
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pressures impacting the human eardrum required to generate the decibel levels shown are 
nonlinear. For example, a decibel level of 70 dB has 10 times more sound pressure energy 
impacting the eardrum than a decibel level of 60 dB; 100 times more sound pressure energy than 
a decibel level of 50 dB; and 1,000 times more sound pressure energy than a decibel level of 40 
dB. For this reason, decibels cannot be added or subtracted, multiplied or divided without first 
converting the decibels into sound energy using exponential formulas. Once the arithmetic 
operations have been applied to the energy, the base-10 logarithm is taken to convert the energy 
back to decibels. For this reason, 50 dB + 50 dB = 53 dB, not 100 dB.   
 
Response to Comment Ind 689-3 
The commenter believes any sound is significant, disagrees with the monitoring sites and believes 
sound is most significant from the hours of 7-10 am and pm. As noted in the Response to 
Comment Ind 689-2 of this letter, audibility is not the test of significance for a finding that a project 
would result in a noise impact. CEQA requires a “substantial” increase in ambient noise levels for 
a finding of significance, not merely an audible change. Ambient conditions at residences close 
to and far from the project area vary, as noted by the ambient noise survey results presented in 
Appendix L of the DEIR. Those ambient conditions were evaluated in the project's noise analysis 
to ensure that the CEQA criteria were appropriately applied.  
 
The 12 noise monitoring locations identified on DEIR Figure 4.10-3 were specifically selected to 
be representative of baseline noise exposure of the nearest residences to both the Brunswick and 
Centennial project sites, and representative of sensitive receptors located along the project's 
proposed haul routes. Because sound decreases with distance, industry standard convention is 
to evaluate ambient conditions and potential noise impacts at the nearest sensitive receptors to 
a project's noise-generating areas. If impacts are not identified at the nearest receptors, it is 
reasonable and logical to conclude that impacts would not occur at substantially more distant 
receptor locations. Therefore, monitoring of ambient conditions at receptors located a 
considerable distance from the project site is typically not required. DEIR Figures 4.10-7 and 4.10-
8 indicate that the project's noise generation is projected to be limited to areas in relatively close 
proximity to the Brunswick Site. Commenter states that “actual noise from large, fully loaded 
trucks” should be captured in the noise study. Heavy truck activity is common in the project area 
so the project would not be introducing heavy truck traffic noise into an area where such noise is 
currently absent. As indicated in Table 9 of the project noise study (DEIR Appendix L), off-site 
hauling would occur between the hours of 6 am and 10 pm. Given a projected average of 50 
heavy truck round trips per day (100 individual passbys), the typical average number of hourly 
truck passbys on the local roadway network computes to approximately 6 per hour, or one truck 
passby every 10 minutes during typical operations. The noise generation of heavy trucks 
operating within the project area were modelled using the Federal Highway Administration 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, which is based on an extensive database of the noise 
generated by all vehicle categories, including heavy trucks. Those modelling results indicated that 
project-generated heavy truck traffic noise levels would not result in significant adverse noise 
impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 689-4 
This comment raises a concern with the length of the project permit, tourism and economic 
factors. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 
2 - Social and Economic Impacts. The timeline of the project does not affect the evaluation of the 
project's noise impacts or findings of significance for any identified impacts. This is because the 
County's noise standards state that the project cannot exceed the specific noise level limits during 
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any individual hour of any day, regardless of the week, month, or year during which the project is 
operational. 
 
The ambient noise environment within the cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City varies, 
depending mainly on proximity to major roadways. At residences located near Highways 49 and 
20, ambient noise levels are higher than at residences removed from busy roadways or other 
noise sources. For this reason, a focused ambient noise survey was conducted in proximity to the 
nearest residences to the project area to ensure that the impact evaluation properly accounted 
for baseline ambient conditions.  
 
The portion of this comment pertaining to noise monitoring is similar to Comment 689-3 of this 
same letter. The commenter is referred to the response to that comment.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 690: ROBERT AND ANN THORPE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-1 
The commenter’s reference to “toxic waste site pollution” lacks specificity. It is unclear whether 
the commenter is referring to existing site conditions or potential effects of the project on the sites. 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 8 through 11, as well as the discussions and analysis in 
Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-2 
The project will not result in harmful chemicals leaching into the aquifer and the commenter 
provides no evidence to this effect. Please see Master Responses 1, 8, and 35, as well as the 
discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-3 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.10, Noise 
and Vibration, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-4 
As discussed in Master Responses 1 and 2, quality of life concerns are outside the scope of 
CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-5 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 690-7 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 – quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 691: ROBERT WHEATLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 691-1 
The DEIR evaluates the potential for the proposed project to violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality under Impact 4.8-1, which starts on page 4.8-41. Because the DEIR concludes that a 
potentially significant impact could occur, the DEIR requires Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(a) through 
4.8-1(e), which would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. As provided by 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a), the Project Applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for coverage under 
the Limited Threat Discharge permit (General Order R5-2016-0076; NPDES No. CAG995002), at 
least six months prior to construction of the water treatment system. The NOI would be required 
to include evaluation of potential constituents of concern, including arsenic and to demonstrate 
that the proposed water treatment plant (WTP) design would successfully treat mine water to 
meet the water quality standards and treatment goals identified in the Limited Threat Discharge 
order. Upon construction of the WTP, sampling would be provided to the RWQCB to demonstrate 
that the treated water meets the water quality standards and treatment goals specified in the 
Limited Threat Discharge order. Ongoing monitoring of treated water would occur at a location 
specified by the State prior to the point of discharge at South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
As stated on page 4.8-53 of the DEIR, consistent with NPDES Permit requirements, the WTP 
would have backup power source (i.e., generators) in the event of electric power failure or outage. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 691-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 691-1. Please refer to Appendix K.4, Water Treatment 
Plant Design Report, for a detailed description of the proposed treatment process.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 691-3 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 691-1 and Ind 691-2. The water treatment plant and 
discharge of treated groundwater will be permitted by the State (CVRWQCB), who will have 
regulatory authority to stop mine operations if water quality samples exceed applicable limits. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 692: ROBIN DEMARTINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 692-1 
The commenter opposes the project but does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Responses to specific comments are 
provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 692-2 
The commenter states that the project will cause adverse traffic-related impacts such as damage 
to local roadways. The commenter states that the project will result in noise, vibration, and toxic 
dust but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Impacts from trucks are analyzed in Chapter 
4.10 (Noise and Vibration), Chapter 4.12 (Transportation), Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy), and Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources). 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49 and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, p. 4.12-91.) 

Response to Comment Ind 692-3 
The commenter implies that the project would exceed local noise ordinances. The DEIR analyzed 
noise impacts in Chapter 4.10. With the exception of the installation of a potable water line along 
East Bennett Road, noise impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-
31.)  

Response to Comment Ind 692-4 
The commenter implies that the Project Applicant will violate environmental standards governing 
the project but does not state how. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been 
prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions 
of approval will be enforced by the County. To the extent the applicant receives permits from other 
State and federal agencies, those agencies will be responsible for their enforcement. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 692-5 
The commenter is concerned about stormwater runoff from the project sites and the quality of the 
water discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek. The DEIR analyzed hydrology and water quality 
impacts in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and found impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master 
Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 692-6 
The commenter states that runoff from the site and/or discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek will 
contain contaminants. The DEIR analyzed hydrology and water quality impacts in Chapter 4.8 of 
the DEIR and found impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
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Response to Comment Ind 692-7 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to groundwater supplies during a 
drought. The DEIR analyzed hydrology and water quality impacts in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and 
found impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 692-8 
The commenter states that any adverse impacts from the project will be shouldered by the County 
after the project’s completion. However, the commenter does not state how the DEIR is 
inadequate. The impacts that the commenter is concerned with (road damage, water pollution, 
wildlife, and groundwater) are discussed in the DEIR, the commenter is referred to Chapter 4.12, 
4.3, 4.10, 4.8, 4.4 of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 693: ROBIN EHLERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 693-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is flawed and skewed to favor the 
proposed project, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
Regarding dewatering concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. For general air quality concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 694: ROBIN HART 
 
Response to Comment Ind 694-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to analyze project traffic during 
an emergency evacuation scenario. The commenter is referred to Master Response 5 - 
Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 694-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s finding that Impact 4.13-1 as “less than significant” is 
incorrect and must be changed to “significant and unavoidable.” However, the commenter does 
not provide evidence as to why the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 694-3 
The commenter states that the removal of vegetation must be mitigated. The commenter does 
not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Impacts to vegetation communities are evaluated in detail 
in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 694-4 
The commenter states that the “Fuel Treatment Efforts” section of the wildfire chapter is irrelevant 
to the DEIR. The purpose of Section 4.13.2, including Fuel Treatment Efforts, of the DEIR is to 
describe the existing wildfire setting in the project region as stated on page 4.13-1 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 694-5 
The commenter asks why the installation of the potable water pipeline along East Bennett Road 
is included in the DEIR as an example of fuel treatment. The project does not propose to conduct 
fuel treatment along East Bennett Road. As stated on page 4.13-5 of the DEIR, with respect to 
planned but not yet funded fuel treatment projects in the immediate vicinity (i.e., grant application 
submitted but award not yet confirmed), the primary project is roadside vegetation management 
(to create defensible space) along East Bennett Road, where the potable water pipeline would be 
installed, as well as the portion of Brunswick Road along the frontage of the Brunswick Industrial 
Site. Similar roadside vegetation management is also proposed along Greenhorn Road, east of 
the Brunswick Industrial Site.  

Response to Comment Ind 694-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR must address the possibility that a wildfire will ignite 
explosives being transported to the project site. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or 
are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 
As this comment amounts to speculation, no further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment Ind 694-7 
The commenter asks why the DEIR describes the installation of a fire flow system at the 
Brunswick Industrial Site and then states that it is unknown if the existing fire flow system meets 
California Fire Code requirements. The fire flow system is not constructed yet. As stated on page 
4.13-20, two existing fire service lines extend into the Brunswick site. The installation of the fire 
flow system for the project would be required to meet California Fire Code (CFC) requirements. 
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Response to Comment Ind 694-8 
The commenter states that the comprehensive vegetation management plan described on DEIR 
page 4.13-20 must be provided to the County Fire Marshall before the DEIR can be certified. The 
commenter is incorrect. The vegetation management plan is not required to be submitted until 
improvement plans such as grading or building permit applications are submitted. Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-2 requires that in conjunction with submittal of Improvement Plans, the Project 
Applicant shall submit a comprehensive vegetation management plan, inclusive of the Centennial 
and Brunswick Industrial Sites, for the review and approval by the County Fire Marshall’s Office. 
The applicant shall implement all provisions of the vegetation management plan during the project 
construction, operations, and reclamation activities. The mitigation measure has been formulated 
to include sufficient performance standards that must be met, in accordance with the requirements 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B).  

Response to Comment Ind 694-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR is incorrect in stating that firefighters from the CalFire Station 
on Ridge Road could respond to a fire at the project site within five minutes because of traffic 
impacts at Brunswick Road and State Route 20/49. The project does not create significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts at Brunswick Road and State Route 20/49. The commenter is referred 
to DEIR Chapter 4.12 (Transportation). 

Response to Comment Ind 694-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses wildfire impacts as less than significant 
but does not provide any specific information or state how the DEIR is inadequate. Responses to 
specific comments are provided above. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for 
the decisionmakers.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 695: ROBIN MILAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 695-1 
The public review period began on January 4, 2022 for a 60-day public review period, which was 
extended to April 4, 2022 for a total public review period of 91 days.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 696: ROBIN RESOVICH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 696-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 697: RON ROSNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 697-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. Regarding 
water table concerns, please see Master Response 15. Regarding truck exhaust concerns, the 
DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and 
GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the related 
impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically addresses 
health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 698: RON AND JULIE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. The project will not result in release of harmful chemicals into the 
aquifer and the commenter provides no evidence to this effect. Please see Master Responses 1, 
8, and 35, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-2 
Please see Master Responses 15 and 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-3 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-4 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the commenter has not been given the opportunity 
to learn about the “real environmental impacts,” but does not provide specific examples that would 
allow for a detailed response. For well concerns, please see Master Response 15.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-5 
For the general noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 698-6 
Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 699: RONA SCABLOOK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 699-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 
6 (Wildfire Impacts), 15 (Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells), and 16 (Drought and 
Climate Change). The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 700: RONALD DOW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 700-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 701: RONDAL SNODGRASS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 701-1 
This is an introductory comment that expresses general concerns regarding the proposed project. 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 701-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 701-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 701-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 701-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 702: RONDAL SNODGRASS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 702-1 
This is an introductory comment that expresses general concerns regarding the proposed project. 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 702-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 702-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 702-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 702-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 
through 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 703: RONDAL SNODGRASS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 703-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 703-2 
 The DEIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project in Chapter. As summarized in DEIR 
section 6.2, and provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable 
range of alternatives that achieves the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project 
impacts. The alternatives analysis is not required to consider every project alternative but is 
governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 
to permit a reasoned choice.” The alternative analysis in the DEIR considered nine different 
alternatives. Five alternatives were considered but rejected from detailed analysis since they did 
not meet most project objectives, were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. 
Four alternatives were analyzed in detail (see DEIR section 6.3.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 703-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 703-4 
An analysis of cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project is provided at the end of 
each technical chapter in the DEIR. In addition, please see the discussions under the Cumulative 
Setting heading in Chapter 5, Statutorily Required Sections, of the DEIR, which starts on page 5-
3. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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