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SUPPORT CARD 916: REBECCA FRENCH 
 
Response to Sup 916-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 917: REED NEWCOMB 
 
Response to Sup 917-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 918: RHETT LEWIS 
 
Response to Sup 918-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 919: RICARDO AND LINDA FUENTES 
 
Response to Sup 919-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 920: RICH FOX 
 
Response to Sup 920-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 921: RICHARD BUCHER 
 
Response to Sup 921-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4593 

 
 
  

Support Card 922 

Sup 922-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4594 

SUPPORT CARD 922: RICHARD CARTER 
 
Response to Sup 922-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 923: RICHARD CORTEZ  
Response to Sup 923-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 924: RICHARD DETERDING 
 
Response to Sup 924-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 925: RICHARD FRENCH 
 
Response to Sup 925-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 926: RICHARD GRAYDON 
 
Response to Sup 926-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4603 

 
 
  

Support Card 927 

Sup 927-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4604 

SUPPORT CARD 927: RICHARD HANSEN 
 
Response to Sup 927-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 928: RICHARD HEATHER 
 
Response to Sup 928-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 929: RICHARD KUHWARTH 
 
Response to Sup 929-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 930: RICHARD KUNA 
 
Response to Sup 930-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 931: RICHARD AND LISA MUSA 
 
Response to Sup 931-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 932: RICHARD OKUMA 
 
Response to Sup 932-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4615 

 
 
  

Support Card 933 

Sup 933-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4616 

SUPPORT CARD 933: RICHARD AND LAURA PREECE 
 
Response to Sup 933-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 934: RICHARD RODECK 
 
Response to Sup 934-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 935: RICHARD RODECK 
 
Response to Sup 935-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 936: RICHARD AND VELVA WASHBURN 
 
Response to Sup 936-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 937: RICHARD DAVIS 
 
Response to Sup 937-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 938: RICHARD TERRELL 
 
Response to Sup 938-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 939: RICK AND MARIKA LYNN 
 
Response to Sup 939-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 940: RITADINA ARRIAGA 
 
Response to Sup 940-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 941: ROB AND RACHEL BALDWIN 
 
Response to Sup 941-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 942: ROB BEAM 
 
Response to Sup 942-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 943: ROB AND SABREENA BOSMA 
 
Response to Sup 943-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 944: ROB CURRY 
 
Response to Sup 944-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 945: ROB AND KATHY PENN 
 
Response to Sup 945-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 946: ROB ULLOM 
 
Response to Sup 946-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 947: ROBERT ASH 
 
Response to Sup 947-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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December 2022 
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SUPPORT CARD 948: ROBERT AND MARILYN CHRISMAN 
 
Response to Sup 948-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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December 2022 
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SUPPORT CARD 949: ROBERT AND LAURA CROUSE 
 
Response to Sup 949-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 950: ROBERT FOSTER 
 
Response to Sup 950-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 951: ROBERT FREE 
 
Response to Sup 951-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 952: ROBERT AND LINDA HAIGHT 
 
Response to Sup 952-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 953: ROBERT AND LYNN HAIGHT 
 
Response to Sup 953-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 954: ROBERT HICKINS 
 
Response to Sup 954-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 955: ROBERT AND MARYANN HUDSPETH 
 
Response to Sup 955-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 956: ROBERT INGRAM 
 
Response to Sup 956-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 957: ROBERT AND ELAINE JOHNSON 
 
Response to Sup 957-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 958: ROBERT KILROY 
 
Response to Sup 958-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 959: ROBERT KILROY 
 
Response to Sup 959-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 960: ROBERT KILROY 
 
Response to Sup 960-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 961: ROBERT LANG 
 
Response to Sup 961-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 962: ROBERT LEWIS 
 
Response to Sup 962-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 963: ROBERT LOWENTHAL 
 
Response to Sup 963-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 964: ROBERT LOWENTHAL 
 
Response to Sup 964-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 965: ROBERT MATSON 
 
Response to Sup 965-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 966: ROBERT AND LYNN MCGEE 
 
Response to Sup 966-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 967: ROBERT MILLS 
 
Response to Sup 967-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 968: ROBERT MILLS 
 
Response to Sup 968-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 969: ROBERT MILLS 
 
Response to Sup 969-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 970: ROBERT NEWKIRK 
 
Response to Sup 970-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 971: ROBERT PARKS 
 
Response to Sup 971-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 972: ROBERT AND ALICIA RIST 
 
Response to Sup 972-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 973: ROBERT SEIDLITZ 
 
Response to Sup 973-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 974: ROBERT SHRADER 
 
Response to Sup 974-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 975: ROBERT TOTE 
 
Response to Sup 975-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 976: ROBERT WILDEN 
 
Response to Sup 976-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 977: ROBERT AND DIXIE WILSON 
 
Response to Sup 977-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 978: ROBERT WILSON 
 
Response to Sup 978-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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SUPPORT CARD 979: ROBERT ZOELLIN 
 
Response to Sup 979-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4709 

  
  

Support Card 980 

Sup 980-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4710 

SUPPORT CARD 980: ROBERT BIRK 
 
Response to Sup 980-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4711 

  
 
 
  

Support Card 981 

Sup 981-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4712 

SUPPORT CARD 981: ROBERT SPENCER 
 
Response to Sup 981-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 982 

Sup 982-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4714 

SUPPORT CARD 982: ROBIN AND JENNY KITTS 
 
Response to Sup 982-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4715 

 
 
  

Support Card 983 

Sup 983-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4716 

SUPPORT CARD 983: ROBIN KITTS 
 
Response to Sup 983-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 984 

Sup 984-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4718 

SUPPORT CARD 984: ROGER CARMINE 
 
Response to Sup 984-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Page 2-4719 

 
 
  

Support Card 985 

Sup 985-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4720 

SUPPORT CARD 985: ROGER CHAPMAN 
 
Response to Sup 985-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4721 

 
 
  

Support Card 986 

Sup 986-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4722 

SUPPORT CARD 986: ROLF, ANN, AND MARK IVEY 
 
Response to Sup 986-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 987 

Sup 987-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4724 

SUPPORT CARD 987: ROMUALD CHORON 
 
Response to Sup 987-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 988 

Sup 988-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4726 

SUPPORT CARD 988: RON AND MARSHA FOSTER 
 
Response to Sup 988-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 989 

Sup 989-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4728 

SUPPORT CARD 989: RON AND MARSHA FOSTER 
 
Response to Sup 989-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 990 

Sup 990-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4730 

SUPPORT CARD 990: RON HENLEY 
 
Response to Sup 990-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
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Support Card 991 

Sup 991-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4732 

SUPPORT CARD 991: RON AND CORA HIGGINS 
 
Response to Sup 991-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
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Support Card 992 

Sup 992-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4734 

SUPPORT CARD 992: RON AND CORA HIGGINS 
 
Response to Sup 992-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
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Support Card 993 

Sup 993-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4736 

SUPPORT CARD 993: RON AND BECKIE MEWES 
 
Response to Sup 993-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4737 

 
  

Support Card 994 

Sup 994-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4738 

SUPPORT CARD 994: RON SLAY 
 
Response to Sup 994-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4739 

 
  

Support Card 995 

Sup 995-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4740 

SUPPORT CARD 995: RON AND RHONDA SLAY 
 
Response to Sup 995-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4741 

 
 
  

Support Card 996 

Sup 996-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4742 

SUPPORT CARD 996: RON AND ETHEL TUTTLE 
 
Response to Sup 996-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Support Card 997 

Sup 997-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4744 

SUPPORT CARD 997: RON AND VICKI WEISER 
 
Response to Sup 997-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4745 

 
 
  

Support Card 998 

Sup 998-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4746 

SUPPORT CARD 998: RON AND BECKIE MEWES 
 
Response to Sup 998-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Page 2-4747 

 
  

Support Card 999 

Sup 999-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4748 

SUPPORT CARD 999: RONALD NEVIS 
 
Response to Sup 999-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4749 

 
 
  
  

Support Card 1000 

Sup 1000-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4750 

SUPPORT CARD 1000: RONALD PICKEN 
 
Response to Sup 1000-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4751 

 
 
  

Support Card 1001 

Sup 1001-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4752 

SUPPORT CARD 1001: RONALD SKEWES 
 
Response to Sup 1001-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4753 

 
  

Support Card 1002 

Sup 1002-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4754 

SUPPORT CARD 1002: RONALD SKEWES 
 
Response to Sup 1002-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4755 

 
  

Support Card 1003 

Sup 1003-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4756 

SUPPORT CARD 1003: RONALD BUZZARD 
 
Response to Sup 1003-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4757 

 
  

Support Card 1004 

Sup 1004-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4758 

SUPPORT CARD 1004: RONNIE THOMAS 
 
Response to Sup 1004-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4759 

 
  

Support Card 1005 

Sup 1005-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4760 

SUPPORT CARD 1005: ROSALYN JOHANSEN 
 
Response to Sup 1005-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4761 

 
  

Support Card 1006 

Sup 1006-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4762 

SUPPORT CARD 1006: ROSANNE PALMER 
 
Response to Sup 1006-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4763 

 
  

Support Card 1007 

Sup 1007-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4764 

SUPPORT CARD 1007: ROSEMARIE MORRIS 
 
Response to Sup 1007-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4765 

 
  

Support Card 1008 

Sup 1008-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4766 

SUPPORT CARD 1008: ROSS CRARY 
 
Response to Sup 1008-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4767 

 
  

Support Card 1009 

Sup 1009-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4768 

SUPPORT CARD 1009: ROSS CRARY 
 
Response to Sup 1009-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4769 

 
  

Support Card 1010 

Sup 1010-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4770 

SUPPORT CARD 1010: ROXANA HILL 
 
Response to Sup 1010-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4771 

  

Support Card 1011 

Sup 1011-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4772 

SUPPORT CARD 1011: ROY RAMEY 
 
Response to Sup 1011-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4773 

 
  

Support Card 1012 

Sup 1012-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4774 

SUPPORT CARD 1012: RUSS BROUGHAN 
 
Response to Sup 1012-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4775 

 
  

Support Card 1013 

Sup 1013-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4776 

SUPPORT CARD 1013: RUSS AND JANET HOWELL 
 
Response to Sup 1013-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4777 

 
  

Support Card 1014 

Sup 1014-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4778 

SUPPORT CARD 1014: RUSSEL PETERSON 
 
Response to Sup 1014-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4779 

 
 
  

Support Card 1015 

Sup 1015-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4780 

SUPPORT CARD 1015: RUSSEL KING 
 
Response to Sup 1015-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4781 

 
  

Support Card 1016 

Sup 1016-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4782 

SUPPORT CARD 1016: RUSSEL AND BRIGETTE LORANG 
 
Response to Sup 1016-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4783 

 
  

Support Card 1017 

Sup 1017-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4784 

SUPPORT CARD 1017: RUSSEL PRINZ 
 
Response to Sup 1017-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4785 

 
  

Support Card 1018 

Sup 1018-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4786 

SUPPORT CARD 1018: RUSSEL WILLIAMS 
 
Response to Sup 1018-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4787 

 
  

Support Card 1019 

Sup 1019-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4788 

SUPPORT CARD 1019: RUTH POULTER 
 
Response to Sup 1019-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4789 

 
  

Support Card 1020 

Sup 1020-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4790 

SUPPORT CARD 1020: RYAN DENIZ 
 
Response to Sup 1020-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4791 

 
  

Support Card 1021 

Sup 1021-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4792 

SUPPORT CARD 1021: RYAN TIDWELL 
 
Response to Sup 1021-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4793 

  

Support Card 1022 

Sup 1022-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4794 

SUPPORT CARD 1022: RYAN DEYOUNG 
 
Response to Sup 1022-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4795 

 
  

Support Card 1023 

Sup 1023-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4796 

SUPPORT CARD 1023: RYAN HOLMES 
 
Response to Sup 1023-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
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Page 2-4797 

 
  

Support Card 1024 

Sup 1024-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4798 

SUPPORT CARD 1024: S. AND M. PAULUS 
 
Response to Sup 1024-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4799 

 
  

Support Card 1025 

Sup 1025-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4800 

SUPPORT CARD 1025: S. FRANCONE 
 
Response to Sup 1025-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4801 

 
  

Support Card 1026 

Sup 1026-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4802 

SUPPORT CARD 1026: SALLY SALIVAR 
 
Response to Sup 1026-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4803 

 
 
  

Support Card 1027 

Sup 1027-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4804 

SUPPORT CARD 1027: SAM GRIFFITH 
 
Response to Comment 1027-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4805 

 
  

Support Card 1028 

Sup 1028-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4806 

SUPPORT CARD 1028: SAM GRIFFITH 
 
Response to Sup 1028-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4807 

 
 
  

Support Card 1029 

Sup 1029-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4808 

SUPPORT CARD 1029: SAM MACGREGOR 
 
Response to Sup 1029-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4809 

 
  

Support Card 1030 

Sup 1030-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4810 

SUPPORT CARD 1030: SAM AND SUSAN MARSICO 
 
Response to Sup 1030-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4811 

 
 
  

Support Card 1031 

Sup 1031-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4812 

SUPPORT CARD 1031: SAM YOUNGMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1031-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4813 

 
  

Support Card 1032 

Sup 1032-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4814 

SUPPORT CARD 1032: SAMANTHA PEEBLES 
 
Response to Sup 1032-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4815 

 
  

Support Card 1033 

Sup 1033-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4816 

SUPPORT CARD 1033: SAMANTHA RANDALL 
 
Response to Sup 1033-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4817 

 
 
  

Support Card 1034 

Sup 1034-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4818 

SUPPORT CARD 1034: SAMUEL PHILLIPS 
 
Response to Sup 1034-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4819 

 
  

Support Card 1035 

Sup 1035-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4820 

SUPPORT CARD 1035: SAMUEL YOUNGMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1035-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4821 

 
 
  

Support Card 1036 

Sup 1036-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4822 

SUPPORT CARD 1036: SAM YOUNGMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1036-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4823 

 
 
  

Support Card 1037 

Sup 1037-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4824 

SUPPORT CARD 1037: SANDRA COLLINS 
 
Response to Sup 1037-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4825 

 
 
  

Support Card 1038 

Sup 1038-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4826 

SUPPORT CARD 1038: SANDRA KNAPP 
 
Response to Sup 1038-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4827 

 
  

Support Card 1039 

Sup 1039-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4828 

SUPPORT CARD 1039: SANDRA TISHLARICH 
 
Response to Sup 1039-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4829 

 
 
  

Support Card 1040 

Sup 1040-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4830 

SUPPORT CARD 1040: SANDRA COLLINS 
 
Response to Sup 1040-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4831 

 
  

Support Card 1041 

Sup 1041-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4832 

SUPPORT CARD 1041: SANDY HALL 
 
Response to Sup 1041-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4833 

 
 
 
  

Support Card 1042 

Sup 1042-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4834 

SUPPORT CARD 1042: SARAH MASLOV 
 
Response to Sup 1042-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4835 

 
  

Support Card 1043 

Sup 1043-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4836 

SUPPORT CARD 1043: SCOT LITTLE 
 
Response to Sup 1043-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4837 

 
 
  

Support Card 1044 

Sup 1044-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4838 

SUPPORT CARD 1044: SCOT LITTLE 
 
Response to Sup 1044-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4839 

 
  

Support Card 1045 

Sup 1045-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4840 

SUPPORT CARD 1045: SCOTT AND MARCI LANDRE 
 
Response to Sup 1045-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4841 

 
  

Support Card 1046 

Sup 1046-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4842 

SUPPORT CARD 1046: SEAN BERNARD 
 
Response to Sup 1046-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4843 

 
  

Support Card 1047 

Sup 1047-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4844 

SUPPORT CARD 1047: SEAN DOLBEE 
 
Response to Sup 1047-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4845 

 
 
  

Support Card 1048 

Sup 1048-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4846 

SUPPORT CARD 1048: SEAN MINOR 
 
Response to Sup 1048-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
.



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4847 

 
 
  

Support Card 1049 

Sup 1049-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4848 

SUPPORT CARD 1049: SEAN O’BRIEN 
 
Response to Sup 1049-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4849 

 
 
  

Support Card 1050 

Sup 1050-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4850 

SUPPORT CARD 1050: SEAN REYNOLDS 
 
Response to Sup 1050-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4851 

 
  

Support Card 1051 

Sup 1051-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4852 

SUPPORT CARD 1051: SHAUN AND CANDACE KELLY 
 
Response to Sup 1051-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4853 

 
  

Support Card 1052 

Sup 1052-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4854 

SUPPORT CARD 1052: SHAWN BRATCHER 
 
Response to Sup 1052-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4855 

 
  

Support Card 1053 

Sup 1053-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4856 

SUPPORT CARD 1053: SHAWN AND LOUISE KOBLISKA 
 
Response to Sup 1053-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4857 

 
 
  

Support Card 1054 

Sup 1054-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4858 

SUPPORT CARD 1054: SHAWN ONEILL 
 
Response to Sup 1054-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4859 

 
  

Support Card 1055 

Sup 1055-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4860 

SUPPORT CARD 1055: SHERI ANASTASIO 
 
Response to Sup 1055-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4861 

 
  

Support Card 1056 

Sup 1056-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4862 

SUPPORT CARD 1056: SHERRI AND BRENT OAKLEY 
 
Response to Sup 1056-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4863 

 
  

Support Card 1057 

Sup 1057-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4864 

SUPPORT CARD 1057: SHERRI AND BRENT OAKLEY 
 
Response to Sup 1057-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4865 

 
  

Support Card 1058 

Sup 1058-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4866 

SUPPORT CARD 1058: SHIRLEY WELDEMERE 
 
Response to Sup 1058-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4867 

 
  

Support Card 1059 

Sup 1059-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4868 

SUPPORT CARD 1059: SHIRLEY WELDOMERE 
 
Response to Sup 1059-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4869 

 
 
  

Support Card 1060 

Sup 1060-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4870 

SUPPORT CARD 1060: SHIRLEY VOGEL 
 
Response to Sup 1060-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4871 

 
 
  

Support Card 1061 

Sup 1061-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4872 

SUPPORT CARD 1061: STEPHEN LONGACRE 
 
Response to Sup 1061-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4873 

 
  

Support Card 1062 

Sup 1062-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4874 

SUPPORT CARD 1062: STEPHEN WATERBROOK 
 
Response to Sup 1062-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4875 

 
  
  

Support Card 1063 

Sup 1063-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4876 

SUPPORT CARD 1063: STEVE BORGNIS 
 
Response to Sup 1063-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4877 

 
  

Support Card 1064 

Sup 1064-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4878 

SUPPORT CARD 1064: STEVE BORGNIS 
 
Response to Sup 1064-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4879 

 
 
  

Support Card 1065 

Sup 1065-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4880 

SUPPORT CARD 1065: STEVE CLIFTON 
 
Response to Sup 1065-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4881 

 
  

Support Card 1066 

Sup 1066-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4882 

SUPPORT CARD 1066: STEVE CLOUD 
 
Response to Sup 1066-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4883 

 
  

Support Card 1067 

Sup 1067-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4884 

SUPPORT CARD 1067: STEVE ELDER  
 
Response to Sup 1067-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4885 

 
  

Support Card 1068 

Sup 1068-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4886 

SUPPORT CARD 1068: STEVE AND SHIRLEY ENGELL 
 
Response to Sup 1068-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4887 

 
  

Support Card 1069 

Sup 1069-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4888 

SUPPORT CARD 1069: STEVE GONET 
 
Response to Sup 1069-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4889 

 
  

Support Card 1070 

Sup 1070-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4890 

SUPPORT CARD 1070: STEVE AND JENNIFER GONET 
 
Response to Sup 1070-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4891 

 
  

Support Card 1071 

Sup 1071-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4892 

SUPPORT CARD 1071: STEVE HURLIMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1071-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4893 

 
  

Support Card 1072 

Sup 1072-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4894 

SUPPORT CARD 1072: STEVE O’BRIEN 
 
Response to Sup 1072-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4895 

 
  

Support Card 1073 

Sup 1073-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4896 

SUPPORT CARD 1073: STEVE PACHAUD 
 
Response to Sup 1073-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4897 

 
 
  

Support Card 1074 

Sup 1074-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4898 

SUPPORT CARD 1074: STEVE AND BARBARA SHAPPERT 
 
Response to Sup 1074-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4899 

 
  

Support Card 1075 

Sup 1075-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4900 

SUPPORT CARD 1075: STEVE AND BARBARA SHAPPERT 
 
Response to Sup 1075-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4901 

 
 
  

Support Card 1076 

Sup 1076-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4902 

SUPPORT CARD 1076: STEVE SMITH 
 
Response to Sup 1076-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4903 

 
  

Support Card 1077 

Sup 1077-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4904 

SUPPORT CARD 1077: STEVE AND RACHEL WADE  
 
Response to Sup 1077-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4905 

 
  

Support Card 1078 

Sup 1078-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4906 

SUPPORT CARD 1078: STEVEN BARNES 
 
Response to Sup 1078-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4907 

 
  

Support Card 1079 

Sup 1079-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4908 

SUPPORT CARD 1079: STEVEN SHARSMITT 
 
Response to Sup 1079-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4909 

 
  

Support Card 1080 

Sup 1080-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4910 

SUPPORT CARD 1080: STEVEN HOLLI 
 
Response to Sup 1080-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4911 

 
  

Support Card 1081 

Sup 1081-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4912 

SUPPORT CARD 1081: STEVEN KUESTER 
 
Response to Sup 1081-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4913 

 
  

Support Card 1082 

Sup 1082-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4914 

SUPPORT CARD 1082: SUE SINS 
 
Response to Sup 1082-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4915 

 
  

Support Card 1083 

Sup 1083-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4916 

SUPPORT CARD 1083: SUMITA DAVIS 
 
Response to Sup 1083-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4917 

 
  

Support Card 1084 

Sup 1084-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4918 

SUPPORT CARD 1084: SUSAN AND LONNIE JUECK 
 
Response to Sup 1084-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4919 

 
 
  

Support Card 1085 

Sup 1085-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4920 

SUPPORT CARD 1085: SUSAN WALSH 
 
Response to Sup 1085-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4921 

 
 
  

Support Card 1086 

Sup 1086-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4922 

SUPPORT CARD 1086: SUZANNE KING 
 
Response to Sup 1086-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4923 

 
  

Support Card 1087 

Sup 1087-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4924 

SUPPORT CARD 1087: SUZETTA AND DOUG URLIE 
 
Response to Sup 1087-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4925 

 
  

Support Card 1088 

Sup 1088-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4926 

SUPPORT CARD 1088: SUZIE BAILEY 
 
Response to Sup 1088-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4927 

 
  

Support Card 1089 

Sup 1089-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4928 

SUPPORT CARD 1089: T. TRATHAN 
 
Response to Sup 1089-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4929 

 
  

Support Card 1090 

Sup 1090-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4930 

SUPPORT CARD 1090: TADHG HENNESSY 
 
Response to Sup 1090-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4931 

 
 
  

Support Card 1091 

Sup 1091-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4932 

SUPPORT CARD 1091: TAMARA MCFARLAND 
 
Response to Sup 1091-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4933 

 
  

Support Card 1092 

Sup 1092-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4934 

SUPPORT CARD 1092: TAMMY ANDREOZZI 
 
Response to Sup 1092-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4935 

 
  

Support Card 1093 

Sup 1093-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4936 

SUPPORT CARD 1093: TAURA WHITEHEAD 
 
Response to Sup 1093-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4937 

 
  

Support Card 1094 

Sup 1094-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4938 

SUPPORT CARD 1094: TAVA RILEY 
 
Response to Sup 1094-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4939 

 
 
  

Support Card 1095 

Sup 1095-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4940 

SUPPORT CARD 1095: TED SCRUGGS 
 
Response to Sup 1095-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4941 

 
  

Support Card 1096 

Sup 1096-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4942 

SUPPORT CARD 1096: TED SCRUGGS 
 
Response to Sup 1096-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4943 

 
  

Support Card 1097 

Sup 1097-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4944 

SUPPORT CARD 1097: TERA AND GENE YEOMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1097-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4945 

 
  

Support Card 1098 

Sup 1098-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4946 

SUPPORT CARD 1098: TERENCE AND ROBIN PRECHTER 
 
Response to Sup 1098-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4947 

 
  

Support Card 1099 

Sup 1099-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4948 

SUPPORT CARD 1099: TERESA BAUMGARTNER 
 
Response to Sup 1099-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4949 

 
  

Support Card 1100 

Sup 1100-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4950 

SUPPORT CARD 1100: TERESA BAUMGARTNER 
 
Response to Sup 1100-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4951 

 
 
  

Support Card 1101 

Sup 1101-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4952 

SUPPORT CARD 1101: TERESA BAUMGARTNER 
 
Response to Sup 1101-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4953 

 
  

Support Card 1102 

Sup 1102-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4954 

SUPPORT CARD 1102: TERRY THOMPSON 
 
Response to Sup 1102-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4955 

 
  

Support Card 1103 

Sup 1103-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4956 

SUPPORT CARD 1103: TERRYL MERRITT 
 
Response to Sup 1103-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4957 

 
  

Support Card 1104 

Sup 1104-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4958 

SUPPORT CARD 1104: THERESSA BONETTI 
 
Response to Sup 1104-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4959 

 
  

Support Card 1105 

Sup 1105-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4960 

SUPPORT CARD 1105: THERESA KINGSBURY 
 
Response to Sup 1105-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4961 

 
  

Support Card 1106 

Sup 1106-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4962 

SUPPORT CARD 1106: THOMAS BURNS 
 
Response to Sup 1106-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4963 

 
  

Support Card 1107 

Sup 1107-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4964 

SUPPORT CARD 1107: THOMAS G. COOPMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1107-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4965 

 
  

Support Card 1108 

Sup 1108-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4966 

SUPPORT CARD 1108: THOMAS MCDERMOTT 
 
Response to Sup 1108-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4967 

 
  

Support Card 1109 

Sup 1109-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4968 

SUPPORT CARD 1109: THOMAS SCHMIDT 
 
Response to Sup 1109-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4969 

 
  

Support Card 1110 

Sup 1110-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4970 

SUPPORT CARD 1110: TIM CACY 
 
Response to Sup 1110-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4971 

 
  

Support Card 1111 

Sup 1-1111 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4972 

SUPPORT CARD 1111: TIM CALLAWAY 
 
Response to Sup 1111-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4973 

 
  

Support Card 1112 

Sup 1112-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4974 

SUPPORT CARD 1112: TIM HARRINGTON 
 
Response to Sup 1112-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4975 

 
  

Support Card 1113 

Sup 1113-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4976 

SUPPORT CARD 1113: TIM LEACH 
 
Response to Sup 1113-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4977 

 
  

Support Card 1114 

Sup 1114-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4978 

SUPPORT CARD 1114: TIM MCCALL 
 
Response to Sup 1114-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4979 

 
  

Support Card 1115 

Sup 1115-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4980 

SUPPORT CARD 1115: TIM AND MARIA MCKIM 
 
Response to Sup 1115-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4981 

 
 
  

Support Card 1116 

Sup 1116-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4982 

SUPPORT CARD 1116: TIM AND MARIA MCKIM 
 
Response to Sup 1116-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4983 

 
  

Support Card 1117 

Sup 1117-
1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4984 

SUPPORT CARD 1117: TIM, SHEA, BECKY, AND JERRY MERRY 
 
Response to Sup 1117-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4985 

 
  

Support Card 1118 

Sup 1118-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4986 

SUPPORT CARD 1118: TIM PALUA 
 
Response to Sup 1118-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4987 

 
  

Support 
Card 1119 

Sup 1119-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4988 

SUPPORT CARD 1119: TIM ROBINSON 
 
Response to Sup 1119-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4989 

 
  

Support Card 1120 

Sup 1120-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4990 

SUPPORT CARD 1120: TINA STOUTNER 
 
Response to Sup 1120-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4991 

 
 
  

Support Card 1121 

Sup 1121-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4992 

SUPPORT CARD 1121: TODD AND PAULA NEWMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1121-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4993 

 
  

Support Card 1122 

Sup 1122-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4994 

SUPPORT CARD 1122: TOM AMESBURY 
 
Response to Sup 1122-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4995 

 
  

Support Card 1123 

Sup 1123-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4996 

SUPPORT CARD 1123: TOM ANDERSEN 
 
Response to Sup 1123-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4997 

 
  

Support Card 1124 

Sup 1124-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4998 

SUPPORT CARD 1124: TOM ANDERSEN 
 
Response to Sup 1124-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-4999 

 
 
  

Support Card 1125 

Sup 1125-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5000 

SUPPORT CARD 1125: TOM FALLS 
 
Response to Sup 1125-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5001 

 
  

Support Card 1126 

Sup 1126-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5002 

SUPPORT CARD 1126: TOM JACOBSON 
 
Response to Sup 1126-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5003 

 
 
  

Support Card 1127 

Sup 1127-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5004 

SUPPORT CARD 1127: TOM KEMPF 
 
Response to Sup 1127-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5005 

 
  

Support Card 1128 

Sup 1128-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5006 

SUPPORT CARD 1128: TOM AND KATHY SACKMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1128-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5007 

 
 
  

Support Card 1129 

Sup 1129-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5008 

SUPPORT CARD 1129: TOM AND KATHY SACKMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1129-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5009 

 
  

Support Card 1130 

Sup 1130-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5010 

SUPPORT CARD 1130: TOM AND KONNY SCHULTZ 
 
Response to Sup 1130-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5011 

 
  

Support Card 1131 

Sup 1131-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5012 

SUPPORT CARD 1131: TOM STOCKTON 
 
Response to Sup 1131-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5013 

 
 
  

Support Card 1132 

Sup 1132-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5014 

SUPPORT CARD 1132: TONY AND CARI TAMAYD 
 
Response to Sup 1132-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5015 

 
 
  

Support Card 1133 

Sup 1133-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5016 

SUPPORT CARD 1133: TRAVIS PEEBLES 
 
Response to Sup 1133-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5017 

 
  

Support Card 1134 

Sup 1134-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5018 

SUPPORT CARD 1134: TRENT AND MICHELLE WOOSTER 
 
Response to Sup 1134-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5019 

 
 
  

Support Card 1135 

Sup 1135-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5020 

SUPPORT CARD 1135: TRICIA ALLEN 
 
Response to Sup 1135-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5021 

 
  

Support Card 1136 

Sup 1136-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5022 

SUPPORT CARD 1136: TRISTA HENCLEY 
 
Response to Sup 1136-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5023 

 
  

Support Card 1137 

Sup 1137-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5024 

SUPPORT CARD 1137: TRISTA HEWLLEY AND NATHAN HOOKER 
 
Response to Sup 1137-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5025 

 
  

Support Card 1138 

Sup 1138-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5026 

SUPPORT CARD 1138: TROY AND DEBBIE FREDERICK 
 
Response to Sup 1138-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5027 

 
  

Support Card 1139 

Sup 1139-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5028 

SUPPORT CARD 1139: TUCKER CIRZIUS 
 
Response to Sup 1139-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5029 

 
 
  

Support Card 1140 

Sup 1140-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5030 

SUPPORT CARD 1140: TYLER AND ELSYE HARGROVE 
 
Response to Sup 1140-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5031 

 
  

Support Card 1141 

Sup 1141-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5032 

SUPPORT CARD 1141: TYLER PATCHIN 
 
Response to Sup 1141-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5033 

 
  

Support Card 1142 

Sup 1142-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5034 

SUPPORT CARD 1142: VALMORE AND MARY GAUTHIER 
 
Response to Sup 1142-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5035 

 
  

Support Card 1143 

Sup 1143-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5036 

SUPPORT CARD 1143: VALMORE AND MARY GAUTHIER 
 
Response to Sup 1143-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5037 

 
 
  

Support Card 1144 

Sup 1144-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5038 

SUPPORT CARD 1144: VAN ANTHONY 
 
Response to Sup 1144-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5039 

 
 
  

Support Card 1145 

Sup 1145-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5040 

SUPPORT CARD 1145: VERN AND CAROL ELKINS 
 
Response to Sup 1145-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5041 

 
  

Support Card 1146 

Sup 1146-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5042 

SUPPORT CARD 1146: VIVIENNE LAHEY 
 
Response to Sup 1146-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5043 

 
 
 
  

Support Card 1147 

Sup 1147-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5044 

SUPPORT CARD 1147: W. ALLSOP MCFARLAND 
 
Response to Sup 1147-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5045 

 
  

Support Card 1148 

Sup 1148-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5046 

SUPPORT CARD 1148: WALTER SNOOK 
 
Response to Sup 1148-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5047 

 
  

Support Card 1149 

Sup 1149-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5048 

SUPPORT CARD 1149: WARNER HOOKER 
 
Response to Sup 1149-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5049 

 
  

Support Card 1150 

Sup 1150-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5050 

SUPPORT CARD 1150: WARNER HOOKER 
 
Response to Sup 1150-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5051 

 
  

Support Card 1151 

Sup 1151-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5052 

SUPPORT CARD 1151: WARNER HOOKER 
 
Response to Sup 1151-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5053 

 
  

Support Card 1152 

Sup 1152-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5054 

SUPPORT CARD 1152: WAYNE GLENN 
 
Response to Sup 1152-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5055 

 
  

Support Card 1153 

Sup 1153-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5056 

SUPPORT CARD 1153: WAYNE KLAUER 
 
Response to Sup 1153-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5057 

 
  

Support Card 1154 

Sup 1154-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5058 

SUPPORT CARD 1154: WAYNE MCKAY 
 
Response to Sup 1154-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5059 

 
  

Support Card 1155 

Sup 1155-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5060 

SUPPORT CARD 1155: WAYNE SCHWARTZKOPF 
 
Response to Sup 1155-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5061 

 
  

Support Card 1156 

Sup 1156-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5062 

SUPPORT CARD 1156: WAYNE SCHWARTZKOPF 
 
Response to Sup 1156-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5063 

 
  

Support Card 1157 

Sup 1157-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5064 

SUPPORT CARD 1157: WENDY HORN 
 
Response to Sup 1157-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5065 

 
  

Support Card 1158 

Sup 1158-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5066 

SUPPORT CARD 1158: WENDY AND JOSEPH HUTTON 
 
Response to Sup 1158-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5067 

 
  

Support Card 1159 

Sup 1159-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5068 

SUPPORT CARD 1159: WENDY NORMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1159-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5069 

 
  

Support Card 1160 

Sup 1160-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5070 

SUPPORT CARD 1160: WES HAWKINS 
 
Response to Sup 1160-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5071 

 
  

Support Card 1161 

Sup 1161-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5072 

SUPPORT CARD 1161: WES MAYFIELD 
 
Response to Sup 1161-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5073 

 
 
  

Support Card 1162 

Sup 1162-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5074 

SUPPORT CARD 1162: WES MAYFIELD 
 
Response to Sup 1162-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5075 

 
  

Support Card 1163 

Sup 1163-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5076 

SUPPORT CARD 1163: WILBUR MARSHALL 
 
Response to Sup 1163-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5077 

 
  

Support Card 1164 

Sup 1-1164 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5078 

SUPPORT CARD 1164: WILLARD SCHOELLERMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1164-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5079 

 
  

Support Card 1165 

Sup 1-1165 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5080 

SUPPORT CARD 1165: WILLIAM ALLSOP 
 
Response to Sup 1165-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5081 

 
 
  

Support Card 1166 

Sup 1166-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5082 

SUPPORT CARD 1166: WILLIAM BISHOP 
 
Response to Sup 1166-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5083 

 
  

Support Card 1167 

Sup 1167-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5084 

SUPPORT CARD 1167: WILLIAM AND GLORIA BURKE 
 
Response to Sup 1167-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5085 

 
 
  

Support Card 1168 

Sup 1168-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5086 

SUPPORT CARD 1168: WILLIAM AND CHERIE CARLSON 
 
Response to Sup 1168-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5087 

 
  

Support Card 1169 

Sup 1169-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5088 

SUPPORT CARD 1169: WILLIAM AND SANDRA FERRIS 
 
Response to Sup 1169-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5089 

 
  

Support Card 1170 

Sup 1170-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5090 

SUPPORT CARD 1170: WILLIAM MUDD 
 
Response to Sup 1170-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5091 

 
  

Support Card 1171 

Sup 1171-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5092 

SUPPORT CARD 1171: WILLIAM MUDD 
 
Response to Sup 1171-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5093 

 
 
  

Support Card 1172 

Sup 1172-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5094 

SUPPORT CARD 1172: WILLIAM AND JAN MURRAY 
 
Response to Sup 1172-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5095 

 
  

Support Card 1173 

Sup 1173-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5096 

SUPPORT CARD 1173: WILLIAM OGILVIE 
 
Response to Sup 1173-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1174: WILLIAM ASHER 
 
Response to Sup 1174-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1175: WILLAM AND SANDRA FERRIS 
 
Response to Sup 1175-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1176: WILMA WILKINSON 
 
Response to Sup 1176-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1177: WILTON AND PATRICIA FRYER 
 
Response to Sup 1177-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1178: WILTON FRYER 
 
Response to Sup 1178-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1179: ZETH COOPER 
 
Response to Sup 1179-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1180: ZETH COOPER 
 
Response to Sup 1180-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1181: ZOLA RACKLEY 
 
Response to Sup 1181-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1182: BEEMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1182-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1183: DODD 
 
Response to Sup 1183-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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SUPPORT CARD 1184: WYMAN 
 
Response to Sup 1184-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 1: AARON ZUECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 1-1 
The commenter is a local resident and is opposed to reopening the Idaho-Maryland Mine. 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 1-2 
The commenter states that the project would increase energy demand in the County which would 
be inconsistent with the County’s Energy Action Plan. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 1-3 
The commenter states that extractive industries are prone to boom and bust cycles and is 
opposed to the project. 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 2: ABBY VALASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 2-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 2-2 
Please see Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 2-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 2-4 
As noted in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR and reiterated by the commenter, the DEIR 
concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would occur associated with level of service 
(LOS) at the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection (see page 4.12-66). 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. 
Moreover, the DEIR addressed impacts regarding whether the project would substantially 
increase hazards to vehicle safety under Impact 4.12-6, and concluded that with Mitigation 
Measures 4.12-6(a) through 4.12-6(f), a less-than-significant impact would occur. Therefore, 
impacts related to intersection delay at the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection and hazardous 
roadway conditions were adequately addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 2-5 
The comment presents a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 3: ADDIE PATRICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 3-1 
The commenter is encouraged to read the DEIR as the environmental impacts are disclosed 
throughout the document. Regarding the specific concerns raised in the comment, please see 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR, Master Response 1, and Master Response 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 4: ADDIE PATRICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 4-1 
The commenter is encouraged to read the DEIR as the environmental impacts are disclosed 
throughout the document. Regarding the specific concerns raised in the comment, please see 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR, Master Response 1, and Master Response 2. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5127 

 
 
 

Individual Letter 5 

Ind 5-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5128 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 5: AL MADER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 5-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 6: ALAN EMERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 6-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter is generally opposed to the project. The 
comment is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 6-2 
The commenter states that the project would be “an absolute disaster” if approved. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR minimizes the potential impacts to groundwater supplies but 
does not state how. 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 DEIR 
discusses the project’s potential impacts to groundwater supplies in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality). The DEIR found that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54–68.) 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 6-3 
The commenter states that DEIR is flawed in describing the hydrological baseline of the 
underground mine workings and that impacts of the dewatering cannot be measured, but does 
not provide additional information. 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 6-4 
The commenter states that the impacts from the dewatering of the mine could be catastrophic 
and are not worth the risk, but does not provide additional information. 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 6-5 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

The commenter states that the DEIR was prepared by the Project Applicant in such a way as to 
downplay the project’s impacts. CEQA does not require that the lead agency’s staff directly 
prepare the DEIR. (14 CCR 15084(d)(3).) Instead, the lead agency is responsible for 
independently reviewing and ensuring that the document complies with the content- and process-
related requirements of CEQA and that it presents the independent judgment of the lead agency 
with respect to the significance of impacts and the selection of mitigation. (14 CCR 15084(e).) 
The DEIR was prepared by a consulting firm on behalf of the County, under direct contract with 
the County, and pursuant to the direction of County staff. The DEIR was independently reviewed 
by County staff and presents the findings of the County with regard to the project’s environmental 
effects. Numerous technical studies were provided by the Applicant to support preparation of the 
DEIR. The technical studies were independently reviewed by County staff and, where necessary, 
independent, third-party consultants with expertise in the relevant technical issue area to ensure 
adequacy. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 7: ALECIA WEISMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 7-1 
The commenter provides an overview of their educational background. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 7-2 
The commenter believes the project will lead to negative environmental 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. 

The DEIR identifies and evaluates each of the environmental concerns raised by the commenter 
in DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). Specifically, surface water quality is 
addressed by Impact 4.8-1 on DEIR, pages 4.8-41 through -53; and impacts to groundwater 
supplies are addressed by Impact 4.8-2 on DEIR pages 4.8-54 through -68. With implementation 
of the related mitigation measures, these impacts were found to be less than significant. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, 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 7-3 
The commenter states that legacy mining impacts negatively affect the community. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 9 - 
Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Response to Comment Ind 7-4 
The commenter states that the project will result in the increase of GHG emissions. The DEIR 
acknowledges the project’s potential to emit GHGs under Impact 4.3-7 on DEIR pages 4.3-92 
through 4.3-99 and determines that with mitigation, the impact would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. The DEIR also acknowledges the project’s potential to emit particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) under Impact 4.3-1 on DEIR page 4.3-66 and determines that with mitigation, 
the impact would be less than significant. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 18 
- Air Quality Thresholds and Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 7-5 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s water usage in light of the current drought. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 7-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to meet appropriate soil and water quality standards. 
The commenter specifically states that soil sampling locations are too few for the project area. 
The commenter also states that the potential for impacts to Wolf Creek are too large. Lastly, the 
commenter states the DEIR does not address the potential for the water treatment pond to fail. 
The commenter does not explain how the number of soil sample locations conducted by NV5 in 
its Phase II investigation is inadequate. Regarding impacts to Wolf Creek, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. Regarding the treatment 
pond, 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 significant level. (DEIR, p. 4.6-41.) The commenter is also referred to Appendix H.1 of the 
DEIR. 
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The commenter is also concerned about the potential for natural disasters or wildfire and the 
possibility that the Idaho-Maryland Mine operation could be subject to a prolonged power outage. 
Earthquakes are analyzed in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR. 
Rain, flooding, and erosion are analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the 
DEIR. Wildfire is analyzed in Chapter 4.13 (Wildfire) of the DEIR. As stated on page 3-40 of the 
DEIR, backup power generation would be provided by four diesel generators with a capacity to 
provide approximately 6 MW on a continuous basis. 

Much of this comment pertains to speculative scenarios in which natural disaster could disrupt 
the Idaho-Maryland Mine operation. 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 7-7 
The commenter opposes the reopening of 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 8: ALEX LERCH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 8-1 
Please see Master Responses 18 and 19. 
 
In addition, as detailed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, 
starting on page 4.3-40, the DEIR evaluates all potential air quality impacts required for analysis 
under CEQA in accordance with the standards of significance established by Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Where project impacts are determined to result in a potentially significant 
impact, the DEIR requires mitigation measures to reduce all potential air quality impacts to a less-
than-significant level. As such, the discussions and analysis in the DEIR are adequate under 
CEQA. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 9: ALI ARNERICH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 9-1 
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 and quality of life concerns are outside the scope 
of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. With regard to concerns about water quality, the 
commenter is referred to Master Responses 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments and 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 10: ALICE WILLIAMS-ROOT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 10-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1. With regard to concerns 
about the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 11: ALICE WILLIAMS-ROOT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 11-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1. With regard to concerns 
about the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 12: ALISON ALKON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 12-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 13: ALLISON BISCHOFBERGER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 13-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(a) through 4.8-1(e) 
under Impact 4.8-1 (DEIR page 4.8-41) would not sufficiently reduce potential impacts to surface 
or groundwater quality, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. 
 
Please see Master Responses 15 and 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 13-2 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, and Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. 
As presented in Table 4.3-21 on page 4.3-80 of the DEIR, the proposed project would result in a 
less-than-significant impact associated with increased health risks (including at the surrounding 
schools).  
 
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 14: ALLISON ROUSH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 14-1 
The commenter states that there is a possibility that local groundwater could be contaminated by 
operations and references page 4.7-37. The DEIR assesses the project’s impact to water quality 
in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and concludes that the project would not cause an exceedance of 
water quality standards, after incorporation of mitigation.  

As stated on page 119 of Appendix E.1, during mining, there will be a net inflow of groundwater 
into the mine workings, such that any mining activities would not affect water quality within the 
fractured bedrock. After mining ceases, conditions would return to those are currently exist. The 
proposed new mining activities would all occur at depths that are comparable to or much deeper 
than the historic mine workings. Due to the substantial reduction in hydraulic conductivity at those 
depths, compared to the depths of the domestic supply wells, it is highly unlikely that the proposed 
project would affect water quality in those wells. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) of the DEIR requires implementation of a Groundwater Monitoring 
Plan. As described in Section 8.0 of Appendix K.8, the groundwater monitoring includes 
groundwater quality sampling prior to the commencement of mine dewatering, during initial mine 
dewatering, and for the first year of maintenance pumping after the flooded underground workings 
have been dewatered. The commenter also asserts that groundwater monitoring is not required 
by the DEIR; however, the groundwater monitoring plan included in Appendix K.8 states that 
water quality will be monitored in the monitoring wells. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) has been 
amended in the FEIR to clarify that water quality monitoring is required as part of the groundwater 
monitoring plan – please refer to Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this 
Final EIR for the final mitigation language.  

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 14-2 
The commenter states that drainage calculations were done on the current landscape conditions 
and not future conditions and references page 4.8-5. This page of the DEIR discusses drainage 
calculations for the Centennial site. As stated on this page of the DEIR, the environmental 
baseline for the hydrology analysis of the Centennial Industrial Site is based on the existing 
conditions at the site and does not reflect the post-remediation condition that would exist following 
completion of the separate Centennial Industrial Site Clean-Up Project. The use of existing 
conditions at the Centennial Industrial Site for the hydrology analysis provides the most 
conservative approach for the drainage analysis. As stated on Page 4.8-5 of the DEIR, the use of 
existing conditions at the Centennial Industrial Site for the hydrology analysis provides the most 
conservative approach for the drainage analysis for the following reasons. The drainage 
calculations for existing conditions at the Centennial Industrial Site assume heavily wooded forest 
and understory cover as exists on the majority of the property at this time. Generally speaking, 
the existing Centennial land cover types generate less runoff compared to a post-remediated 
condition, whereon less absorption of runoff into the soil would occur. The on-site detention pond 
is designed and sized to reduce post-project stormwater flows exiting the site to not greater than 
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existing values. Using this standard, the detention pond for the Centennial Industrial Site would 
be required to hold back a greater amount of project runoff in order to equal the existing runoff 
condition of wooded forest and understory cover, as compared to holding back project runoff to 
equal the runoff that would be generated from the post-remediation condition. Therefore, using 
the lower existing conditions target value will result in a larger detention requirement to reduce 
post-development runoff to pre-development (existing condition) levels. In regard to future 
conditions, as explained on page 4.8-73 of the DEIR, the hydrologic calculations and detention 
studies for the Centennial site anticipates runoff at potential future industrial development levels, 
though industrial development is not proposed at this time, and separate environmental review 
and permitting through the County would be required prior to any on-site industrial development. 
Therefore, the sizing of the detention basins is conservative. 

Response to Comment Ind 14-3 
The commenter states that groundwater direction arrows needs to be added to Figure 4.8-4 to 
indicate how local watersheds effect the groundwater model and how local wells will be affected. 
However, Figure 4-5 of Appendix K.3 to the DEIR already shows simulated groundwater contours 
and flow direction can be determined from these contours. Regional groundwater flow is generally 
from the east to the west and approximately perpendicular to the groundwater contours shown on 
Figure 4-5 of Appendix K.3. As discussed in Section 4.1 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR, the 
Hydrologic study area (HSA) encompasses watershed boundaries and creeks, and as discussed 
in Section 4.3.2 of Appendix K.3, all the major rivers/creeks that are located within the HSA were 
incorporated into the model and simulated in the stream-routing package within MINEDW. The 
elevations of riverbeds in the area were based on the LIDAR data or topographic elevations. The 
stream-routing package simulates interactions between a routed river and an aquifer. Therefore, 
local watersheds have been considered in the model and used to determine how local wells would 
be affected by the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 14-4 
The commenter asserts that dewatering could cause contaminated water to migrate to 
groundwater wells if no clean water replaces the water removed from the mine. As stated on page 
119 of Appendix E.1, during mining, there will be a net inflow of groundwater into the mine 
workings, such that any mining activities would not affect water quality within the fractured 
bedrock. The groundwater flows into the mine workings rather than water in the mine workings 
flowing out into the regional groundwater. Water quality sampling from groundwater monitoring 
wells, which are representative of the surrounding private wells, will be conducted as described 
in Section 8.0 of Appendix K.8.  

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 14-5 
The commenter questions whether there is groundwater sampling to show whether contaminants 
have migrated towards groundwater wells from the mine. As stated on page 119 of Appendix E.1, 
there is no evidence to indicate that the historic underground mine workings have caused any 
water quality impacts at any domestic well. Water sampling has been conducted from 
groundwater present in the Brunswick shaft and draining from the mine at Idaho-Maryland Road. 
No water quality sampling has been conducted in private wells. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) of 
the DEIR requires a Groundwater Monitoring Plan. As described in Section 8.0 of Appendix K.8 
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the groundwater monitoring includes groundwater quality sampling prior to the commencement 
of mine dewatering, during initial mine dewatering, and for the first year of maintenance pumping 
after the flooded underground workings have been dewatered. This will provide a baseline for the 
groundwater quality in the area of the mine and proof that no groundwater quality changes, 
attributable to mine dewatered, have occurred. Because the mining activities will not provide 
recharge to the domestic wells, the mining activities at the project site will not affect the water 
quality of the domestic 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 14-6 
The commenter suggests a possibility that the hexavalent chromium could leach from cemented 
paste backfill and become a human health risk. The groundwater flows into the mine workings 
rather than water in the mine workings flowing out into the regional groundwater. Nonetheless, as 
discussed in the DEIR, hexavalent chromium will not leach into groundwater and workers and 
residents would not be exposed to hexavalent chromium from cemented paste backfill. As stated 
on page 4.8-48 of the DEIR, the project’s strategy for addressing the potential leaching of Cr+6 
from CPB is not reactive (i.e., removal at the WTP), but rather proactive, whereby, as part of 
obtaining WDRs from the RWQCB for use of CPB, test work would be completed on CPB samples 
to verify that leaching of Cr+6 would not be an issue and use of the selected cement and CPB 
admixture would meet applicable regulatory requirements. The RWQCB has jurisdiction over 
placement of CPB, and approval of WDRs from the RWQCB would be necessary prior to any 
placement in the underground mine, ensuring compliance with water quality standards, including 
Cr+6 levels. In this way, the potential water quality effects related to chromium would be 
addressed through selection of the appropriate cement source and product, along with the proper 
CPB mixture, rather than by water treatment.  

The commenter suggests that a baseline of groundwater quality in a one-mile radius should be 
established. This suggestion is already implemented by the project. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) 
of the DEIR requires a Groundwater Monitoring Plan. As described in Section 8.0 of Appendix 
K.8, the groundwater monitoring includes groundwater quality sampling prior to the 
commencement of mine dewatering, during initial mine dewatering, and for the first year of 
maintenance pumping after the flooded underground workings have been dewatered. As stated 
on page 15 of Appendix K.8, total chromium and hexavalent chromium will be included in all 
sampling events. The proposed monitoring well locations are dispersed throughout the project 
area over several square miles (see figure 1 of Appendix K.8).  This will provide a baseline for the 
groundwater quality in the area of the mine and proof that no groundwater quality changes, 
attributable to mine dewatering, has occurred. Because the mining activities will not provide 
recharge to the domestic wells, the mining activities at the project site will not affect the water 
quality of the domestic wells. In addition, as noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has now 
provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells, including water level 
and 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. 
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The commenter suggests that future seismic activity could cause fractures that allow for 
downgradient movement of groundwater to private wells. As discussed on page 4.6-2 of the DEIR, 
the overall project site is located within the Foothills Fault System. The Foothills Fault System is 
designated as a Type C fault zone, with low seismicity and a low rate of recurrence. The Foothills 
Fault System has been assigned a moment magnitude of 6.5. The nearest mapped active portion 
of the Foothill Fault System is approximately 25 miles northwest of the overall project site on the 
Cleveland Hill Fault. Notwithstanding the low seismicity and rate of occurrence in the area, a 
seismic event would not result in changes to groundwater flow and groundwater would continue 
flow into the mine workings, such that any mining activities would not affect water quality within 
the fractured bedrock.  

Response to Comment Ind 14-7 
The commenter implies that the project would result in wasteful use of energy. As discussed in 
Impact 4.3-9 of the DEIR, implementation of the project in combination with other cumulative 
development would not result in the wasteful or inefficient use of energy, resulting in a less-than-
significant impact. Please also see Response to Comment Agcy 8-17. The commenter also states 
that the project’s job creation benefits are not worth the environmental impacts. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. The commenter asserts that the project “would result in a substantial reduction in 
groundwater supplies; substantial alteration of drainage patterns”, citing page 6-6 of the DEIR, 
but the commenter omits the following sentence: “However, the EIR requires mitigation in order 
to ensure that impacts related to hydrology and water quality are reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.” (DEIR, p. 6-7.)  

Response to Comment Ind 14-8 
The commenter states that the best choice is not to implement the project and notes that the DEIR 
presents alternatives to the proposed project. As the commenter notes, the No Project alternative 
is considered the environmentally superior alternative; however, the No Project alternative does 
not meet the basic project objectives. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 15: AMIE FERRIER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 15-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 16: AMY GEISER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 16-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is flawed and urges the County to reject the project. The 
comment is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-2 
The commenter states there are fundamental flaws that cannot be addressed through mitigation. 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-3 
The commenter states that the project threatens the health and wellness of the community’s 
residents and natural resources. The commenter states that the project will have negative impacts 
to aesthetics, noise, air quality, hydrology, traffic, and evacuation routes. The commenter also 
states the project will negatively impact the region’s tourism industry. The commenter does not 
state how the DEIR is inadequate. The project’s potential impacts to aesthetics and visual 
resources are evaluated in DEIR Chapter 4.1 (Aesthetics). Impact 4.1-2 discusses the project’s 
impacts to the existing visual character and quality of public views of the project site. Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-2 is provided requiring implementation of a landscaping plan for the project. 
However, as stated on DEIR page 4.1-22, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The 
DEIR also analyzed noise in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration), air quality in Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), traffic in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation), and 
evacuation routes in Chapter 4.13 (Wildfire). The commenter is also referred Master Response 5 
– Evacuation Zone.  

The portion of the comment regarding impacts to the tourism industry does not pertain to an 
environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-4 
The commenter summarizes portions the project description relating to the number of truck trips 
generated during project operation. The environmental effects of the proposed transport and 
placement of engineered fill are evaluated throughout the DEIR. As shown in Table 4.12-8 on 
DEIR page 4.12-34, the DEIR assumes a worst-case scenario of 100 roundtrips (200 truck trips) 
per day. However, an average of 50 roundtrips (100 truck trips) per day is anticipated. (DEIR, p. 
3-28.) 

Response to Comment Ind 16-5 
The commenter resides near the project site and is concerned about the potential impacts to the 
community. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.   

Response to Comment Ind 16-6 
The commenter lists a number of desirable attributes associated with Nevada County. The 
comment is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.  
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Response to Comment Ind 16-7 
The commenter states that the Nevada County Planning Commission is responsible for ensuring 
the economic viability and environmental longevity of the community. The comment is noted for 
the decisionmakers. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-8 
The commenter states that the project would have negative aesthetic impacts and that the DEIR 
minimizes these impacts. The project’s potential impacts to public views are evaluated under 
Impact 4.1-2, beginning on DEIR page 4.1-14. The potential impacts to public views are not 
minimized. The DEIR identifies the project’s potential impacts and determines that, even with 
available mitigation, the impact would be significant and unavoidable at multiple public viewpoints.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-9 
The commenter states that the project would have negative aesthetic impacts and that the DEIR 
minimizes these impacts. The project’s potential impacts to public views are evaluated under 
Impact 4.1-2, beginning on DEIR page 4.1-14. The potential impacts to public views are not 
minimized. The DEIR identifies the project’s potential impacts and determines that, even with 
available mitigation, the impact would be significant and unavoidable at multiple public viewpoints.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-10 
The commenter states that the project would have negative aesthetic impacts and that the DEIR 
minimizes these impacts. The commenter also states that the aesthetics of the project would 
impact outdoor businesses. The project’s potential impacts to public views are evaluated under 
Impact 4.1-2, beginning on DEIR page 4.1-14. The potential impacts to public views are not 
minimized. The DEIR identifies the project’s potential impacts and determines that, even with 
available mitigation, the impact would be significant and unavoidable at multiple public viewpoints. 
Evaluation of impacts to business and the local economy is not required by CEQA. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-11 
The commenter states that the Nevada County’s air quality is already poor and afford to be 
degraded further. The commenter does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in addressing air 
quality impacts. The project’s potential impacts to air quality are evaluated in Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). As demonstrated throughout the Chapter, with 
mitigation, the project’s air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-12 
The commenter describes the project’s potential adverse impacts to the local economy that could 
occur. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-13 
The commenter states that the project would require an excessive amount of water and potentially 
impact thousands of wells. As demonstrated in Chapter 4.11 of the DEIR (Public Services and 
Utilities), there would be sufficient water supplies to serve both the project and other future 
planned development in the service area under normal and dry year conditions (see Impact 4.11-
7 beginning on DEIR page 4.11-35). As stated on DEIR page 4.11-43, “sufficient water supplies 
would be available to serve the project, as well as existing and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.” With regard to potential impacts to 
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groundwater supplies and local wells, the commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location 
of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. With regard to potential impacts to water 
quality, the commenter is referred to Master Response 36 - Discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-14 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of groundwater wells the project 
could impact. The commenter also states that the dewatering of the mine would discharge 
pollutants to surface water. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 36 - Discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-15 
The commenter states there should be bi-annual well testing throughout the County and that that 
the County should pay for any impacted well to switch to NID service. Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) 
in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) requires the Project Applicant to implement a 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP) to monitor water levels in the project area and to perform a 
projected water-level impact assessment for individual domestic wells. Mitigation Measure 4.8-
2(b) further requires the Project Applicant to provide a comparable alternative water supply to 
replace any wells that are significantly impacted by project operations. Regarding the bi-annual 
testing, 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-16 
The commenter states that the project’s truck traffic will impede an evacuation during an 
emergency. The project’s potential impacts to emergency response and evacuation are evaluated 
under Impact 4.7-4 beginning on DEIR page 4.7-37. Please also see Master Response 5 – 
Evacuation Zones.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-17 
The commenter states that the project’s truck traffic will impede emergency vehicles travelling to 
the hospital. The commenter is referred to Master Response 5.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-18 
The commenter states that the DEIR directive to minimize truck idling is permissive and offers the 
community no assurances as to air quality and noise impacts. Regarding the air quality impacts, 
the California Air Resources Board has adopted rules limiting idling of both on-road and off-road 
heavy-duty diesel trucks to less than five minutes. (DEIR, p. 4.3-25–30.) This is an existing 
regulation that is enforced by the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) 
and through the inclusion of required technologies in newer equipment. Regarding noise impacts, 
the DEIR evaluated the noise impacts from diesel trucks and found those impacts less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR 4.10-31.) 
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Response to Comment Ind 16-19 
The commenter states that the population of the community has grown in recent decades. The 
comment is noted. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 16-20 
The commenter states that the location of the project near parcels zoned for residential is 
inappropriate and that the project will have negative noise impacts. The commenter also states 
the project will negatively impact property values. The project site is zoned for industrial uses. 
Regarding property values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Issues. The project’s potential impacts related to noise are evaluated in Chapter 4.7 
(Noise and Vibration).  

Response to Comment Ind 16-21 
The commenter states that the project will cause negative economic impacts to the community. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-22 
The commenter states that the project will cause negative economic impacts to the community. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-23 
The commenter states the DEIR should assess the potential loss in jobs and property values to 
the community. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-24 
The commenter raises numerous potential environmental impacts 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. Noise pollution 
is addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). Increased community medical costs 
are not an issue required by CEQA for evaluation in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-25 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should conduct bi-annual testing of groundwater 
wells and should commit to covering the cost of switching to NID service. Groundwater quality is 
already required in the well monitoring plan from water monitoring wells which are representative 
of the surrounding domestic water wells. (DEIR, Appx. K.8.) Required well monitoring and 
mitigation already places the burden of proof on the applicant. 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. 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 
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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. 

Additionally, 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 16-26 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should be required to have insurance for any 
seismic impacts associated with the project. The project’s mining activities would not induce 
seismic activity. The DEIR analyzed the project’s ability to rupture an earthquake fault or cause a 
seismic-related ground failure and found the impact less than significant after mitigation. The 
commenter is referred to the NV5 memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix P. 

Response to Comment Ind 16-27 
The commenter reiterates her concerns with various potential project impacts and urges the 
County to reject the project. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1. Each of the environmental concerns listed in 
the comment was evaluated in the DEIR in the appropriate technical section.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 17: AMY HOBBS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 17-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 18: ANDREA BERRY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 18-1 
The commenter is opposed to 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 18-2 
The commenter states that clearing of the project site for construction would result in greater noise 
impacts on adjacent properties due to the removal of vegetation which would have served to 
attenuate noise generated at the project site. The noise modeling conducted for the project 
considered the effects of ground cover on noise attenuation. The DEIR states that “it was 
assumed that the project site would essentially consist of acoustically hard surfaces with little 
sound absorption.” (DEIR, p. 4.10-24.) In other words, the DEIR noise analysis assumes a worst-
case scenario of the entire disturbed area of project site being cleared of vegetation. The 
commenter states that different hours of operation should be considered. A reduced hours 
alternative has already been considered in the DEIR and dismissed from further analysis. (DEIR, 
p. 6-13.) 

As discussed in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR, the noise impacts from the 
project, except for the construction of the water pipe along East Bennett Road, would be less than 
significant after mitigation. The construction of a 12-foot-high sound wall along the property 
boundary is not included in mitigation measures and is not required to lessen noise impacts below 
a level of significance.  

Response to Comment Ind 18-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate with regard to its mitigation measures for any 
damage to roadways caused by project traffic. The commenter is referred to page 207 of DEIR 
Appendix O (Traffic Impact Analysis), which details the recommended roadway and signal 
improvements for each scenario considered in the traffic study. Most of these improvements were 
previously identified in local and regional transportation plans and the project would contribute to 
the existing or projected need for the improvements.  

The commenter suggests widening Brunswick Road but does not explain how that would lessen 
the impact of truck traffic on Brunswick Road. No such improvement is required based on the 
analysis in Section 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR.  

The project’s fair share contribution to the costs of roadway improvements was calculated by KD 
Anderson & Associates using Caltrans’ standard methodology. The commenter is referred to 
DEIR Appendix O (Traffic Impact Analysis), Technical LOS Appendix IX, which provides the 
project’s fair share cost calculations for each improvement. The fair share calculation is for 
intersection improvements to reduce traffic delay. The vehicle weight is not relevant to this 
calculation. In regard to road maintenance, 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.  
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Response to Comment Ind 18-4 
The commenter urges the County not to approve the project. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 19: ANDREW RIBOTTO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 19-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. Please note that the DEIR was not provided by the 
applicant and, in fact, was prepared under the direction of the County. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 20: ANDREW WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 20-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is flawed but provides no specifics or evidence to support 
this statement. The commenter also states that hydrology, air quality, and noise impacts were 
minimized but provides no additional information. Noise is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR, 
air quality is analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, and hydrology and water quality are analyzed 
in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. Responses to detailed comments are provided below. Lastly, the 
commenter states that the project will result in reduced property values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2- Social 
and Economic Issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 20-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR “ignores the fact that the mine site has not been cleaned up” 
which is presumably a reference to the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 20-3 
The commenter states that the meteorological data is not representative of the project location. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

Response to Comment Ind 20-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR relied on an outside report for data on the “drill core rock.” 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. The commenter 
also states that water samples were not taken from the Wolf Creek area. Water quality samples 
were taken in Wolf Creek. (DEIR, p. 4.8-23.) 

Response to Comment Ind 20-5 
The commenter is concerned about the Project Applicant’s financial capability. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility, and Master Response 4 - Cleanup 
Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 20-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 20-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 20-7 
The commenter reiterates concerns addressed in responses above. Regarding the cleanup of the 
Centennial Industrial Site, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 20-2. 
Regarding the air quality data, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 20-3. 
Regarding the sampling cores, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 20-4. 
Regarding water quality samples from Wolf Creek, the commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment Ind 20-4. Regarding the Project Applicant’s financial condition, the commenter is 
referred to Response to Comment Ind 20-5.  

Response to Comment Ind 20-8 
The commenter opposes the project and questions the Project Applicant’s reputation. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers and is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 21: ANGIE PEREIRA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 21-1 
The commenter provides a summary of the project and lists the impacts that the DEIR determined 
to be significant and unavoidable. The comments are noted for the decisionmakers. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 21-2 
The commenter prefers that the County selects the “No Build” Alternative to the project and 
provides a variety of reasons as to why the No Build Alternative is environmentally superior. The 
comments are noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 21-3 
The commenter states that economic and social impacts do not fall within the scope of CEQA. 
The commenter also opposes the project and urges the County not to approve it. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2- 
Social and Economic Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 22: ANI KINGTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 22-1 
Please see Master Response 1. With regard to air quality concerns, please see Master 
Responses 18, 19, 22, and 23.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 23: ANITA PEARSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 23-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 24: ANITA WALD-TUTTLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 24-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 24-2 
Regarding concerns related to noise and vibration please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR. As noted therein, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.10-1, which 
would reduce the temporary construction-related noise impact associated with installation of the 
potable water pipeline. 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 impact was considered 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. Therefore, impacts related to noise and vibration were adequately addressed 
in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 24-3 
It is unclear what Standard of Review the commenter is referring to. Policy 17.14 of the Nevada 
County General Plan states that already existing development as well as undeveloped private 
lands, shall be protected from adverse environmental effects caused by mining through enforced 
use permit conditions and mitigations measures, or denial of the projects. Further, Policy 17.24 
of the Nevada County General Plan states that subsurface mining shall be conditionally permitted 
throughout the County, and shall be allowed only after impacts on the environment and affected 
surface land uses have been adequately reviewed and found to be in compliance with CEQA. 
 
As discussed within the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of each technical chapter 
included in the DEIR (Chapter 4.1 through 4.13), the effects of the project were evaluated based 
on the standards of significance set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As such, the 
DEIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and impacts were adequately addressed 
within the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 25: ANITA WALD-TUTTLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 25-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 25-2 
Regarding concerns related to noise and vibration please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR. As noted therein, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.10-1, which 
would reduce the temporary construction-related noise impact associated with installation of the 
potable water pipeline. 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 impact was considered 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. Therefore, impacts related to noise and vibration were adequately addressed 
in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 25-3 
It is unclear what Standard of Review the commenter is referring to. Policy 17.14 of the Nevada 
County General Plan states that already existing development as well as undeveloped private 
lands, shall be protected from adverse environmental effects caused by mining through enforced 
use permit conditions and mitigations measures, or denial of the projects. Further, Policy 17.24 
of the Nevada County General Plan states that subsurface mining shall be conditionally permitted 
throughout the County, and shall be allowed only after impacts on the environment and affected 
surface land uses have been adequately reviewed and found to be in compliance with CEQA. 
 
As discussed within the Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of each technical chapter 
included in the DEIR (Chapter 4.1 through 4.13), the effects of the project were evaluated based 
on the standards of significance set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As such, the 
DEIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and impacts were adequately addressed 
within the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 26: ANITA WALD-TUTTLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 26-1 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 26-2 through 26-4, below. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 26-2 
As discussed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR, a Noise and Vibration Analysis 
prepared for the proposed project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants (BAC) to assess project-
specific noise impacts during both project operations and construction. As discussed in Impact 
4.10-3 (see page 4.10-37 of the DEIR), impacts related to several long-term/permanent noise 
generating activities were assessed. Based on the analysis included therein, which was reliant on 
the technical study prepared by BAC, none of the individual activities associated with long-term 
operations of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise 
standards. However, 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 was included in the DEIR 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. 
 
Additionally, a Technical Blasting Report was prepared for the proposed project by Precision 
Blasting Services to assess potential impacts specifically related to vibration generated by 
blasting. Underground blasting was assessed on pages 4.10-52 through 4.10-58 of the DEIR. As 
concluded therein, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in the exposure of persons to 
or generation of excessive groundborne vibration levels. Nonetheless, in order to ensure that 
actual mining operations would generate vibration levels as expected, a Ground Vibration 
Monitoring Program is required. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 was included in the DEIR to 
ensure impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Based on the above, impacts related to noise and blasting were adequately addressed in the 
DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 26-3 
Where a comment provides the opinion, preference, or observation of the commenter (e.g., 
opinions on the merits of the project that are unrelated to its environmental impacts), without 
substantiation, this is acknowledged for the record, and no further response is provided. All 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, will 
be considered by the County throughout this process. Please refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 26-4 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, each lead agency holds the discretion to develop and 
publish thresholds of significance to be used to determine the significance of environmental 
effects. The lead agency, which, for this project, is Nevada County, approved all thresholds of 
significance that were used in the DEIR. The thresholds of significance used in Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, are based on the Nevada County General Plan and guidance from the 
Federal Interagency Commission on Noise.  
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Response to Comment Ind 26-5 
Please see Master Response 1. The DEIR adequately addressed noise impacts pursuant to all 
CEQA requirements. The comment has been noted, and forwarded to decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 27: ANN FINNERAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 27-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 28: ANN VOGEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 28-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 28-2 
Please see Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 28-3 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 28-4 
As noted in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR and reiterated by the commenter, the DEIR 
concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would occur associated with level of service 
(LOS) at the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection (see page 4.12-66). 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. 
Moreover, the DEIR addressed impacts regarding whether the project would substantially 
increase hazards to vehicle safety under Impact 4.12-6, and concluded that with Mitigation 
Measures 4.12-6(a) through 4.12-6(f), a less-than-significant impact would occur. Therefore, 
impacts related to intersection delay at the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection and hazardous 
roadway conditions were adequately addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 28-5 
The comment presents a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 29: ANN WALLACE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 29-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 30: ANNA SULLIVAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 30-1 
Noise impacts to wildlife and bird species were analyzed in Impact 4.4-2 and determined to be 
less than significant. 

Please see Impact 4.4-2 and Master Response 37 - Birds and Raptors, regarding impacts to 
protected bird species. 

Response to Comment Ind 30-2 
Noise impacts to wildlife and bird species were analyzed in Impact 4.4-2, Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the DEIR and determined to be less than significant. 

Regarding Empire Mine State Park (EMSP), Brunswick Industrial Site daytime and nighttime 
ambient noise level increases do not extend to the 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 locations are numbers 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 
and therefore, such impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 30-3 
As identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15125, the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR should normally compare physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time of the 
Notice of Preparation. The DEIR analyzed the project’s potential impacts consistent with this 
requirement in addition to reviewing potentially significant cumulative impacts based on known or 
planned development in the region. Analysis of potential future impacts that may occur in the 
future because of unknown events (e.g., climate change, megafires, vegetation removal as part 
of wildfire reduction efforts) is speculative and not required by CEQA. (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15384.) 

Response to Comment Ind 30-4 
Please see Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 30-5 
Please see Master Response 30, Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 31, 
Rare Plants, and Master Response 38, Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged 
Frog. 

Response to Comment Ind 30-6 
The DEIR presents analyses of the project’s impacts in combination with impacts from reasonably 
foreseeable future growth based on local projections, including combined (i.e., cumulative) 
impacts on human health and wildlife. Cumulative impact analyses are provided at the end of 
each technical chapter of the DEIR (Chapters 4.1 through 4.13). Regarding climate change, 
please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 31: ANNE COSTA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 31-1 
Please see Master Response 1, 13, and 14. 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5205 

 

Individual Letter 32 

Ind 32-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5206 

32-2 

32-3 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5207 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 32: ANNE LYON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 32-1 
The commenter states that diesel emissions are not given adequate mitigation in the DEIR but 
provides no evidence or specific reason why mitigation measures in the DEIR are not adequate. 

Diesel emissions from offroad and on-road vehicles are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and 
are determined to be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.3 and Appendix 
E.1 of the DEIR, and Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 32-2 
Tier 4 engine standards are applicable only to off-road equipment. On-road trucks are subject to 
various diesel risk reduction regulations as discussed on pages 4.3-23 and 4.3-24 of the DEIR.  

The commenter questions how the applicant will ensure the use of Tier 4 equipment. The project 
analysis incorporates applicant proposed measures (APMs) that serve to reduce project 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, including APM-AQ-1 that states “all 
off-road diesel-fueled equipment and emergency generators owned by Rise Grass Valley Inc. 
shall be equipped with Tier 4 Final engines” (DEIR page 4.3-65). APMs are mandatory conditions 
of approval and are enforceable by the County. Please see Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. 

With regard to construction contractors, Mitigation Measure 4-3-1(b) requires a Construction 
Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan and the use of Tier 4 Final engines or alternative sources 
of power. Tier 4 Final engines are commercially available now, so these would be used. The 
mitigated emissions presented in the Air Quality Analysis of the DEIR reflect the lower emissions 
that would be achieved by this mitigation measure.  

Mitigation Measure 4-3-1(b), bullet point 2a, page 4.3-77 of the DEIR, has been modified in the 
Final EIR by striking out (deletion) “taking into consideration factors such as critical path timing of 
construction and geographic proximity of the equipment location to the project sites”, as follows:  

4.3-1(b) Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan. 
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 
Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan shall detail project 
compliance with the following requirements: 

• Where access to alternative sources of power and alternative-fueled 
equipment are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.  

• All diesel-powered equipment with engines equal to or greater than 50 
horsepower (hp) shall be powered by California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) certified Tier 4 Final engines. If 50 hp or greater engines that 
comply with Tier 4 Final emissions standards are not commercially 
available, then the Project Applicant shall ensure that all diesel-
powered equipment equal to or greater than 25 hp shall have at least 
CARB-certified Tier 3 engines with the most effective Verified Diesel 
Emission Control Strategies available for the engine type, such as 
Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters (Tier 4 engines automatically meet 
this requirement).   
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a. For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially 
available” shall mean the availability of the Tier 4 Final 
equipment, taking into consideration factors such as 
critical path timing of construction and geographic 
proximity of the equipment location to the project sites. 

b. The Project Applicant shall maintain and submit records 
to Nevada County concerning its efforts to comply with 
this requirement. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter the conclusions 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 32-3 
Mitigation Measures for emissions are required in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 33: ANNE AND KEN MERDINGER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 33-1 
Please see Master Response 1 and 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 33-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 34: ANTOINETTER REGAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 34-1 
Please see Master Responses 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 35: ANTONIO DOMINGUEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 35-1 
The commenter is opposed to the project due to a variety of impacts to resource areas such as 
hydrology, air quality, and biology. The commenter does provide specific information as to why 
the DEIR is inadequate in addressing impacts to these resource areas. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The project’s potential impacts to wildlife, 
air quality, and water quality are addressed in DEIR Chapters 4.4 (Biological Resources), 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 
respectively. Regarding quality of life and historic mining, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 35-2 
The commenter appears to be concerned with the potential disturbance of existing hazardous 
materials on the project site as well as the use of hazardous materials as part of project’s 
operations. Impacts related to hazardous materials and water quality are addressed in DEIR 
Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 
respectively. Specifically, surface water impacts resulting from mine dewatering are addressed 
under Impact 4.8-1 on DEIR page 4.8-42. Dewatering water would be discharged to a clay-lined 
pond for initial contaminant removal and then pumped to a water treatment plant for further 
treatment to meet applicable state standards, under oversight by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Board, before discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. As stated on DEIR page 4.7-
28, the project does not propose the use of mercury or cyanide. Sulfuric acid would be used and 
stored at the proposed water treatment plant. Sulfuric acid and all other potentially hazardous 
materials stored on the project site would be done so in accordance with applicable storage 
requirements, as verified by the Fire Marshall’s Office prior to project’s operation.  

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) of the DEIR 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 comment is noted for the decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment Ind 35-3 
The first part of the comment refers to environmental effects of historic mining. The comment is 
noted for the decisionmakers but does not address the project nor the DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. The second part of the 
comment pertains to general concerns regarding water quality and the impact of the project on 
private wells, especially in light of the drought, but the commenter does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and 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 29 - Near 
Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 35-4 
The commenter is generally concerned with the project’s adverse impacts to air quality but does 
not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The project’s potential air quality impacts are addressed in 
DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). The commenter’s 
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opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 36: APRIL WEBB 
 
Response to Comment Ind 36-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 36-2 
Please see Master Response 14.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 37: AQUE BAILA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 37-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 38: ART HEALY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 38-1 
The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, quality of life issues, and real estate 
value. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Issues. Responses to specific comments are provided 
below. 

Response to Comment Ind 38-2 
The commenter states that the Centennial Industrial Site is a Superfund site and that the Project 
Applicant is under an obligation by the State of California to clean up the site. The commenter 
also states that the DEIR is deficient for not including a discussion of the Centennial Industrial 
Site cleanup. However, the Centennial Industrial Site is not a designated Superfund site. In 2005, 
the EPA identified the Centennial Industrial Site as potentially needing environmental remediation 
and in 2018 confirmed that environmental remediation is necessary for the site. (DEIR, p. 1-4.) 
The Project Applicant entered into a voluntary agreement with the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) to implement a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) to clean up the site. 
(DEIR, p. 3-10.) The RAP is currently under review by the DTSC. (Ibid.) The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. For CEQA purposes, the 
cleanup project is a separate project and discussion of the Centennial Industrial Site cleanup need 
not be included in the Idaho-Maryland Mine DEIR. Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup 
Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 38-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR assumes the Centennial Industrial Site will be cleaned up 
and that the DEIR is deficient because it does not plan for this outcome. The DEIR states that it 
is the Project Applicant’s intent to place engineered fill at the Centennial Industrial Site. (DEIR, p. 
3-26.) However, in the event that the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site is not complete 
upon the commencement of mining, or not complete within the life of the mining permit, 
engineered fill would be placed at the Brunswick Industrial Site or transported off-site to be used 
in local and regional construction markets. (Ibid.) The commenter is directed to Master Response 
4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA and Master Response 11 – Engineered 
Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 38-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Hydrology and Water Quality section is deficient because 
the analysis and modeling are limited, but does not provide any additional information on why the 
section is limited. The commenter also indicates that the DEIR’s Hydrology and Water Quality 
section underestimates the number of groundwater wells impacted by the project or does not rely 
on outside hydrology experts, but does not provide further detail. The commenter is referred to 
the DEIR, Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). Regarding the adequacy of DEIR’s analysis 
of impacts to private wells, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The 
commenter is also referred to the various studies upon which DEIR Chapter 4.8 relies – Appendix 
K.2 (Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis), Appendix K.3 (Groundwater Model 
Report), Appendix K.7 (West Yost Peer Review), Appendix K.8 (Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan), and Appendix K.9 (Idaho-Maryland Well Mitigation Plan.) 
Regarding the commenter’s statement that water replacement is required for impacted wells, this 
is already required in the DEIR by Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) and General Plan Policy 17.12. 
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Note that the groundwater analysis was reviewed by the County’s independent experts at West 
Yost, who provided input and concurred with the results of the analysis. 

Response to Comment Ind 38-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Appendix K.9, Idaho-Maryland Well Mitigation Plan, is 
inadequate because the impacted properties would be compensated at an arbitrary amount. The 
reimbursement rate for NID water in the Well Mitigation Plan is $870, which assumes a daily use 
per house of 400 gallons per day at current water rates. (DEIR, Appendix K.9, p. 3.) This 
replacement amount was based on average usage data from NID, and the commenter provides 
no evidence identifying why this amount is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 38-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not demonstrate that the 
Project Applicant has the financial ability to reimburse residents with impacted private wells above 
the 400 gallon per day threshold. The financial condition of the Project Applicant is outside the 
scope of CEQA review. However, Nevada County General Plan Policy 17.12, which is referenced 
in the Well Mitigation Plan, provides that the operator of the mine must guarantee a comparable 
supply of water to such homes or businesses through accessible forms of security or alternate 
sources of water. (DEIR, Appendix K.9, p. 1.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 
15 -Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 38-7 
The commenter assumes that if the Centennial Industrial Site were not available for fill placement, 
then that fill would be immediately hauled to offsite locations, which would result in CO2 and NOx 
emissions exceeding thresholds of significance. However, if the Centennial Industrial Site were 
not available, fill placement would take place initially at the Brunswick Industrial Site rather than 
being immediately hauled to local and regional construction projects. (DEIR, p. 3-26.) The DEIR 
states “[i]f the separate DTSC cleanup project is not approved by DTSC and completed within the 
term of the Idaho Maryland Mine Project use permit, engineered fill would be placed on the 
Brunswick site, but not the Centennial site, and the remainder would be hauled to local and 
regional markets.” (DEIR, p. 1-3.) Moreover, the DEIR already analyzed impacts related to hauling 
of material to local and regional markets. (DEIR, p. 1-3.) GHG emissions and NOx emissions 
would not exceed thresholds in this scenario. Please see response to referenced Baseline 
comment, Response to Comment Grp 21-122. Finally, the applicant has agreed to a condition of 
approval requiring that if the Centennial Industrial Site is not available to accept engineered fill 
when project operations commence, then the following conditions apply: (a) the engineered fill 
material will be first placed at the Brunswick Industrial Site until that site is at capacity prior to 
selling waste rock or tailings offsite; or, (b) waste rock or tailings materials sold offsite will be 
transported in electric trucks.  

Response to Comment Ind 38-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR contains no analysis of GHG emissions from the production 
of the cement necessary for the cement paste backfill. This comment pertains to a “lifecycle” 
analysis, which is not required under CEQA. The commenter is directed to Master Response 26 
– Life Cycle GHG emissions. The commenter also states that the DEIR does not discuss GHGs 
produced from the hauling of gold product to subsequent processing facilities. The air quality 
analysis analyzed emissions of gold concentrate hauling to the Port of Oakland, where the 
concentrate would be delivered to gold concentrate purchasers. The subsequent movement of 
that gold concentrate material is not required, as that would constitute a lifecycle analysis.  
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Response to Comment Ind 38-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to mention that the project is incompatible with Nevada 
County’s Energy Action Plan (EAP) and the California Air Resources Board’s statewide climate 
goals. The commenter also states that new projects should have a net-zero GHG impact. As 
stated in the DEIR, the EAP is not a Qualified GHG Emissions Reduction Plan under CEQA. 
(DEIR, p. 4.3-89; CEQA Guidelines § 15138.5(b)(1)(D).) Therefore, no CEQA document can tier 
from the County EAP. Nevertheless, the compliance of the project with EAP strategies has been 
analyzed and the project was found to be consistent with the EAP. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. CEQA does not require that the project 
achieve a net-zero threshold for GHG emissions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 38-10 
The commenter states that the entirety of GHG emissions is not accounted for in the DEIR, but 
does not explain how it is deficient. The project’s GHG emissions have been found to be less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to the DEIR, Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), and Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas 
Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 38-11 
This comment is a closing statement expressing thanks for the opportunity to comment and 
concern about the project. Comment noted.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 39: ASHLEY HALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 39-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 39-2 
Table 2-1 included in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the DEIR provides a table summary of 
the conclusions of the environmental analysis provided in Chapters 4.1 through 4.13 of the DEIR. 
A detailed analysis of Impacts 4.5-3 and 4.5-4 is included in Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal 
Cultural Resources, of the DEIR. As discussed therein, Mitigation Measures 4.5-3 and 4.5-4 
would ensure that less than significant impacts would occur related to the disturbance of any 
human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries, or the potential for the 
proposed project to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in PRC Section 21074. Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.5-34 of the 
DEIR, Generally, while some cultural resources may have regional significance, the resources 
themselves are site-specific, and impacts to them are project-specific. For example, impacts to a 
subsurface archeological find at one project site would not generally be made worse by impacts 
to a cultural resource at another site due to development of another project. Rather, the resources 
and the effects upon them are generally independent. Therefore, given that cultural resource 
impacts are generally site-specific and each future project within Nevada County would be 
required to mitigate such impacts, any potential impacts associated with cumulative buildout of 
the County would not combine to result in a cumulatively considerable impact. As such, impacts 
related to cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources were adequately addressed in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 39-3 
As discussed on page 4.5-28 of the DEIR, the underground workings of the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Company are not currently accessible to historic preservation professionals and the public 
because the tunnels are flooded with groundwater. Therefore, evaluation of any cultural resources 
located within the underground workings of the Idaho-Maryland Mine is not feasible. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 39-4 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 39-5 
The comment is a closing remark and 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 40: AUDREY HIGHT, CAROLYN AND LARRY 
HOMAN, GINGER VAN WAGNER, CAROL MCDONALD, JACK BRONEITH, 
LYNDA COOPER, PATRICIA HOLLER, AND WALT WATSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 40-1 
Please see Master Response 1, and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 41: AUDREY JACUS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 40-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 42: AUSTIN FOUYER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-2 
Please refer to Impact 4.3-2 in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
of the DEIR, which provides a detailed analysis of whether the project would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-3 
Please see Master Responses 8 and 25. In addition, please refer to Impact 4.8-2 in Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR, which provides a detailed analysis of whether the 
project would substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management 
of the basin. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-4 
Please see Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-5 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 42-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 43: AVILA LOWRANCE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 43-1 
As discussed on page 3-28 of the DEIR, off-site haul of gold concentrate will average one truck 
trip per day, and up to five truck trips per day, using Brunswick Road to State Route (SR) 20/49, 
over the 80-year term of the use permit. Chapter 4.12, Transportation, provides an analysis of 
project trip generation and distribution, including trips associated with the off-site haul of gold 
concentrate. As such, off-site transportation of gold was adequately addressed in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 43-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 43-3 
The comment refers to the cost of storing ingots, which is outside of the scope of CEQA. 
Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. In addition, please see Response to Comment 43-1 
regarding trips associated with the off-site haul of gold concentrate, as well as Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy, of the DEIR, which includes an analysis of metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) that would be generated by the proposed project. Project 
specific trip generation rates were applied to the greenhouse gas (GHG) modeling conducted for 
the proposed project. Therefore, the carbon cost of transporting goods from the mine has been 
considered in the DEIR. Please see also Master Response 26. 
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Individual Letter 44 

Ind 44-1 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 44: BARBARA GENTRY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 44-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 45: BARBARA JENSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 45-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 46: BARBARA KROCZAK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 44-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 47: BARBARA LARSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 47-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Ind 47-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 48: BARBARA RAYMOND 
 
Response to Comment Ind 48-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter discusses her upbringing in the area 
and familiarity with the mining history and operations of the region. The commenter also states 
that the full extent of tunnels was never fully known and that no government entity has a record 
of historic mine tunnels that was known by the mine owners. The Project Applicant has provided 
maps of the Idaho-Maryland Mine tunnels which are used in the analysis of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Appendices H.6, K.2, and K.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 48-2 
The commenter is concerned that the dewatering of the mine will have adverse impacts to private 
groundwater wells, vegetation, and ground stabilization but does not provide specific reasons why 
the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master 
Response 29 - Near Surface Workings, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 48-3 
The commenter reiterates many of the same concerns in Comment Ind 448-2 regarding the 
dewatering of the mine. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master 
Response 29 - Near Surface Workings, and Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation. The commenter also expresses concern regarding the dewatering in connection with 
the drought and wildfire risks. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change, and Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 48-4 
The commenter states that Nevada County need to further analyze the underground mine 
workings. However, the commenter does not explain how the DEIR’s current analysis of the 
underground mine workings is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings, and Appendices 
H.6, K.2, and K.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 48-5 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the supposed lack of knowledge of the 
underground mine workings. The Project Applicant has provided maps of mine tunnels which are 
used in the analysis of the DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings, and 
Appendices H.6, K.2, and K.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 48-6 
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 48-7 
The commenter provides a link to a YouTube video. No response is required.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5251 

Individual Letter 49 

Ind 49-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5252 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5253 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 49: BARNEY DEWEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 49-1 
The commenter requests that noise measurements are taken at additional locations between the 
Brunswick Industrial Site and the Cedars Ridge neighborhood, located to the southwest, to more 
accurately determine the ambient noise levels in that area. The commenter also states that DEIR 
inadequately addressed the Cedar Ridge area. Note that the commenter mistakenly uses the 
term noise receptor when referring to noise measurement locations. Noise receptors are uses 
exposed to noise from project implementation, such as a residence or business. 

The project Noise and Vibration Study (see DEIR Appendix L) explains the methods used for 
selecting the sensitive receptors analyzed in the study (shown on DEIR Figure 4.10-2) and for 
selecting ambient noise and vibration measurement sites (shown on DEIR Figure 4.10-3). As 
described on page 6 of DEIR Appendix L, rather than take noise measurements at every receptor 
in the project area, measurement locations were carefully selected to represent multiple similar 
receptors at the closest location to the project site to represent worst-case scenario noise levels. 
Noise data collected at measurement location 4 was extrapolated to represent ambient noise 
conditions at multiple sites located south of the Brunswick Industrial Site, including receptor 30. 
The DEIR concludes that noise produced from the operations at the Brunswick site would be less 
than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31.) 

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.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 50: BECKY SMITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 50-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 14. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 51: BEN PRESTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 51-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 52: BERNELL SCOTT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-2 
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, impacts related to wildfire are addressed in Chapter 
4.13, Wildfire, of the DEIR, as well as Master Response 6. Furthermore, see Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for concerns related to air quality, 
as well as Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, regarding water supplies. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion in support of the Nevada County Action Plan, but does 
not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-4 
Please see Master Response 25. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-5 
Impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions are presented in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. As noted under Impact 4.3-7, with the 
implementation of mitigation, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to global GHG 
emissions and climate change is less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 52-6 
The comment is a closing remark and 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 53: BERNELL SCOTT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-2 
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, impacts related to wildfire are addressed in Chapter 
4.13, Wildfire, of the DEIR, as well as Master Response 6. Furthermore, see Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for concerns related to air quality, 
as well as Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, regarding water supplies. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion in support of the Nevada County Action Plan, but does 
not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-4 
Please see Master Response 25. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-5 
Impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions are presented in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. As noted under Impact 4.3-7, with the 
implementation of mitigation, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to global GHG 
emissions and climate change is less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 53-6 
The comment is a closing remark and 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 54: BERNIE ZIMMERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 54-1 
The referenced article refers to the Project Applicant’s financial wherewithal to complete the 
proposed project, which is outside of the scope of CEQA. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns 
have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. In 
addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding operator responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 55: BERT HEINZELMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 55-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 56: BETTY PEARSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 56-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 57: BEVERLY MARTLING 
 
Response to Comment Ind 55-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 3, 16, and 35.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 58: BEVERLY STOUT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 58-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 3, and 16. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 59: BILL LAWRENCE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR indicates the project could commence without the 
completion of the cleanup action at the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not describe the mineral processing to recover the 
gold. Mineral processing is described on page 3-25 and page 4.8-46 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-3 
All mineral processing proposed by the project is done on-site inside of the enclosed mineral 
process plant building as described on page 3-25 of the DEIR. Certain thickening and stock tanks 
are located outside of the building, on paved impermeable surface and with secondary 
containment where necessary as discussed on page 3-26 and shown in Figure 3-8 of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR lacks a detailed description of the types and volumes of 
chemicals required for the project’s mineral processing. The details of volumes of reagents 
located on-site are not required for the analysis of the DEIR and further, engineering level detail 
is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 
20, 26.). As stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) 
requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials, 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 on-site. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR must show a flow chart of the mineral processing by stages. 
A flow chart of delivery to storage areas and details of storage of mineral processing reagents are 
not required for the analysis of the DEIR and further, engineering level detail is not required in an 
EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.). As stated 
on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) requires that prior to 
the transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials, 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 on-site. The commenter is also referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 59-4 regarding mineral processing reagent type and quantities. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not disclose whether mineral processing will produce 
any hazardous wastes. No hazardous wastes are generated during the gold recovery process. In 
regard to mine waste (barren rock and sand tailings), the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR must account for any hazardous materials that become 
airborne. All toxic air contaminants have been evaluated in the Health Risk Assessment and 
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analysis of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy) and Appendix E.1 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR must identify and manage any solid wastes produced by the 
project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to identity liquid wastes produced during mineral 
processing. As stated on page 3-26 of the DEIR, the process plant is a closed loop system. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 59-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-10 
Occupational (worker) health and safety in mines is governed the US Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA). The applicant is required by federal law to obtain a MSHA mine ID 
number and to comply with MSHA safety regulations. The DEIR appropriately evaluates the 
environmental impact of the project on the surrounding environment and health impacts to the 
surrounding public and is not required to perform an analysis of on-site workers and the adequacy 
of MSHA regulations. 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 (CCR Title 14 Section 15126.4). 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-11 
The commenter asks if the treated water to be discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek could have 
a more beneficial use and how frequent the water testing will occur. 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.  
 
Treated mine water would be discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek and site run-off would also be 
discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek. The frequency of water testing would be determined in the 
Notice of Applicability. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 - Discharge to South 
Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 59-12 
Please see Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 60: BISHOP RANDALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-2 
Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines (and related judicial opinions) directs that in situations 
where there is a disagreement between experts, the EIR should summarize the main points of 
disagreement for consideration by the Board in reaching its decision. Disagreements between 
experts do not preclude the process from moving forward, nor do they preclude the Board from 
considering the evidence and making its decision(s). Please see Master Response 14 regarding 
the adequacy of the groundwater model. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-3 
Please see Master Response 8 and 22.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-4 
The comment provides general comments that lack the specificity to formulate a specific response 
to the claims of inadequacy. Fugitive dust was addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR with 
substantial evidence to support the conclusions included in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR. See also 
Master Response 3 regarding changes in circumstances under which the permit is granted. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-5 
Please see Master Response 27.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-6 
Please see Master Response 4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-7 
The comment does not provide substantial evidence to support that significant additional fog 
formation as compared to existing conditions would be a reasonably foreseeable outcome from 
operation of the proposed project. Even if fog formed from the project, pilots and air traffic 
controllers are trained to safely operate during all natural weather patterns, such as fog. 
Therefore, the phenomenon of fog is not considered an “air traffic hazard” as claimed by the 
commenter. The DEIR does however address potential impacts related to the Nevada County Air 
Park being within one mile of the Brunswick Industrial Site. As noted in the DEIR, the proposed 
project would be required to be reviewed by the Airport Land Use Commission. In addition, fog is 
not considered an aesthetic impact pursuant to the standards of significance used in the DEIR by 
the County (please refer to page 4.1-11 of the DEIR). 
 
Please see Master Response 1. Potential impacts from proposed blasting (particularly noise and 
vibration) are addressed throughout the DEIR, and noise and vibration from blasting is addressed 
in Chapter 4.10. Impacts related to biological resources, including aquatic features, is addressed 
in Chapter 4.4. See also Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 60-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 61: BJ FLINT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 61-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 62: BJ GRIFFIN, MARGARET BURKS, HOLLY 
BUNDOCK, PAT SHARP, AND GAYLE CROSSLEY 

Response to Comment Ind 62-1 
Please see Master Response 1. With regard to the public comment period for the DEIR, the 
comment period lasted for 91 days, starting on January 4, 2022 and ending on April 4, 2022. 

Response to Comment Ind 62-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Ind 62-3 
Please see Response to Comment 1, 8, and 13. 

Response to Comment Ind 62-4 
Impacts related to climate change are discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the DEIR, a Habitat Management Plan was prepared for both the Centennial and 
Brunswick sites. In addition, Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(b) and 4.4-2(c) would require the 
preparation of additional Habitat Management Plans for any additional special-status plant and 
wildlife species identified during pre-construction surveys. 

Response to Comment Ind 62-5 
As discussed within Chapter 4.11, Public Services, of the DEIR, the chapter identifies potential 
new demands resulting from the proposed project on various public services and utility systems, 
including but not limited to fire protection, law enforcement, schools, parks and recreation, water 
supply, wastewater systems, solid waste disposal, and electrical utilities. As such, public services 
needed to support the mine were adequately addressed in the DEIR. In addition, Impact 4.7-4 
analyzes whether the proposed project would impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and concluded that the 
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

Response to Comment Ind 62-6 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 3, and 8. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 63: BJ GRIFFIN, MARGARET BURKS, HOLLY 
BUNDOCK, PAT SHARP, AND GAYLE CROSSLEY 

Response to Comment Ind 63-1 
Please see Master Response 1. With regard to the public comment period for the DEIR, 
the comment period lasted for 91 days, starting on January 4, 2022 and ending on April 4, 
2022. 

Response to Comment Ind 63-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Ind 63-3 
Please see Response to Comment 1, 8, and 13. 

Response to Comment Ind 63-4 
Impacts related to climate change are discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the DEIR, a Habitat Management Plan was prepared for both the Centennial and 
Brunswick sites. In addition, Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(b) and 4.4-2(c) would require the 
preparation of additional Habitat Management Plans for any additional special-status plant and 
wildlife species identified during pre-construction surveys. 

Response to Comment Ind 63-5 
As discussed within Chapter 4.11, Public Services, of the DEIR, the chapter identifies potential 
new demands resulting from the proposed project on various public services and utility 
systems, including but not limited to fire protection, law enforcement, schools, parks and 
recreation, water supply, wastewater systems, solid waste disposal, and electrical utilities. As 
such, public services needed to support the mine were adequately addressed in the DEIR. In 
addition, Impact 4.7-4 analyzes whether the proposed project would impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, 
and concluded that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

Response to Comment Ind 63-6 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 3, and 8. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 64: BOB AND BETTY LARIMER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 64-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 65: BOB ZUELSDORF 
 
Response to Comment Ind 65-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

Response to Comment Ind 65-2 
Please see Master Responses 1. The commenter’s concerns regarding increased clean, well-
paying jobs in the area is outside of the scope of CEQA. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns 
have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 66: BONNIE MURPHY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 66-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 66-2 
The commenter’s concerns regarding the gold mining industry is outside of the scope of CEQA. 
Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 66-3 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 66-4 
The comment is a closing remark and 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 67: BRANDON BUTRICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 67-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

Response to Comment Ind 67-2 
Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 67-3 
Please see Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 67-4 
Impacts related to electricity, and air pollution are discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, and impacts related to noise are discussed in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 67-5 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. In addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding 
operator responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 68: BRANDON BUTRICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 68-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  

Response to Comment Ind 68-2 
Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 68-3 
Please see Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 68-4 
Impacts related to electricity, and air pollution are discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, and impacts related to noise are discussed in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 68-5 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. In addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding 
operator responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 69: BRANDON HALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 69-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 70: BRIAN SWAGERTY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 70-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and lists a number of concerns associated with the project 
such as hydrology, traffic, and housing. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for 
the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 70-2 
The commenter states that that project’s dewatering of the mine will have a negative impact to 
the environment but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The impact to groundwater from 
mine dewatering is analyzed in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 70-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately address water discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek due to increased flows, water temperature, and the impact of flows to wildlife but does 
not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality) of the DEIR and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, 
Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 32 - Temperature 
of Mine Water Discharge.  

Response to Comment Ind 70-4 
The commenter is concerned about truck traffic on Brunswick Road due to congestion, air 
pollution, and road maintenance cost but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Traffic 
impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR and air quality impacts are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) 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 the Project Driveway and Brunswick Road. (DEIR, p. 4.12-91.)  

Response to Comment Ind 70-5 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to air quality but does not state how the 
DEIR is inadequate. Diesel fumes from hauling are evaluated in the Health Risk Assessment that 
was prepared for the proposed project. While the effect of haul truck diesel emissions, in 
combination with all other project TAC sources, could result in a significant adverse health impact, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant 
level.  

It is also noted that 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 is referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 
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Response to Comment Ind 70-6 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impact to local housing from project employees 
moving to the community but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. Housing is analyzed in 
Chapter 4.9 (Land Use and Population and Housing) of the DEIR. 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 70-7 
The commenter states that the project’s economic benefits are misleading. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 70-8 
The commenter states that even if the DEIR is correct in its estimation of the project’s impacts, 
quality of life will still suffer. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 70-9 
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 71: BRION DUNBAR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 71-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 71-2 
Please see Master Response 14. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 71-3 
Please see Master Responses 8 and 35. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 72: BRUCE KILMESH AND DEBORAH COLE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 72-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 73: CAMERON BROWN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 73-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 74: CARLYLE MILLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 74-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 74-2 
Please see Master Responses 14 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 75: CAROL AND BILL BRADY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 75-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 13, and 14. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 75-2 
Impacts related to water quality are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the DEIR. See also Master Response 13. In addition, impacts related to air quality are addressed 
in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, and impacts related to 
wildfires are addressed in Chapter 4.13, Wildfire, as well as Master Response 6.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 75-3 
Please see Master Responses 2, 3, and 14.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 76: CAROL FENNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 76-1 
The comment is an introductory remark and 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 76-2 
The potential for collapse associated with underground mine shafts is discussed in Impact 4.6-3 
in Chapter 4.6 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 76-3 
The commenter states that the best plan emerging from the DEIR is the No Project alternative. 
As noted within Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the DEIR, the No Project alternative is 
considered the environmentally superior alternative; however, the No Project alternative does not 
meet the basic project objectives.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 77: CAROL GICKER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 77-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 78: CAROL HANSEN-DIX 
 
Response to Comment Ind 78-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 79: CAROL HYNDMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 79-1 
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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 80: CAROL KUCZORA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 80-1 
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy of the DEIR provides a detailed analysis of potential air quality and greenhouse gas 
impacts associated with the proposed project. Specifically, Impact 4.3-2 addresses whether the 
project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. As noted 
therein, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to address air pollutant concerns related 
to diesel particulate matter generated by diesel trucks operating as part of the proposed project, 
as well as health risks associated with silica rock and asbestos (see Master Responses 21 and 
22 for a description of the assumptions used to assess the aforementioned materials). Therefore, 
impacts related to air pollutant concerns were adequately addressed in the DEIR. Please see also 
Master Response 27. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 81: CAROL KUCZORA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 81-1 
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy of the DEIR provides a detailed analysis of potential air quality and greenhouse gas 
impacts associated with the proposed project. Specifically, Impact 4.3-2 addresses whether the 
project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. As noted 
therein, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to address air pollutant concerns related 
to diesel particulate matter generated by diesel trucks operating as part of the proposed project, 
as well as health risks associated with silica rock and asbestos (see Master Responses 21 and 
22 for a description of the assumptions used to assess the aforementioned materials). Therefore, 
impacts related to air pollutant concerns were adequately addressed in the DEIR. Please see also 
Master Response 27. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 82: CAROL MCMILLAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 82-1 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 82-2 
The commenter states that the project’s Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) (purchase of carbon offsets) 
is not an adequate solution to air pollution. The commenter is referred to Master Response 28 - 
Greenhouse Gas Credits and Master Response 18 -Air Quality Thresholds.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 83: CAROL NELSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 83-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Regarding concerns about increased heavy truck traffic resulting from the proposed project, 
please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. The DEIR addressed impacts regarding 
whether the project would substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety under Impact 4.12-6, 
and concluded that with Mitigation Measures 4.12-6(a) through 4.12-6(f), a less-than-significant 
impact would occur. Therefore, impacts related to heavy truck traffic and hazardous roadway 
conditions were adequately addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 83-2 
Potential impacts related to dust generation and electricity usage are discussed in Chapter 4.3, 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy of the DEIR. Potential impacts related to 
water usage are discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 83-3 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 84: CAROL PURCHASE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 84-1 
This comment in introductory in nature and does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to the responses to comments submitted by CEA in Group Letters 7 and 
8. 

Response to Comment Ind 84-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR should use different terminology for “barren rock” and “sand 
tailings.” Barren rock (with no gold values and not processed) is differentiated from mineralized 
rock (with gold values which is processed) in the DEIR to facilitate an understanding of the 
proposed project. Barren rock is also proposed to be sold in some cases and therefore would be 
a mineral product and not waste rock. The tailings particles are primarily of sand size gradation 
(DEIR, Appx. H.1, p. 14.) and therefore sand tailings is an appropriate description in the DEIR. 
Barren rock and sand tailings are compacted in lifts to engineering standards in order to provide 
a useful surface appropriate for construction of future buildings on the sites and is therefore 
described as engineered fill. 

Response to Comment Ind 84-3 
The commenter states that the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site should be incorporated 
into the DEIR. As stated on page 3-26 of the DEIR, if the remediation of the Centennial Industrial 
Site, currently under DTSC oversight, is not complete upon commencement of mining, engineered 
fill would be placed at the Brunswick Industrial Site and/or transported off-site to be utilized in 
local and regional construction markets. Likewise, if the remediation of the Centennial Industrial 
Site is not complete within the life of the mining permit, engineered fill would be placed at the 
Brunswick Industrial Site and/or transported off-site to be utilized in local and regional construction 
markets, and no material from the mine would be placed on the Centennial Industrial Site. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 84-4 
The commenter states that the stormwater detention basins and the tailings pond should be sized 
for a 100-year storm event. No tailings pond is proposed for the project. The drainage calculations 
and detention basins are specifically designed to respond to the drainage requirements of the 
County of Nevada. The Nevada County drainage requirements indicate that new storm drain 
systems and channels shall be designed to convey the 10- and 100-year, 24-hour storm event. 
(DEIR, 4.8-40.) Impact 4.8-3 and Table 4.8-4 provides a discussion regarding the detention basins 
at the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites and both basins are designed to contain 
stormwater runoff in a 100-year, 24-hour storm event. (DEIR, 4.8-69–75.)  

Response to Comment Ind 84-5 
The commenter states that the tailings ponds, stormwater detention pond, and drainage 
structures will require maintenance at the end of the project. The project does not propose to use 
a tailings pond.  

As discussed 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 Project Applicant may pose Security in 
the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited financial 
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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 mining operation’s approved Plan.  

There is no evidence that the drainage facilities would fail due to lack of maintenance or the site 
would become overgrown, and wildfires would cause slope failures and erosion. This impact is 
speculative, and the County is not required to analyze speculative impacts under CEQA. (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384.) 

Response to Comment Ind 84-6 
The commenter sates that the groundwater impact analysis in the DEIR is inadequate but 
provides no specific reasons why it is inadequate. 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 84-7 
The commenter states that the project will have adverse effect to groundwater supplies because 
of drought and climate change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 85: CAROL TODD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 85-1 
The referenced attachment refers to the Project Applicant’s financial wherewithal to complete the 
proposed project, which is outside of the scope of CEQA. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns 
have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. In 
addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding operator responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 85-2 
Potential impacts related to dust generation and noise associated with the proposed project are 
discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy and Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR, respectively.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 85-3 
See Response to Comment 85-1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 86: CAROLEE WEISBERG 
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-2 
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).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-3 
Please refer to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR for more information 
related to mining waste. Please see also Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-4 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR for more information related to hauling 
truck traffic. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-5 
Please refer to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR for more information related to blasting. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 86-6 
Please see Master Response 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 87: CAROLINE COURTRIGHT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 87-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 88: CAROLINE COURTRIGHT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 88-1 
The comment is an introductory remark and 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 88-2 
The commenter’s concerns are in regards to the Project Applicant’s financial wherewithal to 
complete the proposed project, which is outside of the scope of CEQA. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. In addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding operator responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 89: CAROLINE COURTRIGHT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 89-1 
The commenter’s concerns are in regards to the Project Applicant’s financial wherewithal to 
complete the proposed project, which is outside of the scope of CEQA. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. In addition, please see Master Response 3 regarding operator responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 89-2 
Please see Master Responses 3 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 89-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 89-1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 89-4 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the 80-year permit is unreasonable and avoids 
accountability, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
For further information regarding operator responsibility see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 89-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 90: CAROLYN AND STEVE BATTAINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-3 
Please see Master Response 1. Please also see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the DEIR in regard to potential dewatering impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-4 
Please see Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-5 
Please see Master Response 16.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 90-6 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 91: CAROLYN AND STEVE BATTAINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-3 
Please see Master Response 1. Please also see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the DEIR in regard to potential dewatering impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-4 
Please see Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-5 
Please see Master Response 16.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 91-6 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 92: CAROLYN AND STEVE BATTAINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 92-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 92-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 93: CARRIE FINLAY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 93-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 94: CATALINA DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 94-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 95: CATE KELLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 95-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 96: CATHERINE FLOWERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 96-1 
Please see Master Response 1. With regard to specific concerns related to hazards and 
hazardous materials, please see Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR. With regard to concerns related to the 
water supply analysis please see Master Response 14. Concerns related to economic impacts 
are addressed in Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 96-2 
Impact 4.7-1 of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter of the DEIR analyzed whether the 
proposed project would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As discussed therein, the proposed 
project could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, specifically related to construction activities, 
explosives, and use and storage of various chemicals. As such, Mitigation Measures 4.7-1(a) 
through 4.7-1(d) were included to ensure that the risk from transport, underground storage, and 
use of explosives at the Brunswick Industrial Site would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. 
 
Impacts related to increased trips on local roadways as a result of the proposed project were 
discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 97: CATHERINE HARDY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 97-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter is concerned about potential long-term 
impacts of the project. Please see Master Response 1. Responses to the commenter’s specific 
comments on the inadequacy of the DEIR are provided below. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 97-2 
The commenter states that drill core testing for water quality impacts is inadequate, that the 
samples did not have a proper chain of custodies process, and that sampling accuracy could be 
inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 
The commenter states that the DEIR refers to a “’separate report’ but there is no report available” 
but provides no specifics on what report or where the DEIR refers to this separate report. Therefor 
no response is possible nor provided. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 97-3 
The commenter states the DEIR provides no evidence that emissions of NOx, ROG, and PM10 
emissions will be mitigated to a less than significant level because mitigation is only required 
during construction. The commenter is referred to Master Response 19 - NSAQMD Criteria 
Pollution Thresholds during Operations.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 97-4 
The commenter states that an incorrect assumption was made in the groundwater model but 
provides no details or evidence on which assumption is incorrect. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR. Please also 
see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 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 98: CATHERINE STIFTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 98-1 
Please refer to Master Response 1. The DEIR determined that the No Project (No Build) 
Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. As noted on page 6-42 of the DEIR, 
“Identification of the environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure and the 
alternative selected may not be the alternative that best meets the goals or needs of the County.” 
 
Response to Comment Ind 98-2 
The comment is a general description of the commenter’s credentials, and does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 98-3 
As described in the Method of Analysis section of Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal Cultural 
Resources, of the DEIR (see page 4.5-19), reparation of the Historic Properties Inventory and 
Finding of Effect prepared for the proposed project included a cultural records search, literature 
review, consultation with the Nevada County Landmark Commission (NCLC), consultation with 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and a field survey. In addition, 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.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 98-4 
Impacts to surface and groundwater quality are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the DEIR. In addition, see Master Response 35, regarding discharge into South Fork 
Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 98-5 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. In addition, please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 99: CATHY BENOIT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 99-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 100: CATHY BOYLE-DOWD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 100-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 101: CATHY EDGER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 101-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter opposes 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 101-2 
The commenter disagrees with DEIR’s finding regarding impacts to groundwater wells but does 
identify how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed impacts to groundwater wells in Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR (Hydrology and Water Quality). Please also see Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 101-3 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse noise impacts but does not identify 
how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR analyzes noise impact in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration). Regarding quality of life concerns, please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  

Response to Comment Ind 101-4 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse impacts to community character but 
does not clarify what is meant by “community character” and does not identify any inadequacies 
with the DEIR. To the extent the commenter is concerned with social impacts to the community, 
the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. If the 
commenter is discussing aesthetic impacts, those impacts were analyzed in Chapter 4.1 
(Aesthetics). 

Response to Comment Ind 101-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR overstates the project’s benefits to local employment. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 101-6 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse impacts to traffic, noise, and air quality 
but does not discuss how the DEIR’s analysis of these resource areas is inadequate. The DEIR 
analyzed traffic in Chapter 4.12 (Transportation), air quality impacts in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), and noise impacts in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration). 

Response to Comment Ind 101-7 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should go elsewhere. 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 102: CAULEN LAURIA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 102-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 103: CECELIA ROYAL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 103-1 
A detailed analysis of impacts associated with explosives is included in Chapter 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. Specifically, Impact 4.7-1 addresses whether the proposed project would 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. As discussed therein, for transportation purposes, explosives 
are classified by the Department of Transportation (DOT) in accordance with 49 CFR and under 
these regulations all explosives are listed as Hazard Class 1 materials. Explosives would be 
transported directly to the site by licensed explosive suppliers that possess the requisite permits, 
including a California Highway Patrol (CHP) hazardous materials transportation license and DOT 
hazardous materials permits. Numerous regulations are in place to ensure safety in the transport 
of explosives and a summary of these are provided in Table 4.7-2 of the DEIR. All companies and 
individuals transporting explosives to the site would be required to comply with all regulations 
provided in Table 4.7-2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 104: CECILIA REYNOLDS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 104-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 105: CHAD HENDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 105-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 106: CHARLES BENNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 106-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 107: CHARLES BROCK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 107-1 
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 and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 107-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR identifies six project impacts in Section 5.6 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 107-3 
The commenter states that numerous places in the DEIR refers to future problems which would 
need to be dealt with when the project is operating and refers to page 543 and 544 (related to 
closure of near surface workings), page 577 (submission of grading plans and closure of near 
surface workings), and page 1016 (hazardous materials). The referenced pages relate to 
mitigation measures that require subsequent governmental approvals before further actions can 
be taken. 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 (CCR Title 14 Section 15126.4)  

Response to Comment Ind 107-4 
The commenter asserts that it is problematic that Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(a) of the DEIR requires 
that grading plans be developed and reviewed by a geotechnical engineer subsequent to project 
approval, and implies that such plans should be finalized prior to project approval. Grading plans 
contain engineering-level detail and this level of 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 107-5 
The commenter states that there is no guarantee that the Project Applicant will comply with 
mitigation requirements, specifically with regard to dewatering, but does not explain how the DEIR 
is inadequate. The Idaho-Maryland Mine Groundwater Monitoring Plan is designed to predict 
impacts to domestic water wells before they occur. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding compliance with mitigation measures and other 
permit requirements, please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. CEQA does not 
require an analysis of an applicant’s financial capability; however, some governmental permits 
and approvals have financial assurance requirements (e.g., the Surface Mining and Reclamation 
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Act requires a mine operator to post a bond or other financial assurance to guarantee reclamation 
of site disturbance on the surface).   

Response to Comment Ind 107-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR identifies an amendment to a final map as one of the 
requested discretionary approvals for the project, but claims the DEIR does not state the reason 
for the request. As discussed in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR, 
based upon the substantial evidence in the record, the project includes a request to amend the 
Final Map for Bet Acres Subdivision, 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. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31.)  

In addition, a management plan was prepared pursuant to the 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 development within the designated building setback fault 
zone is generally feasible from a geotechnical engineering standpoint. (DEIR, p. 4.6-32.) 

While the analysis, including peer review by the County’s independent expert, 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. (Ibid.) 

Response to Comment Ind 107-7 
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 108: CHARLIE LANDAU 
 
Response to Comment Ind 108-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 109: CHARLOTTE BENNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 109-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 110: CHARLY PRICE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 110-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 110-2 
The comment is in regard to the desirability of Nevada County, and 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. In addition, please see 
Master Response 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 111: CHARLY PRICE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 111-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 112: CHARMIAN RAILSBACK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 112-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.  
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5449 

Individual Letter 113 

Ind 113-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5450 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 113: CHERI FLANIGAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 113-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 114: CHERI MARTIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 114-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 115: CHERYL BALMAIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 115-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 115-2 
Potential impacts associated with noise generated by traffic associated with the proposed project 
are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. In addition, traffic congestion is 
addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 115-3 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. In addition, please see Master Response 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 116: CHERYL BORAD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 116-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5457 

Individual Letter 117 

Ind 117-1 

Ind 117-2 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5458 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 117: CHERYL MORRIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 117-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 117-2 
The commenter’s concerns are in regards to mental health issues within Nevada County, which 
is outside of the scope of CEQA, and does not 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 118: CHERYL AND BYRON ZOOK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 118-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The comment generally alleges that the DEIR is “deeply 
flawed,” but provides no specific evidence – Please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s 
specific comments are discussed in the following responses to comments.  

Response to Comment Ind 118-2 
The commenter would like blasting and noise studies to be combined and paid for by the County. 
The blasting and vibration analysis is significantly different from noise and vibration and are better 
understood independently. The Environmental Factors of Blasting Report (Appendix M of the 
DEIR) analyzes transient vibrations from the use of explosives underground, while the Noise and 
Vibration Analysis (Appendix L of the DEIR) analyses vibrations and noise from the surface 
equipment. Each has the potential to affect the environment differently. Additionally, vibrations 
produced from these different sources are not cumulative, and therefore a combined analysis of 
vibrations is not necessary and risks confusing the public.  

Regarding County payment for reports, to avoid burdening the public with the cost of permitting 
private projects, the applicant must fund the studies necessary for an EIR. California law allows 
the applicant to submit technical, or other data, to the County for consideration and the County 
must consider all information and comments received. To avoid any appearance of possibility of 
impropriety, both of these reports were independently peer-reviewed by the County’s consultant, 
Saxelby Acoustics, and determined to be adequate. The EIR represents the County’s 
independent judgment and analysis and was prepared by the County’s independent consultant 
Raney Planning and Management. As a result, a new study is not required. (DEIR p. 1-9.) 

Response to Comment Ind 118-3 
The commenter objects to the noise and blasting reports being completed by separate firms and 
states that CEQA requires only one report covering blasting and noise together. The blasting and 
noise reports were independently peer-reviewed by the County’s consultant, Saxelby Acoustics, 
and were found to be satisfactory and adequate upon certain revisions made in response to peer 
review comments (see page 4.10-26 of the DEIR).  

Vibrations produced from blasting and surface equipment sources are not cumulative. (see 
response to Comment Ind 118-2 above.) These activities take place in different locations (surface 
vs. underground), and comprise independent potential impacts.  

The commentor alleges that noise from both activities, underground blasting and surface 
equipment, will occur simultaneously. However, these activities also take place at different times 
of the day. Blasting is typically done between working shifts (7:00AM or 7:00PM) and would be 
completed within seconds. Surface equipment placing and compacting engineered fill operates 
from 7:00 AM to 3:30 PM. Other activities such as mineral processing are continuous over the 
entire day. A schedule of working hours for various activities is provided in Table 3-7 of the DEIR. 
The evaluation of impacts from blasting noise is based on the worst-case maximum noise levels 
at the nearest receptors due to the short duration of this noise source (see page 58 of Appendix 
L). Therefore, blasting noise is not cumulative to continuous noise sources from other activities 
taking place on the surface, which are evaluated both on maximum noise (Lmax) and average 
noise (Leq). The County reviewed all reports independently with its own consultants and experts 
and the DEIR represents the County’s analysis of the analytical data. The County must certify 
that the Final EIR reflects its own independent judgement and analysis. (DEIR p. 1-9.) 
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Response to Comment Ind 118-4 
This comment generally requests the DEIR not move forward and the County to reject the 
proposed Idaho-Maryland Mine Project.  Please see Master Response 1.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 119: CHRIS BUZZINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 119-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 119-2 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 119-3 
Potential impacts related to traffic and noise associated with hauling trucks travelling to and from 
the project site are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, and Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR, respectively.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 120: CHRIS COLBERT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 120-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 121: CHRIS THEMELIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 121-1 
The commenter is a nearby resident and is opposed to the project. The commenter’s opposition 
to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is concerned about the effect of 
project noise on residences located on lower Banner Mountain, northeast of the project site. As 
shown in DEIR Table 4.10-15 and Table 4.10-16, the addition of project traffic would not result in 
a significant increase in noise levels at receptors along Brunswick Road, between Idaho Maryland 
Road and Highway 49 (i.e., the area adjacent Banner Mountain). It should be noted that this 
analysis assumes full production traffic levels of 200 daily truck trips rather than the average 
anticipated 100 truck trips (DEIR, p. 4.10-35). Given that noise is attenuated by distance and the 
presence of buildings, trees, and vegetation between the noise source and the noise receptor, 
noise levels would be reduced with greater distance from the roadway. While overall traffic on 
Highway 49 may be audible from residences on Banner Mountain, project traffic would represent 
a small portion of overall traffic and would not significantly increase noise levels. 

Response to Comment Ind 121-2 
Please see the above response. The comment has been forwarded to the decisionmakers.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 122: CHRISTIE GILLISON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 122-1 
Please see Master Response 15.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 123: CHRISTINA PRADHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 123-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 124: CHRISTINA PRADHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 124-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 125: CHRISTINA PRADHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 125-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 126: CHRISTINE ALFORD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 126-1 
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate. Responses to more specific comments are 
provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 126-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR is legally inadequate because it excludes the cleanup of the 
Centennial Industrial Site from the scope of the project. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 126-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately addresses the impact to groundwater supplies 
and quality, especially in the context of drought and climate change. The commenter is also 
concerned about potential impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek. 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, Master 
Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 127: CHRISTOPHER CARPENTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 127-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 128: CHRISTOPHER HALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 128-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter opposes the project. The commenter 
is also concerned with the project’s impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant. 
Significant and unavoidable impacts from the project are summarized in Section 5.6 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 128-2 
The commenter states that the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts should be the basis 
for the County not approving the project. Significant and Unavoidable impacts from the project 
are summarized in Section 5.6 of the DEIR. In order for the Board of Supervisors 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. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for 
decision makers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 128-3 
The commenter is concerned that the project structures required for the Brunswick site would 
have adverse aesthetic impacts. The commenter also states that the aesthetic impacts to tourism 
are worth considering. Chapter 4.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR also concludes that the project would 
result in a significant and unavoidable aesthetics impact. 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 128-4 
The commenter references Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR and the significant traffic-
related impacts the project would cause. The commenter does not state how the DEIR is 
inadequate. Chapter 4.12 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. Regarding quality of life issues, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 128-5 
The commenter states that further analysis of noise impacts is necessary in the DEIR but provides 
no specifics or evidence and does not identify how the DEIR is inadequate. Chapter 4.10 (Noise 
and Vibration) of the DEIR concludes that noise impacts will be less than significant after 
mitigation, with the exception of the installation of the East Bennett potable water line, which would 
be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment Ind 128-6 
The commenter states that critical data regarding groundwater wells is missing from the DEIR but 
does not identify what data is missing or how the DEIR’s groundwater analysis is inadequate. 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 128-7 
The commenter states that air pollution is not adequately addressed in the DEIR but provides no 
specifics or evidence. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 128-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits the emissions caused by cement manufacturers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 26 - Life Cycle GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment Ind 128-9 
The commenter states that the Centennial Industrial Site cleanup 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 128-10 
The commenter opposes the project and states that it is incompatible with the surrounding 
community. The commenter’s opposition to the project and support for the “No-Build option” is 
noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 129: CHRISTY HUBBARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 129-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate, specifically the Well Mitigation Plan, because 
it does not accurately depict the area in which private wells may be impacted. The commenter 
reasons that the approximately 525 wells within the mineral rights boundary may be impacted by 
the dewatering of the mine. 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. 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 129-2 
The commenter poses a scenario in which a private well not included in the mitigation plan is 
impacted by the project. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 129-1. 
Regarding 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 129-3 
The commenter references a previously proposed project at the project site. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, and Response to 
Comment Ind 129-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 129-4 
The commenter reiterates the concerns with the scope of the potentially impacted area. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 129-1. The commenter’s opposition is noted 
for the decisionmakers.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 130: CHUCK CROPLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 130-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 131: CHULA GEMIGNANI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 131-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 132: CLAY OLSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 132-1 
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, see Master Response 3 regarding operator 
responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 133: CLAY OLSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 133-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 134: CLEA VIGNEUX 
 
Response to Comment Ind 134-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 135: CLIFF CASE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 135-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 136: COLLEEN CARSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 136-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 137: COLLETE CASTRO AND MICHAEL MCLEAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 137-1 
Please see Master Responses 14 and 16.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 137-2 
Please see Master Response 27. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 137-3 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 138: CONNIE FINSTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 138-1 
Noise impacts associated with mineral processing were addressed in Impact 4.10-3 within 
Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. As discussed therein: 
 

The project processing equipment located within the processing building would consist of 
the SAG mill (primary grinding), ball mill (secondary grinding), concentrator, cyclones and 
screens, and filter presses. The noise transmission loss of the proposed metal building 
ranges from 31 dB at 125 Hz to 75 dB at 4,000 Hz. In addition, the metal building would 
have double doors (i.e., airlock) to prevent sound escaping when one set of exterior doors 
are open. 
 
Using information provided by the Project Applicant for similar facilities, the noise 
generation from such processing equipment is expected to be 105 dBA Leq with maximum 
noise levels of approximately 110 dBA Lmax. 
 
The reference noise level data for both the noise source and building enclosure were used 
as inputs to the SoundPlan model to calculate processing plant operations at the nearest 
receptors (see Figure 4.10-6). The results of those calculations are provided in Table 4.10-
17. Because such processes are anticipated to occur at all hours, the most restrictive, 
nighttime noise criteria were applied. 
 
Based on the data presented in Table 4.10-17, 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. 

 
Based on the above, impacts related to mineral processing noise were adequately addressed in 
the DEIR.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 139: CONSTANCE WRIGHT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 139-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5509 

 

Individual Letter 140 

Ind 140-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 140-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 140-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 140-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 140-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5510 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 140: CORINNA FISH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 140-1 
The commenter is concerned with cultural, wildlife, and hydrological issues. Responses to specific 
comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 140-2 
In addition to the informal tribal outreach efforts performed by InContext, the County complied 
with AB 52 tribal consultation requirements for the proposed project. As discussed in Response 
to Comment Grp 14-2, the County complied with the above requirement, despite the fact that the 
Nevada City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe was not added to the Native American Heritage 
Commission Contact/Tribal Consultation list until March 21, 2022. 

As stated in the Cultural Resources chapter of the DEIR “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.” (DEIR p. 4.5-21, emphasis added) Additionally, the Project Proponent’s cultural resource 
consultant, InContext, attempted to contact the Tribe on December 1, 2020 by letter, phone and 
email, and on December 16, 2022 by phone and email, with no response. The correspondence 
was addressed and sent directly to Shelly Covert, the Tribal Secretary of the Nisenan Tribe. In 
sum, despite a lack of recognition from the NAHC at the time, the Nisenan Tribe was still treated 
as a recognized tribe by the Project Proponent and the County. The Tribe received notices and 
was provided an opportunity to consult under AB 52. 

Response to Comment Ind 140-3 
The future movement of special status species to the project sites due to increased urbanization 
and wildfire is speculative and 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.” However, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(f) 
require pre-construction surveys, and if present, additional mitigation measures for special-status 
species. Trout, benthic macro invertebrates, and other aquatic species are considered in the 
DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix F.8 and F.10 of the DEIR and 
Master Responses 34 – Resident Fish, 36 – Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red 
Legged Frog, and Response to Comment Grp 31-12 regarding benthic macroinvertebrates. 

Response to Comment Ind 140-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis is inadequate with regard to impacts to 
groundwater wells and questions where monitoring wells will be located. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Well monitoring 
locations are discussed and shown in Appendix K.8 of the DEIR. 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. 
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Response to Comment Ind 140-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR would benefit from additional expert opinion. The DEIR 
already incorporates expert opinion from consultants not hired by the Project Applicant and peer 
review of technical reports was conducted by consultants hired by the County, including Raney 
Planning and Management, Madrone Ecological Consulting, ECM, West Yost, Saxelby Acoustics, 
and TJKM.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 141: CORRINE JONES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 141-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 142: CRAIG ARTHUR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 142-1 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as Master Responses 14 and 15.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 143: CRAIG CREBBIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 143-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 143-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 144: CRAIG MCCANN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 144-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 145: CYNTHIA YAGUDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 145-1 
Please see Master Response 1 and 2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 146: D. VIRVA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 146-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 147: DANIEL BEHN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 147-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 148: DANIEL BEHN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 148-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 149: DANIELLE BOUCHER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 149-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 149-2 
Please see Master Response 3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 150: DANNY MILMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-1 
The commenter has prepared specific comments after listening to public comments and reviewing 
the DEIR. The comment is noted. Responses to comments are provided below. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-2 
The commenter asks what criteria will be used to measure the project’s performance in the future. 
It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the project’s compliance with regulatory standards 
and implementation of mitigation measures. A mitigation monitoring and reporting program will be 
required to enforce all mitigation measures imposed in the DEIR (see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-3 
The commenter asks how the project’s performance goals will be measured. It is assumed that 
the commenter is referring to the project’s compliance with regulatory standards and 
implementation of mitigation measures. As stated on page 4.6-22 of the DEIR, Nevada County 
General Plan Policy 17.7 states that each project shall have a periodic review for compliance with 
the use permit by the County Planning Department. In no case shall such review time period 
exceed five years. Said review shall be funded by the Project Applicant. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-4 
The commenter asks what penalties the County will impose if regulatory standards or mitigation 
measures are not adhered to. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 -Operator 
Responsibility. 
  
Response to Comment Ind 150-5 
The commenter asks why various portions of the DEIR assume the cleanup of the Centennial 
Industrial Site will be completed prior to commencement of the project. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-6 
The commenter asks where the regular monitoring results are taken since the Project Applicant 
purchased the site that could be used to set baselines for future monitoring. The specifics of which 
monitoring results are not provided by the commenter; therefore, a response is not possible. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-7 
The commenter asks how other nearby projects were taken into account and included in some 
type of cumulative impacts evaluation. Cumulative Impacts and projects taken into account for 
analysis of cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.3 (Cumulative Impacts) of the DEIR. A 
cumulative impact evaluation, specific to each CEQA topic, is included at the end of each technical 
chapter of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-8 
The commenter asks why the DEIR information does not match the filing with the SEC. The 
commenter does not specify what information in DEIR does not match the SEC. The Project 
Applicant’s filings with the SEC have no relevance to the analysis of the DEIR. The commenter is 
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referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-9 
The commenter asks what plans are in place to conserve resources and reduce long term use, 
but does not specify which resources; therefore, a response is not possible. For conservation of 
biological resources, see Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-10 
The commenter asks if the operations will be required to meet new standards as they are put into 
place, or will the project be grandfathered in for the entire 80 years. The project mitigations and 
conditions of approval will not change throughout the length of the Conditional Use Permit. 
However, the project will be required to meet any state or federal regulations or standards 
imposed over the life of the project.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-11 
The commenter asks how the traffic model take a rural population into effect when a road is 
deemed minor. The DEIR’s traffic model uses traffic counts to analyze impacts and does not 
consider “roads deemed minor” in the analysis. The County has different minimum levels of 
service for Rural Regions and Community Regions of the County, as discussed on page 4.12-19 
of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-12 
The commenter asks how nighttime lights affect the surrounding residential uses. As stated on 
page 4.1-29 of the DEIR, the 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 stated on page 4.1-24 of the DEIR: 
 

Based on the proposed lighting types and locations discussed above, a Photometric Plan 
was prepared for the Brunswick industrial Site by a registered professional electrical 
engineer (M. Niels Engineering, Inc.). Figure 4.1-2 through Figure 4.1-5 present the 
Photometric Plan and increases in visible light that are estimated to occur following 
implementation of the proposed exterior lighting plan. Key considerations include effects 
to the night sky, which are addressed through the lighting types proposed, as discussed 
above. The other key consideration are the lighting intensities at the property boundaries 
near locations where existing sensitive receptors are in close proximity.  

As shown in the figures, 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.  

Response to Comment Ind 150-13 
The commenter asks how nighttime lights are shown in the aesthetic impacts. Figures 4.1-2 
through 4.1-5 of the DEIR show lighting photometric drawings. 
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Response to Comment Ind 150-14 
The commenter asks how a 165-foot tower (the Brunswick headframe) would not be visible from 
several viewpoints. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.1 (Aesthetics) and Appendix D of the 
DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-15 
The commenter states that the "After" renderings show the majority of the complex is hidden by 
new landscaping and asks how long landscaping would need to grow before the complex is 
hidden to that degree. As stated on page 4.1-14 of the DEIR, photographic simulations were 
prepared to illustrate conditions at completion of all proposed structures (18 months after 
construction begins) and at completion of the engineered fill pads with vegetated slopes (five to 
six years after fill placement begins). Vegetation planted at the time implementation of the project 
begins would be five to six years old when each engineered fill pad reaches its ultimate size; thus, 
planted vegetation is represented at five to six years old in the simulations. This age of vegetation 
is shown in Figures 4.1-11 through 4.1-20 in the DEIR. As stated on page 4.1-16 and 4.1-17 of 
the DEIR, the planted would trees reach maturity in approximately 30 years which is shown in 
figures annotated as “full vegetation growth” in Appendix D. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-16 
The commenter asks how the DEIR’s air quality models take the region's existing poor air quality 
into account. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. The 
NSAQMD established thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes to achieve and maintain the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS). 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.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-17 
The commenter asks how the filtration systems take the asbestos dust into account from crushing 
serpentine rock. Air filtration is contemplated in Section 6.1 of the ASUR Plan (Appendix E.2) 
when planned tunnelling in barren rock is projected to result in the Asbestos Inventory 3-month 
rolling average to exceed 0.01% by mass of equivalent PCM units. Asbestos emissions are 
controlled by utilizing dust collection (air filtration). If such tunneling were to be undertaken, the 
rock would not be crushed as described in Section 6.1 of the ASUR Plan.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-18 
The commenter asks how the air quality impacts to the region (as opposed to the immediate site) 
are measured and mitigated. As discussed on page 4.3-41 of the EIR, the NSAQMD establishes 
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 Quality Management District 
thresholds pertain to attainment of the AAQS, a project that complies with the thresholds 
established by a local Air Quality Management District, such as the NSAQMD, would not result in 
adverse effects to human health related to criteria pollutant emissions. Regarding the health risk 
assessment, the threshold of significance for exposure to toxic air contaminants is based on an 
incremental increase in cancer and non-cancer risk associated with a project. As such, the 
baseline concentration does not factor into this impact determination. 
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Response to Comment Ind 150-19 
The commenter asks if 700K metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions will be generated over 80 
years, why will there only be 2,444 carbon offsets. Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) requires the 
applicant to offset construction emissions below the 1,100 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent 
per year construction threshold. As discussed on page 4.3-94 of the DEIR, the project would not 
exceed the applied threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e per year during operations and reclamation. 
Therefore, no carbon offsets are required for operations. The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-20 
The commenter states that many videos online show a variety of wildlife at or near the site and 
asks why these animals were not taken into account in the report. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment Ind 585-18. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-21 
The commenter asks what type of bird survey was done for the DEIR and if the survey done early 
when there are likely to be birds. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources) 
of the DEIR, Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, and Master Response 
- 37- Birds and Raptors. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-22 
The commenter asks how the conservation easement downstream is included in the evaluation 
of impacts. It is assumed the commenter is referring to the “Bennett Street Grasslands” on South 
Fork Wolf Creek. The legal status of the conservation easement owned by the Bear Yuba Land 
Trust is not relevant to the analysis of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Responses to 
Group Letter 2. The commenter is also referred to Master Responses 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, Master Response 37 – Birds and Raptors, and 
Master Response 38 – Foothill Yellow Frog and California Red Legged Frog. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-23 
The commenter asks why recent surveys of wildlife, birds, and plants were not taken into account 
in the DEIR, but provides no specifics on which surveys are not taken into account. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR and Master Responses 
30 – Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 31 – Rare Plants, Master Response 
37 – Birds and Raptors, and Master Response 38 – Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California 
Red Legged Frog. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-24 
The commenter asks how the habitat restoration bond amount is calculated but provides no 
details as to what habitat restoration bond is referenced. No response is possible, nor is bonding 
required to be addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-25 
The commenter asks what state of restoration is required to meet the bond but provides no details 
as to what bond is referenced. The commenter is referred to the Reclamation Plan in Appendix C 
of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Ind 150-26 
The commenter asks what the impacts to fish and wildlife are, such as fish swimming upstream. 
The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR and Master 
Response 34 – Resident Fish. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-27 
The commenter asks what the project’s cumulative impacts to wildlife are. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.4 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR, Impact 4.4-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-28 
The commenter asks where the existing surface water quality is documented. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-29 
The commenter asks what is the shallowest depth where explosives will be used, and if this depth 
is taken into account in the modeling and vibration information. As discussed in Appendix M of 
the DEIR, blasting would take place 500 feet and deeper, except for the service shaft, which would 
breakthrough to the surface. Blasting vibrations were calculated for the service shaft and for 
drifting and longhole blasting at 500 feet below ground surface and deeper. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-30 
Page 4.6-4 of the DEIR states: 

NV5 believes the feature [inferred fault in Brunswick vicinity] formed during the Mesozoic 
era, at least 65 million years ago. They consider it inactive and designate it as a Type C 
fault zone “with a low seismicity and a low rate or occurrence”. Based on ECM’s knowledge 
of the geology of the area, we are in agreement with NV5’s conclusion, and no evidence 
has been found that suggests there might have been any recent fault movement in the 
general site area. In support of NV5’s and ECM’s conclusion, further review of the Chico 
quadrangle map shows that Saucedo and Wagner’s interpretation of the fault shows it to 
terminate at the north edge of mapped Tertiary volcanics (MPv), at a location a little over 
a half mile south of the New Brunswick Shaft. Since the map does not show the fault 
crossing the volcanic unit, we conclude that there has been no fault movement to break 
the overlaying Miocene volcanic rock since its deposition in the Miocene Epoch 5 to 23 
million years ago. If otherwise, the overlying Miocene volcanic unit would also be displaced, 
or at least fractured. 

 
As discussed in Section 4.5-1 of the DEIR, based upon 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. The County’s independent 
consultant, ECM, concurred with this determination. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5539 

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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-31 
The commenter asks what the plan for accidents is, the level of accidents that are anticipated, 
and what impact should be expected when that happens. 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.” As this comment amounts 
to speculation, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-32 
The commenter asks what the odds are of a tunnel collapse. Near surface workings were 
evaluated in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources) of the DEIR and were found to 
be a less than significant impact after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.6-29.) The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 1150-33 
The commenter asks how the past history of environmental impacts to the region was taken into 
account but provides no further details. 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 150-34 
The commenter asks how hexavalent chromium, sulfuric acid, and other chemicals will be stored. 
The project does not propose to use or store hexavalent chromium. The details of volumes of 
reagents located on-site are not required for the analysis of the DEIR and further, engineering 
level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 26.) As stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.7-1(d) requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials, 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 on-site. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-35 
The commenter asks how workers will be protected from the asbestos silica in the rock. 
Occupational (worker) health and safety in mines is governed by the U.S. Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA). Please also see Master Response 21 – Silica Health Risk.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-36 
The commenter asks how the DEIR addresses wells that are not indicated on the State's online 
database. All available details about well construction and testing in the area of impact have been 
reviewed and tabulated from well completion reports, which are available for the majority of 
properties. Additional well information will be collected, if necessary, as part of the Well Mitigation 
Plan (Appendix K.9), which has been revised to clarify this and is attached to the Final EIR as 
Appendix D.  
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The commenter states that NID records show that more mines exist, even in the area of the 30 
properties to be connected to the NID. The commenter provides no information regarding the 
referenced NID records or evidence of more mine workings that have not been included in the 
analysis; and therefore, no response is provided.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-37 
The commenter states that NID estimates of the number of affected wells differs substantially 
from the DEIR. The commenter provides no information on the referenced NID estimate. The 
commenter is referred to responses to Agency Letter 10 and Master Response 13 - Historic 
Hydrogeologic Assessments. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-38 
The commenter asks how the hydrology has changed in the last 15 years since the studies were 
done. Water level data has been collected for many years over a period spanning two decades. 
As stated on page 26 of Appendix K.2, monitoring of water level in wells for up to 79 wells was 
undertaken from 1995-2001 and 2003-2007. As noted in the report, no long-term increasing or 
decreasing trends are observed in the data. Therefore, the age of the sample data does not limit 
the usefulness of this data. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 13 – Historic 
Hydrogeologic Assessments.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-39 
The commenter asks how hydrology-related impacts will change over 80 years, the life of the 
project. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Appendices 
K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, and Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-40 
The commenter asks how the hydrology model accounts for the rock if it turns out not to be 
homogenous. The groundwater model does not assume that rock is homogenous and includes 
geological units, faults, and changes in hydraulic conductivity with depth. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR. 
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 150-41 
The commenter asks what the acceptable limit is for the lowering of the water level in neighboring 
wells. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Appendices 
K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-42 
The commenter asks to what extent within the mineral rights boundary the dewatering of the mine 
will draw down water levels. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, and Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-43 
The commenter asks how many water samples were taken and were they representative of the 
different tunnels. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 
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Appendices K.2 of the DEIR, as well as Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-44 
The commenter asks why NID water usage is estimated at 0.4 gallons per minute but capped at 
400 per day instead of 576. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Agcy 10-4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-45 
The commenter asks what will happen to the water, land, and tunnels once the mine has closed. 
The commenter is referred to the Reclamation Plan, Appendix C of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-46 
The commenter asks why the mine does not reuse the treated water from dewatering efforts. As 
discussed on pages 3-39 and 3-40 of the DEIR, treated groundwater is used for mine service 
water, dust suppression at the Brunswick site, and for makeup water in the process plant. 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.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-47 
The commenter asks why the payment for NID water would not transfer to future homeowners. 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Agcy 10-6.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-48 
The commenter asks if the neighboring wells be sampled and measured in advance for a baseline. 
Water quality baseline will be sampled in advance of dewatering at monitoring wells and not in 
domestic water wells. 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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-49 
The commenter asks if the connection to NID will be made in advance of the dewatering. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c) requires that prior to commencement of initial mine dewatering, the 
Project Applicant shall implement the Well Mitigation Plan by connecting 30 properties in the East 
Bennett Road area to the NID potable water system. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-50 
The commenter asks if new impervious surfaces (paving, roofing, etc.) are accounted for in the 
hydrology and runoff reports. As stated on page 4.8-73 of the DEIR, the hydrologic calculations 
and detention studies for both sites anticipate runoff at potential future industrial development 
levels, though industrial development is not proposed at this time, and separate environmental 
review and permitting through the County would be required prior to any on-site industrial 
development. Therefore, the sizing of the detention basins is conservative. 
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Response to Comment Ind 150-51 
The commenter asks how the project would be a net water producer as stated in the DEIR. As 
discussed on page 10 of Appendix N of the DEIR, the project will produce 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 and treated at the water treatment plant to maintain the dewatered mine. The 
groundwater consumed during operations is estimated to be 84,000 gpd.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-52 
The commenter asks what is the shortest amount of time that a permit could be issued where the 
Project Applicant would still move ahead with the project. The investment criteria of the applicant 
are not known or required to be analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. Nevada County General Plan Policy 17.7 states that “Use permit time limits for each 
project shall be established on a case-by-case basis. Time limits shall be based on the reasonably 
expected life of the mining operation and potential conflicts with future neighboring land uses.” 
(DEIR, p. 4.6-22.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-53 
The commenter asks how ambient noise levels at the neighboring properties will be less after the 
mine goes into production, day and night. 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 estimates that the noise generation of the project by 
itself would be below existing ambient noise levels experienced at the nearest residences. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comments Ind 585-2 and 585-4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-54 
The commenter asks what the impacts are of sustained noise over months and years. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) and Appendix L of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-55 
The commenter asks why the allowed noise differs from the already established noise regulations. 
The project would be compliant with established noise regulations. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) and Appendix L of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-56 
The commenter asks how the DEIR takes into account the County’s goals for energy conservation 
and GHG reduction. The commenter is referred to Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy 
Action Plan, and Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-57 
The commenter asks if the anticipated GHG emissions meet Senate Bill 32 limits. Senate Bill 32 
is a statewide GHG emissions plan. The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 – 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. As a basis for choosing 10,000 MT CO2e as the threshold of 
significance for operational GHG emissions, the DEIR provided the following reasoning: “For 
operations, because the project is an industrial project that includes stationary sources (i.e., diesel 
generators used for emergency power), the project’s GHG emissions were compared to the 
10,000 MT CO2e per year quantitative threshold, which, as described above, is used by 
SMAQMD, PCAPCD, BAAQMD, and SCAQMD for industrial and/or stationary source emissions 
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of GHGs. The substantial evidence for this GHG emissions threshold is based on the expert 
opinion of various California air districts, which have applied the 10,000 MT CO2e per year 
threshold in numerous CEQA documents where those air districts are the lead agency.” (DEIR, 
p. 4.3-43.)  

With respect to PCAPCD’s use of the MT CO2e per year operational threshold, it is noted that on 
October 13, 2016, the PCAPCD adopted GHG emissions thresholds, which were designed to 
analyze a project’s compliance with applicable State laws including AB 32 and SB 32.1 Insofar as 
the project’s operational emissions are below the above-stated threshold (DEIR, Table 4.3-23), 
the project’s emissions would not impede attainment of SB 32 goals. Additionally, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-7(b) of the DEIR requires the purchase of carbon offsets for construction GHG 
emissions to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  

Response to Comment Ind 150-58 
The commenter asks whether the project includes plans are electronic vehicles, reuse of water, 
solar energy, or other renewable sources of energy. 
 
All of the underground mine vehicles would be electric vehicles, as discussed in Chapter 3 (Project 
Description), Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), and Appendix 
E.1 of the DEIR. The proposed parking lot includes 14 electric vehicle charging spaces, as shown 
in Table 3-6 of the DEIR.  
 
As discussed on pages 3-39 and 3-40 of the DEIR, treated groundwater is used for mine service 
water, dust suppression at the Brunswick Industrial Site, and for makeup water in the process 
plant. As stated on page 3-39 of the DEIR, the process plant would run on a closed circuit 
(recycling of all process water). 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. 
 
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 150-59 
The commenter asks what the project’s traffic impacts are during evacuations. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-60 
The commenter asks whether the trucks are included in the impacts in the other categories such 
as air quality and noise or just in the traffic. Trucks are analyzed in both the air quality and noise 

 
1 Placer County Air Pollution Control District. California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance: 

Justification Report. October 2016. 
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Chapters of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapters 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy) and 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-61 
The commenter asks how explosives will be stored on site and protected in the case of wildfire. 
Explosives will be stored underground as described in Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) of the DEIR. As discussed at length in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR, transport, storage, and 
use of explosives is highly regulated by all levels of government. In addition, as stated on page 
4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) requires that prior to the 
transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials, 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 on-site. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires the applicant 
to 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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-62 
The commenter asks whether the 24,000 gallons of diesel stored on site will be protected in the 
case of wildfire. As stated on page 4.7-29 of the DEIR: 
 

The tanks would be located in the industrial building complex area. 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, 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, including potential leaks, 
related to on-site fuel storage tanks. 

 
In addition, as stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) 
requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials, 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 on-site. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 
requires the applicant to 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.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-63 
The commenter asks what the project’s traffic impacts are during wildfire evacuation. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-64 
The commenter asks how chromium and other chemicals will be stored on site and protected in 
the case of wildfire. The project does not propose to use or store chromium. The details of 
chemical storage located on-site are not required for the analysis of the DEIR and further, 
engineering level detail is not required in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare 
(1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.). As stated on page 4.7-31 of the DEIR, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) requires that prior to the transport, storage, or use of hazardous 
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materials, 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 
on-site. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires the applicant to 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.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-65 
The commenter inquires about the maximum number of project employees that would be on site 
at any given time and what is the evacuation plan for them. The DEIR indicates that a maximum 
of 111 employees are expected during a shift at the Centennial or Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
(DEIR, Table 3-8, p. 3-37.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 5 – Evacuation 
Zones. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-66 
The commenter asks how the DEIR has accounted for the more pronounced dry/wet cycles in the 
wildfire plan. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-67 
The commenter asks what alternate sites are available for the disposal of the tailings. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional 
Construction Markets. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-68 
The commenter asks what alternative mixed-used projects were considered. No alternative 
mixed-use projects were considered in the DEIR. The reasonable range of alternatives 
considered in the DEIR are discussed in Section 2.4 and Chapter 6 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-69 
The commenter asks what the typical permit term for a gold mine is in other localities. This 
comment is too general for a response. Nevada County General Plan Policy 17.7 states that “Use 
permit time limits for each project shall be established on a case-by-case basis. Time limits shall 
be based on the reasonably expected life of the mining operation and potential conflicts with future 
neighboring land uses.” (DEIR, p. 4.6-22.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-70 
The commenter asks why the previously approved Industrial Center was not included. The 
Nevada County Business and Industrial Centre was analyzed as part of the No Project alternative 
and is discussed on pages 6-11 through 6-13 of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 150-71 
The commenter asks what other alternatives the County Planning staff considered for this site. 
All alternatives considered in the DEIR are discussed in Section 2.4 and Chapter 6 of the DEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 151: DAUN LANGSTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 151-1 
The commenter implies that the project will not be able to comply with regulatory requirements 
regarding temperature of discharged water from the mine dewatering. However, the project is 
able to and will be required to comply with the regulatory requirements for mine water discharge. 
Please see Master Response 32 – Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, and Master Response 
35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 151-2 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR did not adequately analyze realgar, a sulfide of arsenic, 
which is asserted to be of concern at the Empire Mine. The 1969 study referenced by the 
commenter is not provided or available for review and therefore no comment can be provided on 
this study. The mineral realgar is not mentioned in published geological studies of the Empire 
Mine nor any other mines in the Grass Valley area (see page 36, The Gold Quartz Veins of Grass 
Valley, Johnson USGS 1940). Arsenic is noted to occur in arsenopyrite in the Empire Mine and 
certain other mines, but was rarely observed in the Grass Valley area. Arsenopyrite was noted to 
be more common in the Nevada City area. The proposed water treatment plant is capable of 
treating arsenic in water and the Empire Mine is currently discharging treated mine water using a 
similar water treatment method (aeration and oxidation). Please see Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 151-3 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR’s water treatment plan is required to provide more 
information on how sulfides will be treated. The DEIR discusses metal sulfides and water 
treatment constituents and requirements in detail. Please see sections 4.8 and Appendices K.2 
and K.4 of the DEIR. Also see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The 
design and function of the proposed water treatment plant was analyzed by the County’s 
independent consultants, who concluded that the water treatment plant would be capable of 
treating the water produced from dewatering to regulatory standards for water quality. The 
commenter requests more information on treatment of water and specifically sulfides of arsenic; 
however, adequate information is provided in order to assess the environmental impacts of the 
project, and 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 151-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 151-5 
The commenter provides background on the Empire Mine proposed reopening and the 
commenter’s professional background. Comment noted.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 152: DAVE AND DIANNA CONNELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 152-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 153: DAVE AND RENAE ERICKSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 153-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 154: DAVE TAYLOR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 154-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 155: DAVID AGRAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 155-1 
The commenter is concerned that the project’s dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine could 
negatively impact private wells and is concerned about the ramifications if the technical studies 
are wrong. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Please also see Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  

Response to Comment Ind 155-2 
Please see Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-3 
The commenter requests further study of well drawdown considering higher elevations at Banner 
Mountain. However, no groundwater drawdown is predicted in this area as shown on Sheet 12 of 
Appendix K.2 to the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 and Appendices K.2 and 
K.3 of the DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Sheet 16 attached to the Final EIR as Appendix L. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-4 
The commenter provides an excerpt of the Nevada County general Plan. Consistent with the 
referenced General Plan policy (Policy 17.24), the impacts on the environment and affected 
surface land uses have been adequately reviewed in the DEIR. As noted in Policy 17.24, of 
particular importance shall be the impact of the operation on surface land uses (see Chapters 4.4 
(Biological Resources) and 4.5 (Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources)), water quantity and 
quality (see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells), noise and vibration (see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration), land 
subsidence (see Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources), and traffic associated with 
surface access (see Chapter 4.12, Transportation and Circulation).  

Response to Comment Ind 155-5 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should mitigate for any groundwater impacts for 
the life of the project but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-6 
The commenter questions the utility of historical data from the Idaho-Maryland Mine in light of 
climate change but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR should analyze impacts to groundwater wells over the life of 
the project rather than 25 years. 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 155-8 
The commenter asks about groundwater level impacts at higher elevations and near the mineral 
rights boundaries. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future 
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Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Sheet 16 attached to the Final EIR as Appendix 
L.  

Response to Comment Ind 155-9 
The commenter requests further study of well drawdown considering higher elevations at Banner 
Mountain. However, no groundwater drawdown is predicted in this area as shown on Sheet 12 of 
Appendix K.2. The commenter is referred to Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 and Chapter 4.8 and 
Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, and Sheet 16 attached to the Final EIR as Appendix L.  

Response to Comment 112-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells potentially 
impacted by the project but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. In addition, please see 
Appendix D to this Final EIR for an updated Well Mitigation Plan.  

Response to Comment Ind 155-11 
The commenter states that gold mining is part of the County’s past and not its future. 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, regarding their generally 
expressed concerns. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-12 
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 156: DAVID AGRAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 156-1 
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 also references 
the Project Applicant’s reputation. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-2 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 155-1. 

Response to Comment 155-4 
The commenter references a prior draft Environmental Impact Report for the Idaho-Maryland 
Mine. The commenter is referred to Responses to Nevada Irrigation District Comment Letter Agcy 
10, Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, 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 155-5 
The commenter is concerned that the project will contaminate groundwater wells with arsenic and 
other heavy metals. Because the mining activities will only lead to the drawdown of groundwater 
and thus not provide recharge to the domestic wells, the mining activities at the project site should 
not affect the water quality of the domestic wells. The commenter is referred to DEIR Appendix 
K.8, page 14.  

Response to Comment Ind 155-6 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 155-7 
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. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-8 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potentially negative impacts to property values 
and private wells. 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. Regarding impacts to property values, the commenter is also referred to Master Response 
2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Regarding impacts to private wells, 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 155-9 
The commenter is concerned about impacts top aesthetics, noise, air quality, and hydrology but 
does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
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1 and DEIR Chapters 4.1 (Aesthetics), 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), 
4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). 

Response to Comment Ind 155-10 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 155-11 
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, and Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 157: DAVID BOWMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 157-1 
Please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR in regard to potential impacts 
to hydrological resources. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 157-2 
Please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR in regard to potential traffic impacts related 
to aggregate hauling. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 157-3 
Please see Master Response 4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 157-4 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 158: DAVID BOWMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 158-1 
Please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR in regard to potential impacts 
to hydrological resources. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 158-2 
Please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR in regard to potential traffic impacts related 
to aggregate hauling. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 158-3 
Please see Master Response 4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 158-4 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 159: DAVID COSTA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 159-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 160: DAVID FIGULY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 160-1 
The commenter urges the County to adopt the “No Project” alternative. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 160-2 
The commenter requests that the County reject the height limit variance for the project’s 
structures. The commenter’s request is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 160-3 
The commenter offers their opinion of what should be allowed in M1 light industrial zoning. 
However, as discussed on page 4.9-16 of the DEIR, subsurface mining is allowed in all base 
districts, including the M1 base district, subject to approval of a Use Permit. Surface mining is 
allowed in the M1 base district and where the property is zoned ME. The commenter also states 
that the project is not compatible with adjacent residential land uses. The project’s effects on the 
nearest residences are evaluated throughout the technical chapters of the DEIR. The comment 
is noted for the decisionmakers. 

The commenter states that the project will result in adverse impacts to water, habitat, noise, air 
pollution, and traffic but offers no additional information on which to formulate a response. The 
commenter is referred to DEIR Chapters 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy), 4.4 (Biological Resources), 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration), and 4.12 (Transportation and Circulation). 

The commenter states that underground blasting will disturb the surrounding community. The 
DEIR concludes that noise- and vibration-related impacts from blasting would be less than 
significant (DEIR, p. 4.10-38, 51.) The commenter also states that blasting would occur 24 hours 
a day, 7 days a week. The DEIR states that 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.) The commenter states that the applicant previously disturbed 
the surrounding neighborhood with overnight blasting. However, no such previous blasting has 
taken place.  

The commenter’s concerns regarding aesthetics are noted. Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Impact 4.1-
2, of the DEIR evaluates the effects of the project’s structures on the visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings as viewed from public viewpoints. Based on the photographic 
simulations prepared for the project, the DEIR concludes that the proposed project would 
substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, and while the 
DEIR includes mitigation to address the impact to the extent feasible, the project’s aesthetic 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 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 161: DAVID GEORGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 161-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 162: DAVID AND VICTORIA HARDY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 162-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 163: DAVID HERBST 
 
Response to Comment Ind 163-1 
This is an introductory comment and does not provide a specific comment on an environmental 
issue associated with the project. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 163-2 
The commenter states that erosion is estimated based on theory rather than observations. 
However, as discussed in Sections 4.6, 4.7, 4.8 of Appendix K.1, Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 
conducted channel reconnaissance where they evaluated channel and bed conditions, collected 
sediment samples, characterized bed sediment size and delineated SF Wolf Creek into distinct 
reaches based on geomorphic metrics. Observations during baseflow preceded observations and 
measurements made during elevated flows in January 2020.  
 
The commenter states that a quantitative analysis of turbidity or suspended matter transport at 
flows from 11-17 cfs was not conducted. However, as stated on page 4.8-36 of the DEIR, the 
purpose of the geomorphic analysis is to determine if the project will cause substantial erosion or 
siltation on or offsite. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, as discussed in Appendix K.1 and 
shown in Table 5.5 of Appendix K.1, the predicted range of streamflow when bed sediment 
mobility will occur was calculated using quantitative methods. As stated on page 54 of Appendix 
K.2, turbidity values were also higher in the upstream location, at the proposed treated water 
discharge point, than they were at the downstream location. This finding suggests that there are 
existing sources of fine sediment located upstream of the proposed discharge location and 
additional runoff that enters South Fork Wolf Creek as the flow moves downstream tends to dilute 
the turbidity from upstream. As shown in Table 3-10 of Appendix K.2, turbidity at Reach B was 79 
NTU at 9.7 cfs flow and at reach F was 48 NTU at 17.3 cfs. As demonstrated by the data, the 
increase in flow, similar to the maximum proposed discharge, past the proposed discharged point 
(Reach B) decreased turbidity. As such, the data provided in the DEIR suggests that the maximum 
5.6 cfs discharge into South Fork Wolf Creek, which will meet basin plan turbidity standards as 
required by the RWQCB, will dilute turbidity caused by upstream sources rather than add turbidity 
to the creek. Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a) requires the applicant to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the Notice of 
Applicability (NOA) shall be received before initial mine dewatering can begin. Water quality 
standards, enforced by the RWQCB, include total suspended solids and turbidity. Therefore, mine 
water discharge will not exceed turbidity thresholds. 

The project would not cause substantial erosion or siltation and would be required to meet water 
quality goals per Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a). Therefore, impacts to aquatic invertebrates and 
benthic macroinvertebrates would also not be significant. Please see Master Response 36 - Flows 
in South Wolf Creek, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Wolf Creek, regarding the 
discharge flow volumes and quality, potential for erosion, and species impacts. Please also see 
Response to Comment Grp 31-12 regarding benthic macroinvertebrates.  

Response to Comment Ind 163-3 
The commenter asserts that the project could cause impacts to benthic macroinvertebrates. The 
biological impact to benthic macroinvertebrates (BMI) from mine water discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek has already been analyzed in the DEIR. (see DEIR, p. 4.4-70.) The commenter 
provides no information as to why the specific impact to organic matter/algae would be necessary 
in the analysis of the DEIR. The project’s discharge would meet all water quality goals per 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a) and would not cause substantial erosion or siltation. Therefore, it 
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would not have a significant impact on sensitive aquatic resources. Please see 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 discharge flow volumes, 
temperature, and quality, potential for erosion, and species impacts. Please also see Response 
to Comment Grp 31-12 regarding benthic macroinvertebrates. 
 
The commenter states that the post-project NPDES permit would require BMI biomonitoring and 
therefore detailed baseline data on BMI is required. However, no such monitoring is required 
under NPDES CAG995002 Order R5-2022-0006 waste discharge requirements for limited threat 
discharges to surface water. As discussed on page 4.8-31 of the DEIR, the Regional Water Board 
adopted a Water Quality Control Plan, Fifth Edition, for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 
Basins (the Basin Plan). The requirements of NPDES CAG995002 are designed to implement 
the goals of the Basin Plan. The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses, establishes water quality 
objectives, and contains implementation programs and policies to achieve those objectives for all 
waters addressed through the Plan. These beneficial uses include WARM, COLD, and WILD uses 
which specifically consider preservation and enhancement of aquatic invertebrates. As shown in 
Table 2-1 of the Basin Plan, these beneficial uses, also applicable to South Fork Wolf Creek, are 
as follows: 
 

• Municipal and domestic supply (MUN) 
• Agricultural supply, including stock watering (AGR) 
• Hydropower generation (POW) 
• Water contact recreation, including canoeing and rafting (REC-1) 
• Non-contact water recreation, including aesthetic enjoyment (REC-2) 
• Warm freshwater habitat (WARM) – Uses of water that support warm water ecosystems 

including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, 
fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

• Cold freshwater habitat (COLD) – Uses of water that support cold water ecosystems 
including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, 
fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

• Wildlife habitat (WILD) – Uses of water that support terrestrial or wetland ecosystems 
including, but not limited to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats or 
wetlands, vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), 
or wildlife water and food sources. 
 

Response to Comment Ind 163-4 
The commenter states that the flow regime of mountain streams is an important sort of clock for 
timing of life cycles, growth, and reproduction or aquatic life and that when the natural hydrograph 
is disrupted so too are these cycles. However, the project would only increase baseflow through 
the discharge of treated mine water and would not change the natural hydrograph with higher 
flows in winter and lower flows in summer. Please also see Response to Comment Grp 2-5. 

The commenter states that erosions and scouring and downstream deposition of sediments can 
present further problems for organisms living on stream bottoms. However, the project would not 
cause substantial erosion or siltation and therefore would not impact these organisms. Please 
see Master Response 36 - Flows in South Wolf Creek. 

The commenter states that technology based effluent limitations are not appropriate for evaluating 
the effects of metals on aquatic invertebrates. However, as stated on page D-19 of NPDES 
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CAG995002 Order R5-2022-006, Section 301(b) of the Clean Water Act require permits to include 
conditions meeting the applicable technology requirement at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitation necessary to meet water quality standards. (see Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a).) 

The commenter also states that no quantitative values are provided for iron and manganese after 
treatment in Table 4.8-2. However, Table 4.8-2 shows that iron must be less than 300 ug/L and 
manganese must be less than 50 ug/L. The commenter states that the amounts of iron and 
manganese before treatment are at levels toxic to aquatic life. However, the water would be 
treated before discharge per Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a) and therefore the pre-treatment values 
are not relevant to the analysis. Furthermore, neither iron nor manganese have maximum 
contaminant levels for the protection of aquatic life and the water quality goals are based on the 
secondary drinking water standards (for taste and odor)2. The commenter states that a different 
toxicity text (chronic rather than acute) should be performed on water currently in the mine shaft 
and that pockets of different water quality could exist in the underground architecture of branching 
mine shafts. However, such a test and analysis are not required for the analysis because existing 
water in the mine working would be treated prior to discharge, and treated mine water must meet 
all water quality objectives prior to discharge (see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek). 

The commenter states that sampling methods used to collect and analyze stream water are not 
described in enough depth to tell where and in what numbers data was taken. However, the DEIR 
contains voluminous baseline surface water quality data. The baseline surface water quality data 
are described within 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. As such, the DEIR presents substantial 
evidence on the data associated with water quality, sufficient to support the conclusions of the 
DEIR.  

 
2  https://public3.waterboards.ca.gov/wqgapps/WQ_view.jsp?backUrl=iron&chemName=Iron 

https://public3.waterboards.ca.gov/wqgapps/WQ_view.jsp?backUrl=Manganese&chemName=Manganese 

https://public3.waterboards.ca.gov/wqgapps/WQ_view.jsp?backUrl=iron&chemName=Iron
https://public3.waterboards.ca.gov/wqgapps/WQ_view.jsp?backUrl=Manganese&chemName=Manganese
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Response to Comment Ind 163-5 
The commenter states that Table 4.8-2 of the DEIR provides only single values and not ranges 
of values for current water quality in the mine shaft and screening levels in the table are insufficient 
for a true quantitative analysis and that recently published scientific papers (Clements et al 2021) 
and chronic tests (criterion chronic concentrations) should be used to determine water quality 
requirements for the mine water discharge. The commenter also states that the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) standards for Tier 3 hard rock mine effluent 
(as described in NPDES CAG99500) are negligent for not including many of the toxic constituent 
for hard rock mines. However, the water quality requirements for treated mine water are 
determined by the CVRWQCB, which is the responsible agency for the regulation of the mine 
water discharge. As discussed on page 4.8-31 of the DEIR, the Regional Water Board adopted a 
Water Quality Control Plan, Fifth Edition, for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (the 
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. Mine water discharge must be treated to meet water quality goals that are 
protective of aquatic life and other beneficial users. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

The commenter states that conductivity of water in the shaft is high and cannot be controlled by 
treatment. There are no US EPA water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic life for electrical 
conductivity, total dissolved solids, and sulphate (see page D-34 of Order R5-2022-0006). 
However, the secondary MCL for electrical conductivity of 900 umhos/cm is the recommended 
level for the protection of agricultural supply by the Central Valley Water Board (see page D-34 
and D-35 of Order R5-2022-0006). As discussed on page 4-5 of Appendix K.4, electrical 
conductivity (EC) is associated with Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). Appendix K.2 listed EC values 
for the New Brunswick Shaft water as approximately 385 µS/cm. The mobilized divalent ions from 
the carbonate and sulfide minerals would add to that specific conductance, although it would 
require significant contributions of Ca, Mg, and SO4 to surpass the NPDES CAG995002 
screening level of 900 uS/cm. However, if treatment is deemed necessary for TDS mitigation at 
some point during mining operations, mobile ion exchange water softeners would be deployed as 
opposed to building additional permanent infrastructure that may not be needed or only needed 
for relatively short periods. These mobile units are readily available, and various vendors offer the 
service of replacing them as necessary as the resin becomes spent and in need of regeneration. 
Additionally, the resins used for these constituents are common throughout the industry for 
softening water and do not pose a health or environmental risk. Therefore, the proposed water 
treatment plant is capable of ensuring that conductance of discharged mine water meets water 
quality goals and the required Notice of Applicability would ensure compliance (see Master 
Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek). 

The commenter states that seepage from existing or new tailings should be tested for sulfate 
concentrations, acid generating capacity, and acid neutralization capacity. Please see Master 
Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, Master Response 9 - Historical 
Mine Waste at Centennial Site, and Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 163-6 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 163-2 through Ind 163-5. Comment noted.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5588 

Individual Letter 164 
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Ind 164-5 
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Ind 164-6 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 164: DAVID HERBST 
 
Response to Comment Ind 164-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 163. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 163.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 165: DAVID KIMMEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 165-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.  
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Individual Letter 166 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 166: DAVID MORRIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 166-1 
Please see Master Response 1 as well as Master Response 35.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 167: DAVID O’DONNELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 167-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 168: DAVID PUTNAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 168-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 168-2 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 168-3 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 169: DAVID PUTNAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 169-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 169-2 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 169-3 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 170: DAVID UNTERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the discussions in Chapter 6, Alternatives 
Analysis, of the DEIR are speculative, and cites pages 6-11 through 6-13 of the DEIR. As detailed 
on page 6-11 under the No Project (Alternative Use) heading, in the event that the proposed 
project is not developed, a Project Proponent could choose to develop the Brunswick Industrial 
Site consistent with the existing zoning. Development of the Brunswick Industrial Site with 
industrial uses, consistent with the current M1-SP zoning, could reasonably be expected to result 
in above-ground uses that are more intensive in certain respects than the proposed project. Page 
6-13 of the DEIR provides the following: 
 

As shown in the above list of permitted uses for the existing property zoning, intense uses 
such as Auto Dismantling Yards, Wholesaling and Distribution Facilities are already 
permitted without the need for a discretionary County permit. As such, under existing 
zoning, uses are allowed by right that potentially could cause substantial noise, traffic, 
aesthetic and air quality impacts without the need for further CEQA review or mitigation. 
Notably, the permitted use such as Distribution Facilities and Office/Professional would 
likely have substantial traffic impacts. The permitted uses including Auto Dismantling Yards 
and Milling and Planing Facilities would potentially create noise impacts similar or greater 
to the proposed project. 

 
With respect to Auto Dismantling Yards and Milling and Planing Facilities, the comment does not 
provide specific examples of how the above uses would not potentially create noise impacts 
similar or greater to the proposed project. It should be noted that the operative phrase in the above 
passage is “potentially create.” Absent an equal-level analysis of a hypothetical use facilitated by 
the current M1-SP zoning, which is not required under CEQA, “potentially create” is the accurate 
way of describing potential impacts that could result from uses facilitated by the current zoning. 
As such, the discussions and analyses in the DEIR are adequate. 
 
Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR 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. 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR 
serve to foster informed decision-making and public participation and provide enough information 
to enable the County to make a reasonably informed judgement about the relative merits of the 
alternatives. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines do not require an equal-level analysis of alternatives, relative to the 
assessment of the proposed project. The level of specificity at which the DEIR analyzes project 
alternatives is sufficient to provide adequate comparison of potential impacts that would occur 
from implementation of each alternative, relative to those identified for the proposed project. Thus, 
the DEIR provides enough information to enable the County to make a reasonably informed 
judgement about the relative merits of the alternatives. To the extent that the Alternatives Analysis 
chapter of the DEIR provided more specific information for each evaluated alternative, such as 
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analysis potential noise levels or modeling of GHG emissions, such data would not change the 
conclusions of the Alternatives Analysis chapter. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-3 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3), an analysis of a “no project” alternative must 
discuss what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were 
not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services. As detailed on page 6-11, the DEIR discusses development that could be facilitated by 
the current M1-SP zoning for the Brunswick Industrial Site in the event that the proposed project 
is not approved, which is consistent with the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(3). Therefore, the discussions and analyses in the DEIR are adequate. 
 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 170-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-4 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 170-2 and 170-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-5 
As discussed, the DEIR discusses development that could be facilitated by the current M1-SP 
zoning for the Brunswick Industrial Site in the event that the proposed project is not approved, 
which is consistent with the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3). 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 170-2 and 170-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-6 
Please see Responses to Comments 170-2, 170-3, and 170-5. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 170-7 
Please see Responses to Comments 170-2, 170-3, and 170-5. 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 171: DAVID WARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 171-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 172: DAWN C 
 
Response to Comment Ind 172-1 
Please see Master Response 1 as well as Master Response 3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 173: DAWNA JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-2 
Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-3 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-4 
While the DEIR concluded that significant and unavoidable impacts would occur as a result of the 
proposed project, 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 impacts. Please see also Master Response1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-5 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 173-6 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 174: DC SPOONER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 174-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 175: DEB LEBLANC 
 
Response to Comment Ind 175-1 
Please see Master Response 1 as well as Master Response 27. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 176: DEBBIE LINDH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 176-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3, as well as Master Response 16.  
 
 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5621 

Individual Letter 177 

Ind 177-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 177-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5622 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 177: DEBBIE MCKITRICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-1 
Potential impacts related to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
likely release of hazardous materials into the environment were addressed under Impact 4.7-2 of 
Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. Please see also Master Response 
8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-3 
Please see Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-4 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-6 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 177-7 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 178: DEBBIE CHURCHILL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 178-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 179: DEBORAH CURTIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 179-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that more water would be required to wet down toxic 
pilings, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. For 
further discussion of water supply during drought conditions, see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, as well as Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR. In addition, 
impacts related to Wildfire are addressed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. Furthermore, as discussed 
in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR, the proposed 
project would be required to prepare an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan to ensure underground 
mining activities and use of project-generated fill would not result in the emission of asbestos 
containing dust. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 180: DEBORAH PINTO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 180-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 181: DEBORAH SHRIVER AND MAUREEN 
MIRANDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 181-1 
The commenter believes the project would have adverse impacts to the community. 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 181-2 
The commenter lists a variety of environmental concerns but does not provide any specific 
comments. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 181-3 
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 regards 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 181-4 
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 181-5 
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 181-6 
The commenter states that 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 181-7 
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 
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to a less than significant level. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 29 - Near 
Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 181-8 
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 181-9 
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. 

Response to Comment Ind 181-10 
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 181-11 
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 181-12 
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 181-13 
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 
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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). 

Response to Comment Ind 181-14 
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 182: DEBORAH SHRIVER AND MAUREEN 
MIRANDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 182-1 
This letter is addressed to Governor Newsom and opposes the project. In the interest of CEQA’s 
public participation goals, the County construes this letter as a comment on the project. 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 182-2 
The commenter is concerned about the potential air quality impacts of the project but does not 
identify any inadequacies of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). 

Response to Comment Ind 182-3 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potential hydrological impacts to private wells 
but does not identify any inadequacies of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 
4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). 

Response to Comment Ind 182-4 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s potential hydrological impacts to private wells in 
light of the drought, but does not identify any inadequacies of the DEIR. The commenter is referred 
to DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change. The commenter appears to reference the Project Applicant’s reputation. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  

Response to Comment Ind 182-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 183: DEBORAH SHRIVER AND MAUREEN 
MIRANDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 183-1 
This comment is a copy of a letter addressed to members of the California Legislature referencing 
various proposed legislation and broadly listing potential environmental impacts of the project. In 
the interest of CEQA’s public participation objectives, the County construes this letter as a 
comment on the project. The commenter references potential impacts to water quality, wildlife, 
GHG emissions, and reducing emissions. The commenter does not identify any inadequacies 
with the DEIR and is referred to the following DEIR Chapters: 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 
4.4 (Wildlife), and 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 184: DEBORAH SHRIVER AND MAUREEN 
MIRANDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 184-1 
This letter is identical to Individual Comment Letter 181. The commenter is referred to Responses 
to Comments Ind 181-1 through Ind 181-14. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 185: DEBORAH STONE-STAPLETON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 185-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 186: DEBRA DWORACZYK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 186-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 187: DENIS AND BARBARA DREW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 187-1 
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 health risk to the public from the project, including asbestos, is 
unacceptable but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is directed to 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR. The analysis of 
the DEIR has concluded that the health risk to the public is less than significant after mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 187-2 
The commenter is concerned about the potential for asbestos emissions. The DEIR analyzes 
impacts associated with asbestos and includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less 
than significant. (DEIR, Chapter 4.3.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 22 – 
Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the 
submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (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. As discussed on page 4.3-61 of the DEIR, the 
applicant has prepared an Asbestos, Serpentinite, and Ultramafic Rock Management Plan (ASUR 
Plan), which is designed to exclude asbestos containing material, serpentinite, or ultramafic rock 
from the engineered fill produced as part of the project (see Appendix E.2). Additionally, the ASUR 
Plan is designed to minimize asbestos content in the engineered fill produced by the project and 
from rock mined and processed. 

Response to Comment Ind 187-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not take into account the possible asbestos emissions 
when engineered fill is transported to the Centennial Industrial Site. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of 
the DEIR requires an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan which requires that trucks used for hauling 
material off site shall be maintained such that spillage cannot occur from holes or other openings. 
All loads to be hauled off site shall be adequately wetted to prevent visible dust from escaping 
during transportation and shall either be completely covered with tarps or have at least six inches 
of freeboard on the sides of the bed of the vehicle, with no excavated material extending above 
the edges of the vehicle bed at any point. The commenter is also referred to Response to 
Comment Ind 187-2, and Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

The commenter is also concerned about diesel exhaust from project trucks. Diesel exhaust has 
been analyzed in the health risk assessment for the project. The commenter is referred to DEIR 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). 

Response to Comment Ind 187-4 
The commenter is concerned about potential asbestos-related health impacts to residents living 
near the project site. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments Ind 187-1 through 
187-3. The commenter is also concerned about noise impacts generated by the project. Noise 
from mining operations and trucking has been analyzed in the DEIR and found to be less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). 
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Response to Comment Ind 187-5 
The commenter is concerned about potential asbestos-related health impacts generated by the 
project. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments 119-1, 119-2, and 119-3. 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 188: DENISE BELLAS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 188-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 188-2 
As discussed in Section 1.3, Approach to Centennial Industrial Site Baseline, of Chapter 1, 
Introduction, of the DEIR, separate CEQA review of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the 
Centennial Industrial Site 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. For further discussion of this separate 
remedial project see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 188-3 
Approval of the Rezone for the proposed project is a discretionary action subject to approval by 
the Nevada County Board of Supervisors. In regard to concerns related to property values 
decreasing, see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 188-4 
The comment is a closing remark and 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 189: DENISE CAIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 189-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 190: DENISE ILMANEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 190-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 190-2 
Please see Master Response 3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 191: DENISE ROCKWOOD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 191-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 191-2 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 191-3 
Please see Master Response 2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 192: DENNIS WOLFERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 192-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 193: DIANA RUNNELS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 193-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 193-2 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts to private wells, especially in light of the 
drought, but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate with respect to hydrology impacts. The 
analysis in the DEIR concluded that impacts to domestic wells is less than significant after 
mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, 
Master Responses 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 193-3 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s discharge of treated water to South Fork Wolf 
Creek but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate with respect to hydrology impacts. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR and Master 
Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 193-4 
The commenter is concerned about ground collapse and sinkholes from the dewatering of the 
Idaho-Maryland Mine. The commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface 
Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 193-5 
The commenter is concerned the project will negatively impact property values in the community. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 193-6 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s former projects. 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 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 194: DIANE CHERRY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 194-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 195: DIANE FIGULY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 195-1 
The commenter provides information regarding the health effects of diesel and criteria air 
pollutants and disagrees with conclusions in the DEIR regarding air quality impacts. The County 
acknowledges the comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not 
raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the analysis of the DEIR. The comment is part of 
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the 
project. No further response is required or necessary. 

Response to Comment Ind 195-2 
The commenter asserts that the mitigation measures applied in the DEIR to reduce air pollutant 
emissions were usually minor and suggests that the emissions associated with the entire life of 
the project would be substantial. As discussed on page 4.3-41 of the DEIR, the Northern Sierra 
Air Quality Management District (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. Criteria air 
pollutant emissions from the project, including ozone precursors and particulate matter, have 
been analyzed in the DEIR and have been found to be less than significant after mitigation. The 
commenter’s opinion that the analysis is based on the “best-case scenarios” does not raise a 
specific issue related to the adequacy of the analysis of the DEIR. Conversely, the DEIR’s air 
quality analysis was not based on best-case scenarios, but rather was based on conservative 
assumptions. The County has included the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and 
consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the project. No further response 
is required or necessary.  

Response to Comment Ind 195-3 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should analyze a worst-case scenario for generator use, 
and the associated air pollutant emissions. However, the use of emergency backup generators is 
speculative and is not required to be analyzed under CEQA. (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15384.) The CEQA Guidelines state that 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.). Additionally, the commenter asserts 
that use of diesel fuel for generators may be wasteful, but does not provide evidence of why such 
use would be wasteful. The potential for wasteful use of energy was analyzed in Impact 4.3-4 of 
the DEIR, and the County determined that the project would not result in wasteful use of energy.  
Please also see Response to Comment Agcy 8-17.  

Response to Comment Ind 195-4 
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 provided for context, but were not directly used in the analysis 
of the project’s impacts from criteria air pollutants. Significance determinations in the DEIR are 
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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 195-5 
The commenter questions the validity Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) included in the DEIR based on 
Tier 4 equipment availability. Tier 4 engines for horsepower between 11 horsepower and 75 
horsepower were available starting in 2008. For engines with horsepower between 75 and 175, 
Tier 4 engines were available starting in 2012. For engine horsepower between 175 and greater 
than 1,200, Tier 4 engines were available starting in 2011. As such, equipment engines that meet 
Tier 4 emission standards are currently available at the time of this analysis, and would continue 
to be available during the project’s construction year. Please refer to the US EPA’s Nonroad 
Compression-Ignition Engines: Exhaust Emission Standards for details (available: 
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100OA05.pdf). 

Based on the California Air Resources Board’s OFFROAD2017 model, which uses past data on 
the adoption rate of previous engine Tiers after their introduction to forecast future year adoption 
rates, the 2019 statewide construction fleet would include 41,862 pieces of diesel equipment 
meeting Tier 4 Final emission standards, representing approximately 30% of the statewide 
construction fleet. Tier 4 Final equipment fleet populations would grow to 50,886 and 61,039, 
representing 36% and 42% of the 2020 and 2021 construction fleets, respectively. Project 
construction was assumed to commence in January 2021 and end in December 2021. Project 
construction may begin at a later date, in which case the supply of Tier 4 Final equipment would 
be higher. California Air Resources Board’s OFFROAD2017 inventory shows more than 40,000 
pieces of Tier 4 Final equipment are included in California’s construction fleet and cleaner 
engines, including Tier 4 Final, would be integrated into large and medium fleets to meet CARB 
regulations for off-road diesel vehicles. Therefore, it is feasible for the project to utilize and 
incorporate Tier 4 Final equipment for project construction. 

The commenter questions what will happen if contractors do not use Tier 4 engines as assumed 
in the DEIR; however, those engines are currently available, and the DEIR requires use of Tier 4 
engines, if available. Mitigation Measure 4.3(b) requires a Construction Exhaust Emissions 
Minimization Plan. As stated in the mitigation measure (page 4.3-77 of the DEIR), this Plan must 
be submitted to Nevada County for review and approval. The mitigation measure requires the 
applicant to maintain and submit records to Nevada County concerning its effort to comply with 
this requirement. This mitigation measure is clear on the requirement of the applicant and its 
contractors to use Tier 4 F engines and the involvement of the County to ensure compliance. The 
applicant is responsible for the oversight of contractors or sub-contractors who perform work on 
the project site. Moreover, the County has ample authority to revoke the project’s permits if the 
operator does not comply with the required mitigation measures and conditions of approval. 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  

Response to Comment Ind 195-6 
This comment also pertains to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) included in the DEIR. Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 195-5 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 195-7 
The commenter suggests that the air quality analysis included in the DEIR is not a comprehensive 
analysis and does not reflect a worst-case scenario. Please see Response to Comment Ind 195-
3 above regarding worst-case scenario analysis. The commenter’s opinion that the analysis is not 

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100OA05.pdf
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comprehensive does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the analysis of the DEIR. 
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 the best project-specific information and industry-standard emission factors that 
were available at the time of analysis, as thoroughly described in the “Method of Analysis” of 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, beginning on page 4.3-44.  

Response to Comment Ind 195-8 
The commenter suggests that the air quality analysis in the DEIR does not address the air 
pollutant emissions generated by the project. Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and the attached Health 
Risk Assessment (included in Appendix E.1) address the criteria air pollutant emissions from the 
project, as well as the toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions and associated potential health risk 
impacts, which have been analyzed in the DEIR and have been found to be less than significant 
after mitigation.   

Response to Comment Ind 195-9 
The commenter states that the air quality analysis in the DEIR does not address how some 
people’s health will be impacted by air pollutant emissions generated by the project. A Health Risk 
assessment has been completed for the project (see Appendix E.1 in the DEIR) and the DEIR 
determined that public health impacts from exposure to project TAC emissions (including 
asbestos in fugitive dust) will be less than significant after mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 195-10 
The commenter questions the “common sense” aspect of mitigation in the DEIR. Notably, the 
phrase “common sense” is used once in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy) within the context of Applicant Proposed Measure (APM)-AQ-1 and applies to the 
minimization of construction equipment idling. The complete text is on page 4.3-65, as follows: 

Unnecessary construction vehicle idling time shall be minimized. The ability to limit 
construction vehicle idling time is dependent on the sequence of activities and when and 
where vehicles are needed or staged. Certain vehicles, such as large diesel-powered 
vehicles, have extended warm-up times following start-up that limit their availability for 
immediate use. Where such diesel-powered vehicles are required for repetitive 
construction tasks, these vehicles may require more idling time. The project shall apply a 
“common sense” [emphasis added] approach to vehicle use such that idling is reduced as 
much as possible below the maximum of 5 consecutive minutes required by regulation (13 
CCR 2449 and 2485). If a vehicle is not required for use immediately or continuously for 
activities or for other safety-related reasons, its engine shall be shut off. 

As indicated in this APM, the “common sense” approach to vehicle use is to limit idling as much 
as possible below the maximum of 5 consecutive minutes required by regulation (13 CCR 2449 
and 2485). However, this does not supersede or contradict the provisions of the regulatory 
requirement. This APM does not relate to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) and the use of higher tier 
engines during construction. Please see also Response to Comment Ind 195-5 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 195-11 
The commenter states that extended use of emergency diesel generators cancels some of the 
project’s efforts to reduce air pollutant emissions and contends that the project results in too much 
overall pollutants “to add to the cumulative effect of climate change, more severe weather events, 
more intense wildfires, and decline in air quality.” Firstly, the analysis of the extended use of 
emergency diesel generators is speculative and beyond the reasonable control of Rise Grass 
Valley, Inc., and as such, is not required under CEQA. Nonetheless, for purposes of the HRA, 
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diesel emergency generators were assumed to operate for up to 100 hours per year. (see DEIR, 
p. 4.3-79.) The commenter’s opinion that the project results in too much overall air pollutants does 
not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the analysis of the DEIR. The County has 
included the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision-
makers prior to a final decision on the project. No further response is required or necessary.  
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Ind 196-1 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 196: DIANE GOULD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 196-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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Individual Letter 197 

Ind 197-1 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 197: DIANE GOULD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 197-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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Individual Letter 198 

Ind 198-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 198-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 198-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 198-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5683 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 198: DIANE GRAHAM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 198-1 
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 
analysis of impacts to domestic water wells in the DEIR is inadequate but does not provide 
evidence of such. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Responses 14 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 -Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 198-2 
The commenter states that electronic wafer fabrication facilities have damaged cars and 
chemicals entering storm drains contaminated local water ways in their experience. The project 
does not include electronic wafer fabrications. Air quality impacts from the project have been 
analyzed in the DEIR and have been found to be less than significant after mitigation. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Water quality impacts are addressed in Chapter 
4.8 and found to be less than significant after mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 198-3 
The commenter states that the discussion of water quality impacts related to loss of wetland 
vegetation on page 5-7 of the DEIR is inadequate because loss of vegetation due to road widening 
near the creek is not discussed and that the mitigation should include a 100-foot setback from the 
creek. The page number provided by the commenter does not appear to be correct. Disturbance 
to wetlands and vegetation communities from the project, and management plans for work within 
100 feet of perennial streams, are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 198-4 
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, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts.  
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Individual Letter 199 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 199: DIANNA SUAREZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 199-1 
The commenter provides an estimate of the value of water which will be discharged to South Fork 
Wolf Creek and asserts that the project will take this water away from the community. However, 
the groundwater which would be pumped from the proposed underground mine and treated at 
the surface is not currently available for use by surface users, as it is far deeper than groundwater 
wells in the project area. 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. Notably, the water that 
will be discharged into South Fork Wolf Creek is not lost and can be used by downstream water 
users, including Nevada Irrigation District.  

Economic benefits or water prices are not required to be analyzed by CEQA in the DEIR. Please 
see Master Response 2- Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 199-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 199-1. The water that will be discharged into South Fork 
Wolf Creek is not lost, as asserted by the commenter, and can be used by downstream water 
users, including Nevada Irrigation District. Please see Master Response 2- Social and Economic 
Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 199-3 
Groundwater dependent vegetation will not be significantly impacted by the project and therefore 
no restoration is proposed. Please see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 199-4 
The commenter asks what the cumulative impacts to the Bear River Watershed would be of 
49,000-acre -feet of groundwater deficits.  The South Fork Wolf Creek is a tributary to Wolf Creek 
and Wolf Creek is a tributary to the Bear River. As discussed on pages 4-8-65 and 4-8-65 of the 
DEIR, mine dewatering is estimated to reduce baseflow in South Fork Wolf Creek by up to as 0.1 
cfs and in Wolf Creek by up to 0.75 cfs. During maintenance dewatering, 1.9 cfs would be added 
to the baseflow of South Fork Wolf Creek. Therefore, the baseflow in Wolf Creek and the Bear 
River would increase by approximately 1 cfs and the project would not create an impact from 
groundwater deficits, cumulative or otherwise, to the Bear River watershed. 

Response to Comment Ind 199-5 
The commenter asks for a risk assessment related to drier landscapes and increased wildfire 
from groundwater removal. As stated on page 4.13-21 of the DEIR, the dewatering of the mine 
would not affect the available moisture for vegetation in the project area because the existing 
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 also see Master Response 33 - Groundwater Dependent 
Vegetation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 199-6 
The commenter asserts that the Bear River is impacted from legacy mining pollution including 
arsenic, and asks for an assessment of risk to Bear River from the project’s pollutants. Please 
see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The DEIR analyzes water quality 
impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek from the project, which flow into the Bear River. 
(see DEIR, Chapter 4.8.) 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. As discussed on page 4.8-
31 of the EIR, the beneficial uses of Bear River and South Fork Wolf Creek are identical and 
therefore the potential downstream impacts to the Bear River are already analyzed in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-7 
The commenter asks whether the applicant will pay for water quality monitoring in Bear River. 
Water monitoring requirements will be specified in the Notice of Applicability for the water 
discharge. Please see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. It is unlikely 
that water monitoring in the Bear River would be required, as the discharge from the project is far 
upstream of Bear River, in the South Fork Wolf Creek, and monitoring points would likely be 
placed closer to the discharge point. Any required water monitoring would be paid for by the 
applicant.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-8 
The commentor asks what the response time to enforcement would be if water quality monitoring 
determines that mine runoff exceeds acceptable levels of pollution.  

Mitigation Measure 4-8-1(b) requires that prior to commencement of construction activities, the 
applicant shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Central Valley RWQCB for coverage under 
the Construction General Permit applicable for any site on which construction is to occur, and 
prepare a Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (C-SWPPP) and reporting 
requirements. The SWPPP must be complied with until such time as terminated as a result of the 
completion of construction and permanent site stabilization or until an Industrial SWPPP becomes 
applicable to the site pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(c). Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(c) 
requires that prior to commencement of operations at the Brunswick Industrial Site, the applicant 
shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Central Valley RWQCB for coverage under the 
Industrial General Permit for the Brunswick Industrial Site and prepare an Industrial Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (I-SWPPP). 

Any water quality monitoring requirements and reporting requirements would be specified in the 
C-SWPPP and I-SWPPP. The response and response time to enforcement would be determined 
by the Central Valley RWQCB.  

In addition, as discussed in Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, a Notice 
of Applicability (NOA) for the water discharge into South Fork Wolf Creek is required by Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1(a). As stated in the mitigation measure, the owner shall be required to submit 
quarterly monitoring reports to the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Upon receipt of the 
complete Notice of Intent (NOI), if the discharge is deemed eligible for coverage under the General 
Order, the CVRWQB will issue a Notice of Applicability (NOA). The NOI shall include evaluation 
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of potential constituents of concern and demonstrate that water treatment plant (WTP) design 
shall successfully treat mine water to meet the water quality standards and treatment goals.  The 
NOA will specify monitoring and reporting program requirements. All NPDES permits are required 
to specify requirements for recording and reporting monitoring results. General monitoring 
provisions of the General Order require that samples taken for the purpose of monitoring be 
representative of the monitored activity. Records of monitoring must be kept and maintained and 
reports to the CVRWCB quarterly. Any noncompliance which may endanger health or the 
environment must be reported orally within 24 hours from the time the Discharger becomes aware 
of the circumstances. A report shall also be provided within five (5) days of the time the Discharger 
becomes aware of the circumstances. If the discharge is not deemed eligible for coverage under 
the General Order, the mine operator would need to apply for project-specific waste discharge 
requirements to achieve water quality that meets applicable water quality standards; however, it 
is expected that the discharge will qualify for coverage under the General Order based on the 
available industry standard methods to reduce iron and manganese (and potentially ammonia 
and arsenic) and the existing use of the General Order for the nearby Empire Mine and North Star 
Mine water discharge.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-9 
The impact to groundwater in private parcels in the mine area has been extensively analyzed in 
the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-10 
Rise Gold owns subsurface mineral rights and has the right to dewater the underground works to 
access the valuable minerals subject to a permit from the County. Moreover, Rise Gold has 
appropriate water rights on its properties.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-11 
The public trust doctrine applies to navigable waters, but not to groundwater in subsurface mine 
works.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-12 
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 
beneficial uses for water in South Fork Wolf Creek are provided on page 4.8-31 of the DEIR. Rise 
Gold owns subsurface mineral rights and has the right to dewater the underground works to 
access the valuable minerals subject to a permit from the County. Moreover, Rise Gold has 
appropriate water rights on its properties.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-13 
Rise Gold owns subsurface mineral rights and has the right to dewater the underground works to 
access the valuable minerals subject to a permit from the County. Moreover, Rise Gold has 
appropriate water rights on its properties. The public trust doctrine applies to navigable waters, 
but not to groundwater in subsurface mine works.  

Response to Comment Ind 199-14 
The commentor suggests that fractured rock aquifers are not well understood. Please see Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. The commenter also appears to allege that 
there is no mitigation provided with regard to groundwater depletion. However, the DEIR requires 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a), 4.8-2(b) and 4.8-2(c) to mitigate water supply 
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impacts related to dewatering. Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 200: DIEDRA SPOHLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-1 
The comment is an introductory remark and 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 200-2 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-3 
Please see Master Response 16.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-4 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-5 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-6 
Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 200-7 
The comment is a closing remark and 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.  
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5693 

Individual Letter 201 

Ind 201-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5694 

Ind 201-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5695 

Ind 201-10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5696 

Ind 201-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5697 

Ind 201-26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 201-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5698 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 201: DON HAISLET 
 
Response to Comment Ind 201-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. 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, and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-2 
The commenter states that out-of-date data is used in the DEIR but does not specify which data 
and how it affects the analysis of the DEIR. No specific response is possible – Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-3 
The commenter states that reports commissioned by the Project Applicant are biased and that 
independent, third-party consultants should also produce reports. The DEIR incorporates expert 
opinion from consultants not hired by the Project Applicant and peer review of technical reports 
was conducted by consultants hired by the County including Raney Planning and Management, 
Madrone Ecological Consulting, ECM, West Yost, Saxelby Acoustics, and TJKM. The commenter 
provides no information as to why they believe the peer review is insufficient and therefore no 
response is provided. CEQA also allows a lead agency to accept a DEIR prepared by the Project 
Applicant or Project Applicant’s consultant. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15084(d)(3).) In this case, the 
DEIR was not prepared by the Applicant, but rather certain technical information that was 
independently peer-reviewed by the County’s team of consultants.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address 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 201-5 
The commenter states that the County should not approve the project based on the significant 
and unavoidable aesthetic impacts. Aesthetics has already been determined to be a significant 
and unavoidable impact, in part due to the visibility of the proposed headframe. (DEIR, p. 4.1-15.) 
The commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-6 
The DEIR does not assert that the Brunswick site is surrounded by industrial zoning. Chapter 4.1 
of the DEIR states there are existing industrial sites within the vicinity of the project location. 
(DEIR, p. 4.1-22.) The commenter is also referred to Figure 3-5 (Existing General Plan Land Use 
Designations), Figure 3-6 (Existing Zoning Designations), and Table 3.2 (Surrounding Land Uses 
and Closest Receptors) of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of aesthetic impacts is incorrect because the 
addition of vehicle and facility lighting will dramatically increase light pollution. Vehicle lights have 
been analyzed in the DEIR. As stated on page 4.1-23 of the DEIR, all work at the Centennial 
Industrial Site would be done between 6:00 AM and 10:00 PM. Hauling and dumping of 
engineered fill at the Centennial Industrial Site would occur between 6:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 
Placement, compaction, and grading of the engineered fill would occur between 7:00 AM and 
3:30 PM. The project would not include the installation of any new lighting elements on the 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5699 

Centennial Industrial Site. 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 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. With 
regard to the Brunswick Industrial Site, vehicles would be entering and exiting the site mostly 
during daytime hours, considering shift changes at 7:00 AM, 3:30 PM, and 7:00 PM. While hauling 
of materials off-site would occur until 10:00 PM, which would add light from vehicle headlights, 
such lighting sources would not result in substantially increased light pollution relative to existing 
vehicle traffic on local roadways. Placement, grading, and compaction of engineered fill at 
Brunswick Industrial Site would not occur during nighttime hours.  

Facility lighting has been analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Pages 4.1-24 through 4.1-29. As 
stated in the DEIR, based on the photometric plan prepared for the Brunswick Industrial Site, the 
lighting intensities at the northern property line, near East Bennett Road, are at 0.0 foot-candles, 
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 201-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the noise impacts of the project but does not 
state how the DEIR is inadequate. Noise impacts from the project, with the exception of 
construction noise related to the installation of the potable water pipeline, have been found to be 
less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31.) The commenter states that certain 
mitigation measures (e.g., “growler” beepers for trucks) will not be implemented. On the contrary, 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 requires all mobile equipment to be fitted with broad-band “growler” 
type back-up warning devices rather than the conventional “beeper” devices. All mitigation 
measures are included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP), which is 
included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The MMRP would be adopted along with EIR certification, 
should the Board of Supervisors take these actions. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-9 
The commenter states that vendor traffic has not been considered in the DEIR. The commenter 
is incorrect; the DEIR accounts for vendor traffic and the impacts were found to be less than 
significant. (DEIR, p. 4.12-56. Table 4.12-7.) 

Response to Comment Ind 201-10 
The commenter states that DEIR should not have used consultants commissioned by the Project 
Applicant.  

The DEIR incorporates expert opinion from consultants not hired by the applicant and peer review 
of technical reports was conducted by consultants hired by the county including Raney Planning 
and Management, Madrone Ecological Consulting, ECM, West Yost, Saxelby Acoustics, and 
TJKM. The commenter provides no information as to why they believe the DEIR is insufficient 
and therefore no response is provided.  
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Response to Comment Ind 201-11 
The commenter states that out-of-date data is used in the DEIR but does not specify which data 
and how it affects the analysis of the DEIR. No specific response is possible – Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-12 
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 201-13 
The commenter states that regulatory background information in the DEIR is only included to 
increase the length of the DEIR. The information provided in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR is to provide 
information sufficient to evaluate the impacts of the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
It is not included in the DEIR in order to increase the length of the document.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-14 
The commenter states that Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR needs to be redone but provides no 
information of what deficiencies are present in the analysis. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.3 of the DEIR and Response to Comment Ind 201-12. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-15 
The commenter mentions certain sensitive receptors, including elderly people living near the mine 
site and along the truck routes, as well as two preschools in Cedar Ridge. As discussed in Section 
2.1 of the Health Risk Assessment, the cancer risk accounts for the higher sensitivity of infants 
and children by applying age-specific daily breathing rates and age-sensitivity factors (ASFs). 
Accordingly, the HRA evaluates and reflects conservative, health-protective methodologies to 
assess health impacts to adults, as well as infants, children, and other sensitive subpopulations. 

As stated on page 27 of the Health Risk Assessment (Appendix E1 of the DEIR), the maximally 
exposed individual residence (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. Given that the Health Risk Assessment presents the health risk levels at the maximally 
exposed individual, all other receptors in the vicinity of the project, including the above-mentioned 
receptors, would have less exposure and consequently less potential health risk than the MEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-16 
The commenter states that project would result in wasteful energy usage. As stated on page 4.3-
88 of the DEIR, APM-AQ-1 and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) would ensure that only high-efficiency 
off-road equipment is used during project construction, operation, and reclamation. Electrically 
powered equipment used on-site would primarily be served by grid-supplied electricity, which 
would originate from an increasingly renewably sourced mix of energy, and, if emergency power 
is required, the emergency generators would be Tier 4 Final compliant engines. On-road vehicles 
are required to meet stringent state and federal requirements related to fuel efficiency. All project 
vehicles would be required to comply with the existing requirements, which would ensure that on-
road vehicles would be operated in an energy efficient manner. Accordingly, the proposed project 
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would not result in an inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy, and the 
impact would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.3-86.) Please also see Response to Comment 
Agcy 8-17.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-17 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s biological surveys do not account for all of the species 
living in the area. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 585-18. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-18 
The commenter is concerned that the project’s transport and storage of explosives could lead to 
an accident. Please see Master Response 10 – Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 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 201-19 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly identifies Brunswick Road as a secondary 
evacuation route and not a primary evacuation route. As stated on page 4.7-11 of the DEIR, 
primary evacuation routes in Nevada County consist of the major interstates, highways, and 
principal arterials identified on the Nevada County General Plan Land Use Map. The routes 
designated on the General Plan Land Use Maps as minor arterial or major collector routes shall 
be considered secondary evacuation routes on a Countywide basis. These routes supplement 
the primary evacuation routes, and provide egress from local neighborhood and communities. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-20 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells that could be 
impacted by the project. 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 201-21 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells that could be 
impacted by the project. 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 201-22 
The commenter states that it is unwise to dewater the mine in light of the drought. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 16 -Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-23 
The commenter states that residential zoned parcels near the Brunswick site make the project 
unsuitable for the area. As discussed on page 4.9-16 of the DEIR, subsurface mining is allowed 
in all base districts, including the M1 base district, subject to approval of a Use Permit. Surface 
mining is allowed in the M1 base district and where the property is zoned ME. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-24 
The commenter states that the DEIR requires updated housing vacancy data. The vacancy rates 
shown in Table 4.9-5 of the DEIR are derived from the 2019 Nevada County Housing Element 
Update and is the most current information available for use in the analysis of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment Ind 201-25 
The commenter states that the DEIR inaccurately portrays vacancy rates in the County. 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 the most current information available for use in the analysis of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 201-26 
The commenter states that the project is not compatible with surrounding land uses. The potential 
incompatibilities resulting from mine operation (e.g., noise, dust) are evaluated throughout the 
technical sections 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-27 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately addresses the project’s effect on wildfire risk. 
As stated on page 4.13-22 of the DEIR, 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 and Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 requires the applicant to 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 project construction, operations, and 
reclamation activities. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the above potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-28 
The commenter urges the County to not approve 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 201-29 
The commenter thanks the County for taking the time to review the comments within the letter. 
The comment is noted.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 202: DON MADDEN AND GRACIE ROBINSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 202-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 203: DONALD AND KAREN DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 203-1 
Please see Master Response 1. While the DEIR concluded that significant and unavoidable 
impacts would occur associated with level of service (LOS) at the Brunswick Road/Idaho 
Maryland Mine Road intersection, SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection, and the Idaho Maryland 
Mine Road/Centennial Drive intersection, 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 impacts.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 204: DONALD GAGLIASSO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 204-1 
The commenter is opposed 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. The commenter asks who will pay for NID service to the properties along East Bennett 
Road identified in the DEIR. As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c) of the DEIR, prior to 
commencement of initial mine dewatering, the Project Applicant shall implement the Well 
Mitigation Plan by connecting 30 properties in the East Bennett area to the NID potable water 
system. The Project Applicant shall be responsible for fully funding reimbursement for water 
charges, for monthly fixed service charges and use of up to 400 gallons per day, will continue 
until the sooner of the following occurs: 1) the property is sold by the owner after the NID 
connection is accomplished and paid for by Rise; or 2) the property is annexed into the City of 
Grass Valley. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-2 
The commenter questions the number of truck trips necessary to transport the engineered fill. As 
stated on page 3-28 of the DEIR, the average transport of engineered fill will 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 will be 
approximately 20 tons per truck and therefore will require up to 100 round trips per day and an 
average of 50 round trips per day. As shown in Table 3-7 of the DEIR, trucking of engineered fill 
is proposed for 16 hours per day. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-3 
The commenter questions whether there will be a local/regional construction market for the 
engineered fill. The commenter is referred to Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in 
Local and Regional Construction Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-4 
The commenter reiterates concerns with the project’s ability to market engineered fill in the 
local/regional construction markets. The commenter also asks whether the DEIR identifies a 
specific trucking route, states that the trucking will cause traffic impacts, and questions the need 
for trucking 24 hours per day, 7 days a week. Regarding using engineered fill for the local/regional 
construction markets, the commenter is referred to Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized 
in Local and Regional Construction Markets. The project also does not call for trucks to run 24/7. 
As shown in Table 3-7 of the DEIR, trucking of engineered fill is proposed for 16 hours per day. 
Trucking routes are shown in Figure 3-13 of the DEIR. Lastly, Chapter 4.12 (Transportation) 
analyzed traffic impacts with a maximum of 100 round trips per day and found the impacts to be 
less than significant after mitigation, with the exception of traffic at the SR 174 and Brunswick 
Road intersection, and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way, where impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 204-5 
Please see Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-6 
Please see Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets. 
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Response to Comment Ind 204-7 
Please see Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction 
Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-8 
The commenter asks why some of the project components will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. However, a reduced hours 
alternative where the Idaho-Maryland Mine would operate 12 hours a day was considered but 
rejected because the Alternative is not anticipated to reduce a significant project impact. (DEIR, 
p. 6-13–14.) 

Response to Comment Ind 204-9 
The commenter states the DEIR is misleading because it states that all off-road construction 
equipment will be required to utilize Tier 4 Final engines, despite the fact that the State already 
requires this. Regulations regarding diesel engines are discussed on page 4.3-23 of the DEIR. 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Tier 4 Final engines are not required for all off-road 
construction equipment in California. 

Response to Comment Ind 204-10 
The commenter asks when NID water service would be connected to the property and why the 
Project Applicant will not pay for a subsequent purchaser of the Property. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-2(c) of the DEIR, prior to commencement of initial mine dewatering, the Project 
Applicant shall implement the Well Mitigation Plan by connecting 30 properties in the East Bennett 
area to the NID potable water system. As stated in the Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9 of the 
DEIR), 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 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. 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.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 205: DONN CARLSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 205-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3, as well as Master Response 16. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 206: DONNA PEIZER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 206-1 
The comment is an introductory remark and 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 206-2 
Please see Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 206-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 206-4 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 206-5 
The referenced article refers to climate change in the American west, and 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.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 207: DONNA TAGGART 
 
Response to Comment Ind 207-1 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as Master Response 16. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 208: DOUG FARRELL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 208-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 208-2 
Potential impacts related to whether the proposed project would substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin are addressed under Impact 4.8-
2 in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. As discussed therein, with the 
implementation of mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. In addition, an assessment 
of both project-level and cumulative impacts on potable water supplies is included in Chapter 
4.11, Public Services and Utilities of the DEIR. As noted on page 4.11-50, notwithstanding the 
potable demand of 26.4 acre-feet per year associated with the project, the proposed project would 
be a net contributor of water to the NID water system as a result of the project’s discharge of 
treated mine dewatering water to South Fork Wolf Creek (850 gpm or about 1,371 ac-ft/yr). 
 
For further detail regarding groundwater related to drought and climate change conditions, see 
Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 208-3 
Please see Master Responses 14 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 208-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 209: DOUGLAS HAUSSLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 209-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 210: ED AND LYNETTE CEPEDA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 210-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 210-2 
Regarding concerns about increased traffic resulting from the proposed project, please refer to 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. As discussed on page 4.12-67 of the DEIR, all 
segments along Brunswick Road and E. Bennett Road would continue to operate at LOS D or 
better under EPAP Conditions, while the SR 174 segment would continue to operate at LOS E. 
However, the proposed project would have minimal effect on the segment of SR 74 from EPAP 
Conditions. As such, the DEIR concluded that impacts to study roadway segments under the 
EPAP Plus Project Condition would be considered less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 210-3 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 210-4 
The DEIR addressed impacts regarding whether the project would substantially increase hazards 
to vehicle safety under Impact 4.12-6, and concluded that with Mitigation Measures 4.12-6(a) 
through 4.12-6(f), a less-than-significant impact would occur. Therefore, impacts related to 
hazardous roadway conditions were adequately addressed in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 210-5 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5726 

Individual Letter 211 

Ind 211-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5727 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 211: ED SUCHOW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 211-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 212: ED SUCHOW 
 
Response to Comment Ind 212-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5730 

Individual Letter 213 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5731 

Ind 213-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5732 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 213: EDWARD FALICK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 213-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 214: EDWARD FALICK AND LINDA MARTING 
 
Response to Comment Ind 214-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 215: EILEEN STUTZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 215-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 216: EDWIN SHEFFNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 216-1 
As described on page 5-3 of the DEIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR 
discuss the cumulative and long-term effects of the proposed project that adversely affect the 
environment. A discussion of cumulative impacts is provided in each of the technical Chapters of 
the DEIR, and further information regarding the cumulative analysis and the cumulative setting 
used within the DEIR is provided in Chapter 5, Statutorily Required Sections, of the DEIR. As 
such, cumulative impacts were adequately addressed within the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 216-2 
Please refer to Master Response 1. Where a comment provides the opinion, preference, or 
observation of the commenter (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project that are unrelated to its 
environmental impacts), without substantiation, this is acknowledged for the record, and no further 
response is provided. All comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the 
position of the commenter, will be considered by the County throughout this process. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 216-3 
Please refer to Master Response 1. As discussed under impact 4.3-1 in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR (see page 4.3-73), according to the 
NSAQMD, implementation of recommended mitigation measures for Level A and B thresholds 
(included as Mitigation Measure 4.3-1[b] below) would reduce project impacts to a less-than-
significant level during all years of project construction, operations, and reclamation. Impacts to 
water quality are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 4.8-1, of the 
DEIR. As discussed therein, all potential sources that could result in water quality degradation are 
proposed to be managed in a manner that would minimize potential water quality impacts. 
Furthermore, these activities would be regulated and monitored through permitting by the 
RWQCB, which would be required prior to the onset of mine dewatering and construction. 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(a) through 4.8-1(e) were included within the DEIR to ensure 
compliance with the aforementioned requirements.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 217: ELAINE WESTFALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 217-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 218: ELAINE WESTFALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 218-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 219: ELAINE WHOOLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 219-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 219-2 
As discussed in Section 4.0.4, Determination of Significance, in Chapter 4.0, Introduction to 
Analysis, of the DEIR (see page 4.0-2), four categories of impacts were used for the project-
specific impacts within the DEIR: no impact, less than significant, significant, and significant and 
unavoidable. The CEQA Guidelines require that the determination of significance be based on 
scientific and factual data. The specific criteria for determining the significance of a particular 
impact are identified within in each technical chapter of the DEIR, and are consistent with 
significance criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, based on the professional judgment of the 
EIR preparers, or supported by substantial evidence in the record considered by the County as 
the CEQA Lead Agency. As such, the DEIR adequately addressed all impacts based on 
significance criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 220: ELALINA CUSS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 220-1 
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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 221: ELI DUBER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 221-1 
The commenter states that acid rock drainage is still prevalent in Wolf Creek from historic mining 
and would reoccur once dewatering ceases. The commenter also states that oxidation would 
occur after the mine is dewatered and during the 80-year project, which would lead to acid rock 
drainage. It is important to note that acid rock drainage has not occurred from historic mining of 
the Idaho-Maryland Mine. (Master Response 9 – Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site.) 
Although oxidation of sulfide minerals may occur after the dewatering process, carbonate 
minerals in the project host rock, would quickly neutralize any acid. (DEIR, p. 4.8-49; Appx. K.2, 
p. 13.) Further, mitigation measures require the applicant to submit a Report of Waste Discharge 
(RoWD) and receive approval of Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) from the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) prior to the placement of cemented paste 
backfill (CPB). (see Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(d) relating to CPB and for engineered fill (barren 
rock and sand tailings) see Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(e)). The CVRWQCB will determine the 
appropriate method of rock testing for the purposes of developing WDRs. Please also see Master 
Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization. 

As discussed on page of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, the restoration of the post-mining discharge 
through the drains would be comparable to existing conditions and, thus, not an impact under 
CEQA. (DEIR Appx. K.2, p. 109.) However, once the mine discharge from the drains resumed, 
compliance measures may be required by the CVRWQCB to address the Basin Plan, 
antidegradation, and other water quality standards. These measures might include sealing off 
areas of the underground workings that are the primary source of arsenic in the existing drain 
water, sealing the underground workings sufficiently to prevent seepage of water from the 
connected mine workings, obtaining an Individual NPDES permit upon closure, or treating of the 
mine water seeps after closure.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 222: ELI FERRIER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 222-1 
Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 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 222-2 
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 223: ELISE STUPI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 223-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate. 
Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 223-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR understates the number of private wells potentially impacted 
from the dewatering of the mine and is generally concerned about dewatering the mine during a 
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 223-3 
The commenter states that the project would cause adverse noise and glare impacts, especially 
with regard to operations at night, but does not identify how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. 
The DEIR analyzes noise from operations, including during the night, and found the impacts to 
be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration) of the DEIR and Response to Comment Grp 21-130. 

Regarding the impacts from glare, the DEIR states that the 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. (DEIR, p. 4.1-29.) As stated on page 4.1-24 of Chapter 
4.1: 

Based on the proposed lighting types and locations discussed above, a Photometric 
Plan was prepared for the Brunswick industrial Site by a registered professional 
electrical engineer (M. Niels Engineering, Inc.). Figure 4.1-2 through Figure 4.1-5 
present the Photometric Plan and increases in visible light that are estimated to occur 
following implementation of the proposed exterior lighting plan. Key considerations 
include effects to the night sky, which are addressed through the lighting types 
proposed, as discussed above. The other key consideration are the lighting intensities 
at the property boundaries near locations where existing sensitive receptors are in 
close proximity.  

As shown in the figures, 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. Furthermore, the 
proposed buildings would be painted with nonreflective, nonmetallic paint, which would 
not cause glare. Lighting or reflective surfaces would not be added upon reclamation 
of the Brunswick Industrial Site, and reclamation activities would not occur at night. 
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Lastly, the commenter states that project does not adhere to federal mining guidelines for blasting 
during nighttime hours. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-144. 

Response to Comment Ind 223-4 
The commenter is concerned about air pollution and traffic and states that the DEIR understates 
the amount of traffic on Brunswick Road. Traffic impacts from trucks are evaluated in Chapter 
4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR and are less than significant after mitigation, with the exception 
that the impact to the intersection at SR 174/Brunswick Road would be significant and 
unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation. Air emissions from the project are less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy). Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires an 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan which requires that trucks used for hauling material off site shall 
be maintained such that spillage cannot occur from holes or other openings. All loads to be hauled 
off site shall be adequately wetted to prevent visible dust from escaping during transportation and 
shall either be completely covered with tarps or have at least six inches of freeboard on the sides 
of the bed of the vehicle, with no excavated material extending above the edges of the vehicle 
bed at any point. 

Response to Comment Ind 223-5 
The commenter generally states that impacts to water, air, land, and health must be fully analyzed 
but provides no additional information and does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The 
commenter is referred to Chapters 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), 4.4 
(Biological Resources), and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR. The commenter is 
also referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter also states 
the project will impact property values. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 224: ELISE ZINK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 224-1 
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 225: ELISSA AND BENJAMIN PRESTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 225-1 
This comment is introductory and the commenter opposes the project and references the project 
Applicant’s prior mining 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, and Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 225-2 
The commenter states that DEIR and supporting studies are biased in favor of the Project 
Applicant. However, the DEIR notes that an independent consultant, West Yost, peer reviewed 
several hydrology-related studies and after implementation of certain revisions, agreed with their 
findings. (DEIR, p. 4.8-40.) 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. The analysis provided in Section 4.8-2 of the DEIR 
concludes that 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. No significant 
impacts to domestic water wells are predicted in other areas. The predictions include the use of 
a 100% safety factor, multiple sensitivity scenarios, and have been peer reviewed by the County’s 
independent expert consultant.  

Response to Comment Ind 225-3 
The commenter is concerned that an extreme weather event could overwhelm the onsite 
wastewater treatment system before the mine water is treated. As discussed on page 4.8-73 and 
-74 of the DEIR:  

Based on a 2019 survey by Nevada City Engineering, Inc., the volume of the pond with 
two feet of freeboard below the elevation of the emergency overflow spillway is 23 acre-
feet. The freeboard volume is 6.6 acre-feet. The spillway is also two feet below the lowest 
point on the berm surrounding the pond. At the maximum mine dewatering rate of 2,500 
gpm, the pond has the capacity to hold the volume of water that would be dewatered 
during two days of pumping. At the maintenance dewatering rate of 850 gpm, the pond 
has the capacity to hold the volume of water that would be pumped over more than six 
days. The total runoff from the 6.4 acre watershed for the pond resulting from a 100-year, 
24-hour storm would be approximately 5.7 acre-feet. Thus, the freeboard volume is more 
than adequate to retain the runoff from an extreme storm event. Overall, the existing 
clay-lined pond has more than adequate capacity to accommodate operational 
flexibilities for dewatering and water treatment, and to retain stormwater runoff from the 
area surrounding the pond.39  

 
Response to Comment Ind 225-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly states air quality impacts will be less than 
significant but does not explain why the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.3 of the DEIR which provides the analysis of air quality impacts and health risk assessment. As 
discussed in Section 2.1 of the Health Risk Assessment for the project, implementing the OEHHA 
Guidance, as was done for the project, reflects conservative, health-protective methodologies to 
assess health impacts to adults, as well as infants, children, and other sensitive subpopulations. 
For example, the reference exposure levels (RELs) used in the evaluation of non-cancer risk are 
designed to protect the most sensitive individuals in the population, including infants and children, 
by selecting appropriate toxicological data and including margins of safety. Accordingly, the 
evaluation methods are assumed to protect children and other sensitive subpopulations (groups 
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of more highly susceptible individuals) from adverse health effects in the event of exposure. A 
similar approach was taken for cancer risk, which accounts for the higher sensitivity of infants and 
children by applying age-specific daily breathing rates and age-sensitivity factors (ASFs), as well 
as conservative exposure period, fraction of time at home, and cancer potency factors as 
recommended by OEHHA. 

Asbestos and silica release have been evaluated in the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 21 
and 22. 

Response to Comment Ind 225-5 
The commenter takes issue that the Project Applicant’s fair share contribution towards 
transportation improvements is 14.9%. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(a), Authority 
to Mitigate:  

A lead agency for a project has authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities 
involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the 
environment, consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such as the “nexus” 
and “rough proportionality” standards established by case law 

 
As stated above, the mitigation obligation of the project must be roughly proportional to the 
project’s contribution toward the impact.  

Regarding impeding firefighters and emergency workers, the commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 225-6 
The commenter concludes with a general statement of opposition to the project. 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 226: ELIZABETH MENDELSOHN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 226-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 226-2 
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 226-3 
Please see Master Response 16 in regard to drought and climate change. In addition, wildfire 
impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.13, Wildfire, of the DEIR, as well as Master Response 6. 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 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 227: ELIZABETH BARRON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 227-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of noise impact are inadequate with regard to 
sleep disturbance. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-130. 

Response to Comment Ind 227-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately addresses the risks poses by asbestos 
emissions. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments Grp 7-6, 7-7 and Master 
Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 227-3 
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 228: ELISABETH LINSKY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 228-1 
Please see Master Response 1. Air quality is addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. Please also see Master Responses 13 through 16 
regarding groundwater. 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 228-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR for more information 
related to mining waste. In addition, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek. 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 228-3 
Please refer to Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR for more information related to 
impacts on flora and fauna. In addition, Master Responses 30 through 38 provide additional 
responses to biological resource comments. 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 228-4 
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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 228-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 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 229: ELLEN DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 229-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 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 230: ELLEN JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 230-1 
This comment in introductory in nature and the commenter opposes 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 230-2 
The commenter generally lists a variety of perceived adverse impacts associated with the project 
such as groundwater pollution, traffic, and noise, but does not specifically state why the DEIR is 
inadequate or provide any other information on which to formulate a more specific response. All 
of the issues raised by the commenter have been analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4 of the DEIR and Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-3 
The commenter alleges that gold mining in general is ecologically destructive and provides web 
links to articles on gold mining. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. For 
that reason, the County provides no further response to this comment other than to note that page 
3-25 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR states mercury or cyanide would not be used 
in gold mineral processing. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-4 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-5 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-6 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-7 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-8 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-9 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-10 
The impact to groundwater levels from mine dewatering and mining is extensively analyzed in the 
DEIR. See Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
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Response to Comment Ind 230-11 
This comment does not appear to address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers for their consideration. With respect to noise associated with potential future 
operations of the project, see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-12 
This comment does not appear to address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers for their consideration. With respect to lighting associated with potential future 
operations of the project, see Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-13 
This comment does not appear to address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers for their consideration. With respect to hazardous materials associated with 
potential future operations of the project, see Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-14 
This comment does not appear to address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-15 
This comment does not appear to address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers for their consideration. Regarding the Reclamation Plan for the project, see 
Appendix C to the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 230-16 
The commenter states that the project does not require any bonding, licensing, or insurance. 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 mining operation’s approved Plan. The 
commenter is referred to page 4.6-24 of the DEIR and Appendix C 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-17 
The commenter references several impacts associated with the project such as the placement of 
engineered fill, noise, and traffic, but does not provide any specific comments on the adequacy of 
the DEIR. All issues raised by the commenter are analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapters 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy), 4.4 (Biological Resources), 4.10 (Noise 
and Vibration), 4.12 (Transportation) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-18 
The commenter states that the project’s energy usage in inexcusable, especially in the context of 
the climate change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy 
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Action Plan, Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and Response to Comment 
Agcy 8-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-19 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the mine would require a permanent purification 
system to remove contaminants and that the discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek would place the 
creek at “flood state.” 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 conditions 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. 

The mine water discharge would not put South Fork Wolf Creek at “flood stage”. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 230-20 
The commenter urges that the County 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 231: ELLEN MACDONALD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 231-1 
The mitigation measures proposed to reduce impacts to a less than significant level in Section 4 
of the DEIR are not reliant on the alternatives discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. The Alternatives 
Analysis chapter of the EIR (Chapter 6 of the DEIR) includes consideration and discussion of a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, as required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6. The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 
15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, is to “[…] 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.” 

A comparison of environmental impacts for project alternatives is provided in Table 6-1 of the 
DEIR. Alternatives 3 and 4 would have similar or fewer air quality impacts than the project and 
similar or greater hydrology and water quality impacts as the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 231-2 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s hydrological impacts in light of the drought and 
climate change but does not state why the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate 
Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 231-3 
The commenter urges the County not to approve the project. The commenter’s opposition to the 
project is noted for decisionmakers. Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 232: ELLIOT SCHNEIDERMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 232-1 
This comment is a cover letter regarding the submission of Individual Letter 232. No response is 
required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 232-2 
The commenter asserts that the model used by Itasca to analyze groundwater flow for the DEIR 
assumed a porous nature for the bedrock without any support for that assumption, and failed to 
consider three factors set forth in a National Research Council (NRC) report to determine whether 
such assumption was appropriate. However, the three items that the commenter referenced from 
the NRC (1996) document were considered by Itasca in the formulation of their conceptual and 
numerical models. The conceptual model used by Itasca, in simple concepts, assumes that the 
shallow bedrock is significantly fractured so that it behaves hydraulically like a porous media. 
Below the shallow, fractured bedrock is the intact bedrock whose fractures are closed due to the 
vertical stresses caused by the overlying bedrock. The intact bedrock also behaves as a porous 
media in that groundwater flow is primarily through the extremely small pores in the rock. Itasca 
assigned low hydraulic conductivities and storage coefficients to the intact bedrock in which 
mining will occur, but higher hydraulic conductivities to the fractured bedrock closer to the surface. 
These assumptions were not based on mere speculation, but on observations from historic 
groundwater data and local geology as discussed in Section 2.4 of Appendix K.3 to the DEIR.  

Because of the large scale of the area considered by Itasca in their conceptual and numerical 
models, and observations of groundwater and geologic data, a porous media approach was 
followed. This was the most reasonable approach to take due to the scale of the model area and 
observed data. In addition, Itasca considered the purpose of the model, which is to estimate 
groundwater flow and drawdowns due to mining. This approach is acceptable, as noted by the 
NRC (1996), a reference used by the commenter. On page 310 of this book, the following is 
presented: 

“The level of detail required in the conceptual model depends on the purpose for which the 
model is being developed—for example, whether it will be used to predict fluid flow or 
solute transport. Experience suggests that, for average volumetric flow behavior, 
predictions can be made with a relatively coarse conceptual model provided data are 
available to calibrate the simulation model. Thus, a continuum approximation may be used 
to predict well yields with sufficient accuracy, even if a fracture network is poorly 
connected.” 

The continuum approximation mentioned in this paragraph, from the NRC report referenced by 
the commenter, is a porous media approximation. As such, the authority cited by the commenter 
(NRC) actually supports the approach taken for the DEIR’s analysis. The application of a 
continuum (porous media) approximation is applicable to mining projects in that it is used 
generally to estimate flows from the mine and drawdowns in water levels due to dewatering, a 
situation similar to predicting well yields as discussed by the NRC (1996). 

A porous media approach is appropriate for the purpose of the model. It should be noted that the 
USEPA (1991) document has two case studies that involve numerical modeling to assess the 
extents of capture zones resulting from pumping wells. The purposes of the modeling were for 
wellhead protection, and this involves determining what portions of the aquifer contribute 
groundwater to a well, a situation that is similar to modeling drawdowns as the result of dewatering 
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from an underground mine. In both of the case studies discussed in the USEPA (1991) document, 
the numerical models assumed an equivalent porous media as their basis, similar to the DEIR’s 
analysis. As such, the approach followed by Itasca is the same as that used by the USEPA. 

Response to Comment Ind 232-3 
The commenter provides Figure 1 to support its argument that the differences in depths to water 
are an indication that the shallow bedrock in which the wells are screened is highly heterogeneous 
and discontinuous. However, the data presentation can be misleading because it is based on the 
depth to groundwater. In areas with appreciable topographic variation, the depth to water can be 
simply a function of the ground-surface elevation and depth of the well and not necessarily 
indicative of substantial variations in the groundwater table. In addition, the data include a mix of 
the depth to first-encountered water during drilling and the depth to the static groundwater level 
once drilling was completed and the water level was allowed to equilibrate. The static depth to 
water is representative of the groundwater table at the well location. However, not all of the Well 
Completion Reports for the wells listed in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 of Appendix K.2 provided the static 
depth to water. Finally, as noted above, the depth to water measurements were made at the time 
each well was drilled. As noted in Appendix K.2, seasonal fluctuations in individual wells can vary 
by up to 30 feet, and in other areas can vary by up to 50 feet. These fluctuations are not reflected 
in the data from the Well Completion Reports because the wells were drilled at different times of 
the year. Notwithstanding the above limitations, the chart below shows the groundwater surface 
elevations for wells in which the static water level after drilling was reported in the Well Completion 
Reports. The groundwater surface elevation is within a band ranging from about 2,740 feet above 
mean sea level (ft amsl) to 2,855 ft amsl in all but three wells. This range is consistent with the 
variability that would occur due to the gradient of the groundwater table. While there is certainly 
some variability within the fractured bedrock, the extent and magnitude of that variability is limited 
and not as widespread as inferred by the commenter. 

The above discussion shows the importance of obtaining the measured water levels from 
designated monitoring wells, which is required for the project as part of the groundwater 
monitoring plan. The measured water levels from the domestic wells and drill boreholes show that 
the variability in water levels is not necessarily due to heterogeneity but can be due to other 
factors. These factors include whether the water-level measurement was made before or after 
pumping the well and where the well is located in the groundwater flow system. 

It should also be noted that there appear to be some plotting errors on the commenter’s provided 
charts. For example, in the chart for the Greenhorn area wells, there are six wells in sequence 
where the commenter has plotted a depth to water of approximately 10 feet. Reviewing the data 
from Table 4-3 of Appendix K.2 reveals that there are not six wells total with a reported depth to 
water of 10 feet, let alone six in a row by Rise well number. Thus, the commenter’s graphs do not 
accurately represent the data and do not substantiate the commenter’s opinion. 

The commenter uses Figure 2 to substantiate his opinion that a porous media approach is not 
valid for understanding groundwater flow in shallow bedrock. All three of these wells are located 
in the E. Bennett area nearby the Old Brunswick Mine shaft, which is dewatered (empty void) to 
an elevation of ~2,500 ft amsl. It must be noted that these wells are not adjacent, but up to 800 
feet apart. 

As noted on page 23 of the EMKO hydrology report, W19 (previously called WS122), W7 
(previously called WS80), and WS201 are within the predicted 2019 drawdown cone created by 
the historical mining as denoted in Figure 5-3 of Itasca’s groundwater flow model report (Itasca 
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2020). Well WS201 is drilled within feet of the Old Brunswick Shaft in the center of the predicted 
drawdown cone and experiences the greatest drawdown (water level in the well is ~90 feet above 
the water level in the mine). WS122 and WSS80 are at a similar position in the drawdown cone, 
but WS80 is located in the gully of an ephemeral creek, while WS122 is on a hillside. The 
formation of a drawdown cone, predicted by Itasca’s groundwater flow model (Itasca 2020) and 
confirmed by the measured water levels in these three wells, substantiates that the model 
methodology (assuming a porous media approach) is a valid approach. .  

The differences in water levels in wells does not by itself indicate whether the geologic materials 
behave as a fractured or a porous media. However, the fact that field-measured water levels 
match those predicted by the numerical groundwater flow model used by Itasca supports the 
assumption of using a porous media approach. 

A porous media representation is an appropriate way to model a fractured bedrock system at the 
scale of this project. However, the DEIR acknowledges that without the implementation of a 
groundwater monitoring program and well mitigation plan, the project could result in a significant 
impact to groundwater supplies. A Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP) is required for the project 
under Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a). As described on page 4.8-66 of the DEIR the measurements 
of water levels in the monitoring wells can be used to verify the groundwater drawdowns as 
dewatering progresses to provide sufficient time to predict adverse impacts to domestic wells 
before they occur so that appropriate mitigation measures can be implemented.  As stated in 
Section 3.0 of the GMP, the dewatering of the existing mine workings, prior to the commencement 
of actual mining, is analogous to a largescale pumping test that is a common tool in the field of 
hydrogeology to assess how drawdowns in the water-bearing zones. Monitoring wells in closer 
proximity to the mine will generally experience drawdowns before wells farther away. The 
measurements of water levels in the monitoring wells can be used to verify the groundwater 
drawdowns as dewatering progresses to provide sufficient time to predict adverse impacts to 
domestic wells before they occur so that appropriate mitigation measures can be implemented. 
Please see 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 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 232-4 
This comment summarizes the commenter’s prior arguments and has been addressed in the 
previous responses. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 232-1 and Ind 232-3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 233: ELSA BURT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 233-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 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 233-2 
Potential impacts related to dust generation are discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy of the DEIR. In addition, please see Master Response 
12 – Chemical Dust Stabilizers and Master Response 20 – Conservatism of Metals Assumptions. 
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 233-3 
Potential impacts related to water quality and groundwater depletion are discussed in Chapter 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. In addition, please see Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
Please also see Response to Comment Ind 221-1 regarding oxidation and acidification. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 233-4 
Please see Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 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 233-5 
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 will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 233-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 233-7 
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 234: EMILIE ROSE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 234-1 
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 235: EMILY WEISSMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 235-1 
This comment is introductory and the commenter has concerns about 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 235-2 
The commenter is concerned about the discharge of treated water to South Fork Wolf Creek and 
the treatment ponds on Allison Ranch Road. The commenter also states the DEIR is inadequate 
in regard to the potential failure of the Brunswick site treatment pond and whether the South Fork 
Wolf Creek can tolerate the additional flows from the project. Regarding the treatment ponds near 
the commenter’s residence, the project does not propose to discharge water to the treatment 
ponds on Allison Ranch Road. 

Regarding the risk of overflow or the treatment pond failing, at the maximum mine dewatering 
rate of 2,500 gpm, the pond has the capacity to hold the volume of water that would be dewatered 
during two days of pumping. At the maintenance dewatering rate of 850 gpm, the pond has the 
capacity to hold the volume of water that would be pumped over more than six days. The total 
runoff from the 6.4-acre watershed for the pond resulting from a 100-year, 24-hour storm would 
be approximately 5.7 acre-feet. Thus, as stated on page 4.8-74, the freeboard volume is more 
than adequate to retain the runoff from an extreme storm event. 

The geotechnical stability of the water treatment pond was evaluated in Chapter 3.6 of the DEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(b) requires the applicant to submit a grading plan, cross sections, and 
a slope stability analysis of proposed the clay-lined pond dam repair work, for review and approval 
of the Nevada County Building Department. The submittal shall be prepared and stamped by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. The grading plan and cross sections shall depict typical 
temporary cut slope gradients, excavation depths, maximum water surface elevation, and 
earthwork volume estimates, and any additional geotechnical engineering methods, such as 
shoring, to mitigate potential slope instability.  

Regarding the water treatment plant and the additional flows to South Fork Wolf Creek, the 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 and Appendix K.4 of the DEIR and Master Response 35 - 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 235-3 
The commenter references Impact 4.8-1 and points out that the DEIR states the impact of 
referenced activities would be significant. (DEIR, p. 4.8-51.) However, below that conclusion, the 
DEIR provides Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.8-1, which would reduce the referenced impacts 
to less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 52-53.) 

Response to Comment Ind 235-4 
The commenter states the DEIR should address the potentially adverse impact 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 235-5 
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 236: ERIC DUNN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 236-1 
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. 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5796 

Individual Letter 237 

Ind 237-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ind 237-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5797 

Ind 237-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5798 

 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-5799 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 237: ERIC JORGENSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 237-1 
This is an introductory comment. The commenter expresses opposition to the project and states 
generally that the DEIR fails to address energy consumption, greenhouse gases and toxic 
emissions, but does not point to specific examples in the DEIR. With regard to the commenter’s 
opposition to the project, please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative issues.  

Response to Comment Ind 237-2 
As stated on page 4.3-89 of the DEIR, The Energy Action Plan (EAP) is not a Qualified GHG 
Emissions Reduction Plan under CEQA pursuant to the requirements outlined in the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15183.5(D); therefore, no CEQA document can tier from the County EAP. 
Nevertheless, the compliance of the project with EAP strategies has been analyzed and found to 
be consistent with the EAP. Please see Master Response 26 - Nevada County Energy Action 
Plan. Batteries are not necessary for the project as they would not avoid or lessen a significant 
project impact.  

Response to Comment Ind 237-3 
The commenter asserts that the project’s air quality impacts, GHG impacts, and energy use 
impacts are significant. The commenter then proposes several “energy alternatives” including a 
net-zero mine electric energy plan, use of all electric vehicles below and above ground, backup 
energy solutions such as fuel cells and battery power, and onsite electric energy production. All 
underground equipment and mineral processing will be powered by electricity. The commenter’s 
proposed energy alternatives are not necessary because they would not reduce any significant 
impact of the project. Please see Master Response 26 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 238: ERICHA WOOLLEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 238-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 238-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the impact analysis on wells in the DEIR is 
inadequate and underestimates impacts, but does not provide specific examples that would allow 
for a detailed response. Please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR 
for information related to impacts on waterways and wells in the area. See also Master Responses 
13 through15 that further clarify groundwater concerns. Impacts to local ecology are discussed in 
Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR. Specifically, Impact 4.4-3 addresses whether the 
proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community, or State or Federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means, 
and concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-3(a) through 4.4-3(d) impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
The commenter’s reference to page 5-7 is unclear. The commenter is referred to page 4.4-15 of 
the DEIR, where roadside drainages are discussed along East Bennett Road, and one 0.09-acre 
roadside wetland along East Bennett Road is identified. As shown in Table 4.4-10 of the DEIR, 
the roadside wetland will not be impacted by the proposed project improvements.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 238-3 
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 as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 239: ERIKA GAYLOR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 239-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 239-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR is not a through and comprehensive 
report, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Where a 
comment provides the opinion, preference, or observation of the commenter, without 
substantiation, this is acknowledged for the record, and no further response is provided. All 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, will 
be considered by the County throughout the process. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 239-3 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy 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 239-4 
Please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for 
more information related to air pollution. Further information regarding the assumptions used 
when conducting the Health Risk Assessment for the proposed project is included in Master 
Responses 20 through 22, including asbestos and metals. In addition, please refer to Chapter 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR for information related to impacts on water quality 
and quantity. Master Responses 13 through 15 provide further clarification on wells and 
groundwater. 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 240: ERIKA JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 240-1 
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 241: ERIKA NEELEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 241-1 
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 242: ERIN CARTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 242-1 
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 243: ERIN SMITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 243-1 
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 243-2 
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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 244: EUGENE GILLIGAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 244-1 
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 245: EUGENE GILLIGAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 245-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 244-1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 246: EVA SAELENS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 246-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, as well as Master Response 16 
– Drought & Climate Change, and Master Response 6 – Wildfire 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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 247: EVA SAELENS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 247-1 
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 248: EVELYN SOLTERO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 248-1 
The commenter opposes the project, asserts that Rise Gold lacks professionalism, and opposes 
dewatering the mine in a “mega drought”. Further, the commenter states that it disagrees that the 
mine is “immune” from the drought and asserts that the project will result in catastrophic erosion 
events from the discharge of 850gpm into South Fork Wolf Creek, potentially mobilizing mercury. 
With regard to the commenter’s opposition to the project, please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the DEIR states that based 
on the water level monitoring data from private domestic wells (presented in Appendix B of 
Appendix K.2 of the DEIR), the amount of recharge appears to be consistent from year to year 
and is not substantially affected by drought or wet cycles (Chapter 4.8 at page 4.8-12) and that 
there are no apparent annual variations in groundwater levels due to drought or above-normal 
rainfall years (Chapter 4.8 at page 4.8-11).  

In addition, the commenter does not provide any data or evidence to support the assertions that 
dewatering the mine and discharging treated water to South Fork Wolf Creek would cause 
“catastrophic” erosion or mobilize mercury. The geomorphology study presented in Appendix K.1 
of the DEIR demonstrates that peak storm flows that exceed the discharge rate to South Fork 
Wolf Creek are normal events and have not caused excessive erosion. Laboratory analytical data 
presented in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR do not provide any evidence of the presence of mercury 
in the materials to be mined or within the South Fork Wolf Creek watershed in the project area. 
Please see Master Response 36 – Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 248-2 
The potential effects of groundwater pumping are addressed in detail in Appendix K.2 and 
Appendix K.3 of the DEIR and in Section 4.8.4 of the DEIR. California Department of Water 
Resources’ planning requirements related to sustainable groundwater management are identified 
as part of the Regulatory Context in Section 4.8.3 of the DEIR. 

The commenter does not provide any specific data or evidence related to the risk to groundwater 
below the town of Grass Valley, CA, as stated in this comment. In particular, there is no evidence 
available to support the assertion that the project would cause “overdraft” of local groundwater 
supplies. Regardless, the DEIR concludes that there may be a potentially significant impact on 
the water supply in individual wells and provides mitigation requirements to address such impacts 
if they occur. (see Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) through 4.8-2(c).) 

Response to Comment Ind 248-3 
The certificate of occupancy requirements and NID’s use factor are parts of unrelated regulatory 
requirements that apply to different water supply sources. The commenter’s questions about 
these requirements do not relate to the adequacy of the DEIR. 

The commenter asks how the number of parcels to be connected to NID service was determined, 
and what would occur if additional domestic wells were impacted. The number of hookups to NID 
water service in the E. Bennett area is shown to be 30, not 31, in the evaluation of Impact 4.8-2 
in the DEIR. The number of initial connections is based on the number of parcels in that area, as 
shown on Figure 1 and in Table 1 of the Well Mitigation Plan, which is Appendix K.9 of the DEIR. 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) and 4.8-2(b) describe the procedures to be followed to determine 
whether additional wells become impacted and the actions that must be taken to mitigate those 
impacts, if they occur. Please also see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
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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 also asks questions regarding the hydrogeologic factors used to determine the 
zone of dewatering impact. The hydrogeologic factors used in the analysis are described in 
Appendix K.2 and Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. These studies provide substantial evidence on 
dewatering impacts, and the impact analysis in the DEIR relies upon these studies and the 
independent, third-party peer review described in Section 4.8.4 of the DEIR, at pages 4.8-40 to 
4.8-41. 

Response to Comment Ind 248-4 
The commenter states that the average depth of Nevada County wells is approximately 400 ft, 
and then asks why only 31 wells will be impacted. The number of wells that are expected to be 
impacted was based on a groundwater model (see Appendix K.3 of the DEIR), and a threshold 
of 10%, such that a reduction in water column in a groundwater well of 10% or more was 
considered to be a significant impact (see Section 4.2 of Appendix K.2). Only 7 wells were found 
to have a significant impact based on the 10% threshold as applied to the dewatering drawdown 
calculated by the groundwater model. The DEIR requires mitigation, including connecting 30 
parcels to NID potable water supply, even though only 7 wells were predicted to be potentially 
impacted. In response to commenter’s questions, more wells are not expected to be impacted 
because the groundwater model did not predict a reduction in water level over 10% for those 
wells. The actual depths of the wells considered in the evaluations that support the DEIR are 
shown in Tables 4-1 through 4-4 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. The well locations are shown on 
Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR and Figure 2-6 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. 

Potential dewatering effects in the operation and perimeter areas are discussed in Appendix K.2 
and Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 248-5 
The commenter asks the County to address the assessment of available groundwater in fractured 
rock and address the nature of recharge to fractured rock in drought settings. Fractured bedrock 
conditions are discussed in Section 4.8.1 of the DEIR (at page 4.8-8), in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR 
throughout Section 3.3, and in Section 2.0 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR.  

Recharge of the fractured bedrock is discussed in Section 3.3 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. Water 
level hydrographs from numerous wells in the project vicinity show that the amount of recharge 
each year is relatively constant since almost all of the wells maintain a consistent magnitude of 
seasonal fluctuation from year to year and there are no long-term trends observed in most of the 
wells that can be correlated to variations in annual water-year rainfall.  

Response to Comment Ind 248-6 
The commenter asks about the impacts of the project’s proposed dewatering on groundwater and 
surface water connectivity. Section 5.3 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR and Section 4.1 of Appendix 
K.2 of the DEIR discuss project effects on surface water, including effects related to lowering of 
groundwater levels. It is important to note that any reduction in surface water flows in the South 
Fork Wolf Creek watershed would be more than offset by the discharge of treated water. Flow 
reductions would also occur in Wolf Creek because the drains would no longer discharge while 
the mine workings were dewatered. As described in Section 4.3 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, the 
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loss of drain flow to Wolf Creek would be in the range of 0.13 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 0.16 
cfs, while the base flow in Wolf Creek ranges from 10 cfs to 50 cfs. Thus, the reduction in flows 
in Wolf Creek would be de minimis. 

Response to Comment Ind 248-7 
The commenter asks how the DEIR assessed the potential for a region-wide dewatering based 
on the cone of depression caused by the project. The assessment’s approach to evaluating a 
potential region-wide drawdown cone is described in Section 4.2.2 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR 
and in Sections 4.3 through 4.5 of Appendix K.3 of the DEIR. To evaluate a region-wide potential 
drawdown cone, the bulk fractured bedrock was assumed to be isotropic and homogeneous on a 
very large scale, consistent with a region-wide analysis. For more localized conditions related to 
individual wells, a somewhat different approach and set of assumptions were used, as described 
in Section 4.2 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 248-8 
The commenter states that it disagrees that the mine is “immune” from the drought. As described 
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 remain 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. Based on the lack of changes in the individual well 
hydrographs between wet and dry climatic cycles, the amount of recharge, as described in 
Section 3.2, appears to be consistent from year to year and is not affected substantially by drought 
or wet cycles. The referenced statement is made on page 2 and page 18 of the Raney Water 
Supply Assessment, which is Appendix N of the DEIR, not page 23 as stated in the comment. 
Please also see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 248-9 
California Department of Water Resources’ planning requirements related to sustainable 
groundwater management are identified as part of the Regulatory Context in Section 4.8.3 of the 
DEIR. The potential effects of groundwater pumping are addressed in detail in Appendix K.2 and 
Appendix K.3 of the DEIR and in Section 4.8.4 of the DEIR.  

Please also see Response to Comment Ind 248-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 248-10 
The commenter asks about the potential for mobilizing mercury in South Fork Wolf Creek. The 
geomorphology study presented in Appendix K.1 of the DEIR demonstrates that peak storm flows 
that exceed the discharge rate to South Fork Wolf Creek are normal events and have not caused 
excessive erosion. Laboratory analytical data presented in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR do not 
provide any evidence of the presence of mercury in the materials to be mined or within the South 
Fork Wolf Creek watershed in the project area. Please see Master Response 36 - Flows in South 
Fork Wolf Creek. As the project is not expected to cause significant erosion impacts and there is 
no evidence of mercury in the watershed or project area, there is no potential for impacts related 
to mobilization of mercury.  

Please also see Response to Comment Ind 248-1. 
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Response to Comment Ind 248-11 
Please see Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 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.  

Response to Comment Ind 248-12 
The reference cited in this comment (Amos et al., 2014, DOI:10.1038/nature13275 – abstract 
available at https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24828048/) specifically relates to alluvial aquifers 
within the Central Valley of California. Please see Response to Comment Grp 8-51 regarding the 
expected rate of drop in water levels in the mine.  

Response to Comment Ind 248-13 
The reference cited in this comment (Amos et al., 2014, DOI:10.1038/nature13275 – abstract 
available at https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24828048/) specifically relates to alluvial aquifers 
within the Central Valley of California. The California Department of Water Resources has 
specifically identified the potential for subsidence due to groundwater extraction to be related to 
irreversible compaction and consolidation of sedimentary clay layers between alluvial aquifer units 
within sedimentary groundwater basins (California’s Groundwater, Department of Water 
Resources Bulletin 118, January 1994, pages 118-119, and Bulletin 118 2020 Update, page 5-
20, available at https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/calgw_update2020/resource/d2b45d3c-52c0-
45ba-b92a-fb3c90c1d4be). Such conditions do not apply to the bedrock conditions in the project 
vicinity. In fact, the reference cited in this comment concludes that the reduction in mass within 
the land surface due to groundwater extraction has actually resulted in uplift, not subsidence, in 
the Sierra Nevada bedrock surrounding the Central Valley. 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24828048/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24828048/
https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/calgw_update2020/resource/d2b45d3c-52c0-45ba-b92a-fb3c90c1d4be
https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/calgw_update2020/resource/d2b45d3c-52c0-45ba-b92a-fb3c90c1d4be
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 249: FERNANDO AND NANCY ROJO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 249-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the. 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 250: FLORENCE THEMEMLIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 250-1 
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 250-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR for information related to 
impacts on water usage and water quality. Please also see Master Responses 13 through 16 
regarding groundwater and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The 
comment 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 251: FRANK GOULD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 251-1 
The comment 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 Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 251-2 
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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 251-3 
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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 252: FRANK LAWRENCE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 252-1 
Commenter alleges the DEIR is deficient in “countless ways,” briefly lists multiple resource areas 
and generally states that the proposed mitigation measures are inadequate, citing comments of 
Community Environmental Advocates. The comment is introductory in nature and alleges no 
specific defects, requiring no specific response from the County. To the extent the commenter 
incorporates the comments from Community Environmental Advocates, the commenter is 
referred to the County’s responses to Group Letter 7 and Group Letter 8. 

Response to Comment Ind 252-2 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 14-2.  

Response to Comment Ind 252-3 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 14-2 and Grp 14-3.  

Response to Comment Ind 252-4 
All cultural resources impacts are fully disclosed in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR, which addresses 
known historic and archaeological resources in the project vicinity, as well as the potential for 
previously unknown resources to occur within the overall project site. (DEIR p. 4.5-1.) Additionally, 
the Nisenan Tribe is specifically cited in the Ethnographic Overview (DEIR p. 4.5-2) and Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-3 (DEIR p. 4.5-31) pertains to potential human remains. Importantly, the project does 
not propose taking any water or land owned by the Tribe or its members and the commenter does 
not provide any citation or evidence that the project would take either water or land owned by the 
Tribe or its members or that the Project Proponent’s property is currently a hunting or gathering 
ground for the Nisenan Tribe.   

Finally, the commenter was not specific as to any allegation against the project or the Project 
Proponent of damage or harm to the Nisenan Tribe or its members. As required by Section 15121 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR will (a) inform public agency decisionmakers, 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. (DEIR p. 1-2.) In other words, CEQA is 
concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, and not “lingering intergenerational trauma” 
not associated with this project. Rather, the commenter cites to general allegations that the 
California gold rush, as opposed to the proposed project, was responsible for California not 
ratifying various treaties. The DEIR does, however, acknowledge that traditional lifeways were 
disrupted and Native people were displaced with the onset of the Gold Rush in the mid-nineteenth 
century. (DEIR 4.5-2.) Aside from the current project’s impacts to any cultural resources on the 
project site, the remainder of the cited issues are not environmental concerns recognized by 
CEQA. No further comment required. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 252-5 
Commenter states that the DEIR does not identify the project’s potentially significant impacts on 
the Tribe, its members, homelands and cultural resources. Commenter also alleges that the 
Project Description is not accurate and relies on an “incomplete baseline” and does not provide 
feasible mitigation measures. 

The scope of an EIR is limited to a local agency’s evaluation of potentially significant 
environmental impacts of a project, which by definition are limited to physical conditions, rather 
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than social or economic conditions. (Pub. Res. Code § 21060.5; CEQA Guidelines § 15360.) The 
project’s potential impacts to cultural resources is extensively detailed in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR 
along with proposed mitigation. However, the comment is not specific regarding any undisclosed 
harm to cultural resources, or precisely how the DEIR’s proposed mitigation measures fail to 
protect cultural resources. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 2 regarding Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Regarding the general allegation that the Project Description is inaccurate, the commenter is 
referred to Chapter 3 of the DEIR. There the DEIR provides a comprehensive description of the 
project in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. (DEIR p. 3-1.) Other than the general allegation 
that the Project Description is inaccurate, the commenter does not point to any specific 
shortcoming of the Project Description, nor any missing information or changes that would make 
the Project Description more accurate.  

For the comment’s statement that the County relied on an incomplete baseline or lacks data 
sufficient to evaluate the project’s environmental impacts, the County notes that the DEIR 
contains a complete description of the physical environment and all conditions in the vicinity of 
the project. As noted by CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), “This environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether 
an impact is significant.” As the commenter does not cite any specific shortcoming of the DEIR’s 
description of the physical environmental conditions, nor describe how the baseline is 
“incomplete,” the County refers the commenter to the discussion of the baseline in the DEIR. (see 
DEIR pp. 1-3 through 1-7.) 

On a similar note, the comment alleges that the DEIR “lacks data and analyses” needed to make 
informed determinations, underestimates or omits impacts and fails to provide effective and 
feasible mitigation measures. However, the commenter only makes this general allegation, and 
provides no examples or references to what data is lacking, what analyses remains unaddressed, 
which impacts are underestimated or omitted or what mitigation measure is ineffective. In addition 
to the commenter’s failure to identify any specific problem with the DEIR, the commenter similarly 
does not posit any changes to mitigation measures nor propose new or additional measures that 
would remedy a perceived problem. Without specific criticisms of the DEIR that can be addressed 
or remedied, the County cannot be sure what changes the commenter wishes the DEIR to 
incorporate or how it fails to meet legal adequacy.  

Response to Comment Ind 252-6 
Regarding consultation requirements under CEQA and County Resolution No. 20-533, the 
commenter is referred to Responses to Comments Ind 252-3, Ind 252-4, and Ind 252-5 above.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 253: FRED POHLMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 253-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment 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 253-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the it is naïve to assume all mitigations within the 
DEIR can be resolved, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. Please see Master Response 1, as well as Master Responses 14 and 15. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 253-3 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 253-4 
Please see Master Response 25. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 253-5 
Please see Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Population and Housing, of the DEIR regarding impacts 
related to housing future mine workers. As discussed on page 4.9-25, as of 2018, 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 as a result of increased employment generated by the proposed project could be 
accommodated by existing housing stock in Nevada County.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 253-6 
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 254: G. LARRY ENGEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 254-1 
This comment is introductory in nature and the commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate. 
The commenter provides several examples but explains that the inadequacies in the DEIR will be 
fully explained in the comments below. In general, the commenter states that the DEIR is 
inadequate in the following areas: impacts to groundwater, the scope of the project (i.e., exclusion 
of the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site), the use of outdated hydrogeologic data, the 
presence of hexavalent chromium (Cr+6) in the Cement Past Backfill (CPB), and the project’s 
impacts to hydrology in the light of the drought.  

Regarding the impacts to groundwater, the DEIR found this impact to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
Regarding the proper scope of the project and cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA. Regarding the data used to estimate groundwater impacts, the commenter is referred to 
Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments. Regarding the hydrology impacts 
during the drought, the commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change.  

Regarding the presence of hexavalent chromium in the CPB, the DEIR states that chromium is a 
naturally-occurring trace component in the materials used to make cement, the binder for the 
CPB. Hexavalent chromium is typically less than two percent of the total chromium content in 
cement, while the total chromium itself is a very small component in the finished cement 
(approximately 220 parts per million.) Thus, the fraction of hexavalent chromium in cement is 
usually only about 0.000004 (or 0.0004 percent) of the total mass of the cement before forming 
any admixtures (e.g., concrete or CPB). (DEIR, p. 4.8-47.)  

As the DEIR notes, it is only during the mining phase that Cr+6could 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. 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. (DEIR, p. 4.8-48.) 

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. (DEIR, p. 4.8-58.) Additionally, in obtaining the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Project Applicant would ensure that the 
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leaching of hexavalent chromium would not cause any impact and would meet regulatory 
standards. (DEIR, p. 4.8-47–48.) 

The commenter also discusses the project’s impact to property values and whether the Project 
Applicant is adequately capitalized to undertake the project, should the County approve it. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-2 
The commenter provides a Table of Contents for the Comment Letter. Responses to specific 
comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately analyzes a variety of project impacts but fails 
to specify how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate for the 
following reasons: the scope of the project is not adequately described as it excludes the 
remediation of the Centennial Industrial Site and the commenter states that the project area is 
actually the entire 2,585-acre mineral rights boundary. The commenter also states that the DEIR 
underestimates the number of wells potentially impacted by the project and that the DEIR relies 
on outdated hydrological data in light of the current drought. The commenter states that the DEIR 
fails to analyze potentially hazardous constituents such as hexavalent chromium, asbestos, and 
arsenic. The commenter also states that the dewatering of the mine will adversely impact 
vegetation in the area. The commenter also states the DEIR inadequately analyzes noise and 
vibration impacts and the traffic impacts.  

Regarding the DEIR’s estimation of the number of groundwater wells impacted, the use of 
historical hydrology data, and the project’s affect on groundwater in general, the DEIR analyzed 
the impact to groundwater supplies in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and found the 
impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessment, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells.  

Regarding the assertion that the DEIR underestimates the true scope of project by excluding the 
cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site and the entire 2,585-acre mineral rights boundary, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA, and Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Regarding the DEIR’s treatment of hexavalent chromium, asbestos, and arsenic, the DEIR 
examined asbestos both in the Health Risk Assessment (DEIR, p. 4.3-61.) and in the context of 
emissions (DEIR, p. 4.3-80) and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. 
Regarding hexavalent chromium, the commenter is referred to the portion of Response to 
Comment Ind 254-1 that discusses hexavalent chromium in CPB.  

Noise and vibration impacts of the project are analyzed in detail in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR, and 
transportation impacts are evaluated in Chapter 4.12. Regarding subsidence concerns, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings.  

The commenter’s concerns related to climate change and drought are addressed in Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
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The commenter also describes at length the Project Applicant’s financial status and the potential 
adverse impacts to real estate values that will result should the County approve the project. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-4 
This comment seeks to incorporate “follow-up written filings” from the Nevada County Planning 
Commission hearing held on March 24, 2022 from organizations such as Community 
Environmental Advocates, Minewatch Nevada County, and the Sierra Club. It is unclear if the 
commenter is referring to those organizations’ written comments received on the DEIR during the 
public review period which closed on April 4, 2022. To the extent that those organizations 
submitted written comments on the DEIR, the commenter is referred to the applicable responses 
to comments [e.g., Group Letters 6, 7 and 8 (CEA); Group Letters 28 through 32 (Wolf Creek 
Community Alliance; Group Letter 23 (Sierra Club); Group Letter 25 (South Yuba River Citizen’s 
League; Group Letters 11 and 12 (Friends of Banner Mountain)]. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-5 
The commenter discusses at length the financial condition of the Project Applicant and its filings 
to the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”). The commenter states that the DEIR is 
flawed because of the lack of information indicating the Project Applicant is sufficiently capitalized 
to undertake the project. However, CEQA requires that the DEIR only evaluate the environmental 
impacts of the project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21100.) “Environment” is defined as the physical 
conditions that exist within an area affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora and fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21060.5.) Economic and social effects that are nor related to physical impacts need not 
be evaluated in the DEIR. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a).) Accordingly, the Project Applicant’s 
financial condition, or the project impact on property values, does not fall within the scope of 
environmental impacts required to be discussed in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Regarding the commenter’s tenuous references to dewatering and drought/climate change, 
please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate for three reasons. First, the Project Description 
of the scope of the DEIR does not account for the entire 2,585-acre mineral rights boundary. 
Second, the DEIR excludes the remediation and cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site. Third, 
the DEIR underestimates the impact to groundwater wells. Regarding the mineral rights boundary 
area, the commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 
Regarding the Centennial Industrial Site, the commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – 
Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. Regarding the project’s impacts to 
groundwater wells, the commenter does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. 
The DEIR examined impacts to groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 
14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 
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Response to Comment Ind 254-7 
The commenter references asbestos, arsenic, and hexavalent chromium but does not provide 
additional detail or explain the DEIR is inadequate in examining any impacts associated with 
asbestos, arsenic, or hexavalent chromium. The commenter is referred to Responses to 
Comments Ind 254-1 and Ind 254-3. The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to analyze 
the extent of the underground mine workings. The commenter implies that the project will include 
underground mining throughout the 2,585-acre mineral rights boundary. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter also states 
that the DEIR will result in groundwater depletion which will dry out vegetation and exacerbate 
wildfire risk but provides not additional information. The DEIR examined impacts to groundwater 
supplies and found those impacts to 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. Regarding impacts to vegetation, 
the commenter is referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-8 
The commenter states that the project will have adverse impacts to Property values within the 
mineral rights boundary and that the County should consider information submitted by the Project 
Applicant in various SEC filings. The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to adequately 
address the extent of mining operations throughout the entire mineral rights boundary. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR erroneously excludes the Centennial Industrial Site and the 
entire mineral rights boundary from the Project Description. Finally, the commenter is concerned 
that underground mining could lead to instability or collapse on the surface. Regarding property 
values and SEC filings, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response - 2 Social and Economic Impacts. Regarding 
the adequacy of the DEIR in regard to operations within the mineral rights boundary, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project under CEQA, regarding 
the assertion that the cleanup of the Centennial Cleanup Project should be analyzed in the DEIR. 
Regarding surface stability, the commenter is referred to Master Response 29 - Near Surface 
Workings.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-9 
The commenter references information in the Project Applicant’s SEC 10-K Report. The 
commenter also expresses concern regarding the possibility of subsidence due to underground 
mining and states that the dewatering of the mine will cause adverse impacts to private 
groundwater wells. Lastly, the commenter is concerned about underground mining operations 
within 200 feet of the surface. Any information contained in the Project Applicant’s SEC 10-K 
Report is irrelevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Regarding the possibility of subsidence, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. The commenter’s concern regarding 
impacts to private groundwater wells is addressed in Master Responses 14 and 15. Lastly, the 
DEIR states that no mining activity will occur at a depth less than 500 feet. (DEIR, p. 3-19; also 
see COA included in Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.). 

Response to Comment Ind 254-10 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s SEC 10-K Report and asserts that the Project 
Applicant is either undercapitalized or will not receive adequate investment to make the project 
viable. The applicant also states that the project’s impact to the water table will dry out vegetation, 
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making the area more prone to wildfire. The commenter also reiterates concerns regarding the 
project’s potential negative impacts to property values. The commenter states that lowering of the 
water table will create new wildfire threats. It is assumed that this commenter refers to potential 
impacts to vegetation. The commenter states that the project will also result in subsidence within 
the mineral rights boundary. Regarding the potential impacts to vegetation, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependant Vegetation. References to the SEC 
10-K Report or impacts to property values are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
discussion of physical impacts to the environment. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. Regarding subsidence, the commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near 
Surface Workings. Regarding hexavalent chromium, the commenter is referred to the portion of 
Response to Comment Ind 254-1 that discusses hexavalent chromium in CPB.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-11 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not fully explain the extent of 
new underground mining within the mineral rights boundary. The commenter also asserts there 
is a discrepancy within the DEIR regarding the daily production amounts of the project (i.e., 500 
tons per day as stated on DEIR p. 3-19 or 1,000 tons per day as stated on DEIR p. 6-2.) Regarding 
the extent of new underground mining, the commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – 
Location of Future Mining. Regarding the daily production amounts, the project will general a total 
of 1,000 tons of mineralized material. (DEIR, p. 3-19.) As the DEIR states, the 500 tons figure 
refers to expected amount of barren rock, which will result from mine development. (DEIR, p. 3-
19.) The 1,000-ton figure refers to the expected amount of mineralized material to be produced 
by gold mineralization production. (DEIR, p. 3-19.)  

Response to Comment Ind 254-12 
The commenter references the financial feasibility of the project. The commenter is also 
concerned that the truck traffic from the project will cause damage to local roadways. Regarding 
the financial feasibility of the project, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. Regarding the potential for damage to local roadways, Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-6(b) of the DEIR requires the Project Applicant to 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 254-13 
The commenter quotes the second paragraph of DEIR page 4.8-51. The DEIR states in this 
paragraph that additional mining at depths greater than the existing underground mine workings 
is unlikely to impact groundwater due to reduced hydraulic connectivity. The commenter states 
that the DEIR is inadequate because it provides no discussion supporting this discussion. 
However, the DEIR’s Appendix K.3 (Groundwater Model Report), prepared by environmental 
consultant Itasca Denver, Inc., specifically discusses and simulates the drawdown of groundwater 
levels at the end of future mining relative to the 2019 water level based on expected mining 
depths. (DEIR, Appx. K.3, p. 24 and Fig. 5-4.)  

Regarding drought and climate change, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. 
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Regarding 1,000 tons versus 500 tons, please see the above response to comment.   

Response to Comment Ind 254-14 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to disclose the harmful effects associated with the 
presence of hexavalent chromium in the Cement Paste Backfill (CPB). The commenter is referred 
to the discussion on hexavalent chromium in Response to Comment Ind 254-1. The commenter 
also states that the DEIR’s Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) is 
inadequate because the study that the DEIR relied on (EMKO Environmental, Inc. Groundwater 
Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis Report for the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project, March 2020) 
does not take into account hexavalent chromium as a possible toxic air contaminant. However, 
as explained in the DEIR, whereas the small trace amount of hexavalent chromium present in the 
cement used for CPB presents a potential water quality concern, it would not pose an emissions 
concern. (DEIR, 4.8-47.) 

Response to Comment Ind 254-15 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the presence of hexavalent chromium in the CPB 
but the commenter does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The commenter is 
referred to the discussion on hexavalent chromium in Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-16 
The commenter generally states that the portions of the DEIR, including Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) are inadequate but provides no specific information; thus no further response 
is necessary. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-17 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s assumption regarding “balancing” and “recharge” ignores 
the realities of the climate change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change. As described in the WSA (Section 6.2 Additional Planned Future Potable 
Water Supplies) and in NID’s 2020 UWMP (NID 2020 UWMP Section 4.9.1 Climate Change 
Effects), NID has analyzed climate change impacts to its water supplies. NID’s Plan for Water is 
NID’s vehicle to assess climate change impacts and develop and implement mitigation strategies 
and modifications to operate within climate change (NID 2020 UWMP Section 6.2 Resilience 
Planning). As part of the Plan for Water process, NID has developed a climate change hydrologic 
model to project and analyze supply availability under different climate change scenarios. 
Findings from this process will then be used to identify and evaluate mitigation measures. 
Mitigation measures could include the following: data gathering and information analysis 
enhancement to further inform decision making, hydrologic modeling enhancements, demand 
reduction measures, supply augmentation opportunities, and policy enhancements. The Plan for 
Water process is ongoing. As the Plan for Water process is developing mitigation measures for 
drought resiliency, NID will continue to implement its current drought and water shortage 
contingency efforts as described in NID’s 2020 UWMP. See Master Response 16 (Drought and 
Climate Change) for additional discussion on climate change and drought.  

The commenter also alleges the DEIR’s discussion of NID’s project water supplies and the 
statutorily required water supply assessment is inadequate. However, it is unclear what the 
commenter finds inadequate about these portions of DEIR Chpater 4.11 (Public Services and 
Utilities). The commenter faults the DEIR for only analyzing project water supplies until 2040. 
However, these planning horizons are derived from NID’s Urban Water Management Plan and 
are not chosen by the Project Applicant. The DEIR analyzed the issue of sufficient water supplies 
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for the project and found the impact to be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.11-35.) In addition, the 
potential impacts to groundwater resulting from the mine dewatering operations for the project 
were evaluated through the use of a groundwater model as described in Appendix K of the DEIR. 
The groundwater model was based on the expected mining plan during year one to year 25, and 
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 Groundwater Model Report 
(Appendix K.3 of the DEIR), 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 significant incremental drawdowns 
as the mining progresses because the mining activities occur in deep, low hydraulic conductivity 
rocks. Please see Master Response 14 (Adequacy of Groundwater Model) for additional 
discussion on the groundwater model. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-18 
The commenter quotes and annotates the “Water Supply Sufficiency” paragraph from DEIR page 
4.11-39. The commenter states that DEIR’s assertion that NID will have sufficient water supplies 
during a 15-year projection is a “bait and switch” because the Water Supply Sufficiency discussion 
only considers surface water. NID does not utilize groundwater as an existing or planned source 
of water due to limited groundwater availability. (DEIR, p. 4.11-9.)  

As stated in the WSA, the non-potable water demands for the project will not be served by NID, 
but will instead be met by groundwater through the proposed mine dewatering operations. Mine 
dewatering operations for the project were evaluated through the use of a groundwater model as 
described in Appendix K of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-19 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s summary of NID water demand versus water supply during 
various hydrologic conditions does not take into account numerous residences that may have to 
rely on potable water due to impacts to groundwater wells. However, the commenter does not 
provide any evidence that additional groundwater wells may be impacted besides those identified 
in the DEIR. 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. 

As described in the WSA (Section 2.3 and Projected Water Demand and Table 2-2 Projected 
Water Demand), and as described in the DEIR (Table 4.11-3), water demands for buildout of the 
project have been estimated in terms of potable water demands (to be served by NID) and non-
potable water demands for mine operations (to be served from groundwater). Potable water 
demands are estimated to be 23,600 gallons per day (gpd), which includes 5,700 gpd for the 
Brunswick Industrial Site and 17,900 gpd for the residential uses on East Bennett Road. Non-
potable water demands (to be served from groundwater) are estimated to be 84,000 gpd, which 
includes 40,000 gpd for water vapor in ventilation, 20,000 gpd for cemented paste backfill, and 
24,000 gpd for concentrates and engineered fill. Because water uses for dust control and 
compaction of engineered fill are temporary and will occur only during the initial construction, and 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6010 

are not part of the buildout mine operations, those water demands (42,000 gpd) were not included 
in the buildout water demand projections for the project.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-20 
The commenter states that the DEIR is generally inadequate, erroneous, or misleading. However, 
the commenter provides no specific information to support its assertions. The commenter 
reiterates that the DEIR underestimates the number of private groundwater wells impacted by the 
dewatering of the mine. Regarding the DEIR’s estimation of the number of groundwater wells 
impacted and the project’s affect on groundwater in general, the DEIR analyzed the impact to 
groundwater supplies in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and found the impacts to be 
less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessment, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR ignores the realities of climate change. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. The commenter also states that 
the water supply planning horizons should be the entire life of the project (i.e., 80 years.) However, 
the analyzed planning horizons are derived from NID’s Urban Water Management Plan and are 
not chosen by the Project Applicant. The DEIR analyzed the issue of sufficient water supplies for 
the project and found the impact to be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.11-35.) Please also see 
Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-21 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss potential impacts to additional property 
owners with groundwater wells who live within the mineral rights boundary. The DEIR analyzed 
the impacts to groundwater and found those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The 
commenter also asserts, without evidence, that it is a certainty that additional property owners 
with groundwater wells will be impacted by the project. 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 254-22 
The commenter recites numerous figures regarding the potable and non-potable water demand 
required for the project in DEIR Chapter 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities), but does not 
specifically identify any inadequacies with the DEIR. For example, the commenter points out that 
the DEIR’s estimate for total non-potable is 84,000 gpd (DEIR, p. 4.11-36) and claims that the 
DEIR does not identify or omits any non-potable water demand for the Centennial Industrial Site. 
However, the DEIR states that 42,000 gpd of non-potable water use is estimated for the Brunswick 
Industrial Site while another 42,000 gpd is estimated for the Centennial Industrial Site for a total 
of 84,000 gpd. (DEIR, p. 4.11-39.) Because the commenter does not articulate a clear criticism 
or identify any inadequacy with the DEIR, no further response is necessary (see Master Response 
1).  

Response to Comment Ind 254-23 
The commenter states that project will reduce groundwater and surface water supplies to the 
point that local residents will be pitted against each other but provides no evidence to substantiate 
this assertion. The commenter also states that the DEIR ignores climate change and states that 
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relying on past rain data is misleading but does not provide any specific examples. The DEIR 
analyzed the impacts to groundwater and found those impacts to 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, Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change, and Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic 
Data.  

The commenter implies that most or all of the property owners within the mineral rights boundary 
will lose their well water but provides no evidence to substantiate these claims. 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 expresses concern about the treated water to be discharged to South Fork Wolf 
Creek and claims that the DEIR ignored hexavalent chromium. The DEIR does not ignore 
hexavalent chromium and the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 
Regarding the discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek the commenter is referred to Master Response 
35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Please also see Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-24 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate because it assesses project water supplies 
using a 20-year projection rather than the entire life of the project (i.e., 80 years.) However, as 
noted in the DEIR, the DEIR is not required to examine projected water supplies over an 80-year 
period. Instead, Water Code section 10912 requires a lead agency to identify the public water 
system that will provide water service to the project (i.e., Nevada Irrigation District or NID) and 
request the water provider to prepare a WSA for the project. (Wat. Code § 10910(a)-(c).) Water 
Code section 10910 (c)(4) requires that a WSA include a discussion with regard to “whether total 
projected water supplies, determined to be available by the city or county for the project during 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection, will meet the 
projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned 
future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.” Accordingly, the Idaho-Maryland 
Mine WSA addresses these three hydrologic conditions through the year 2040. (DEIR, p. 4.11-
20.) The commenter also states that the DEIR ignores climate change in assessing water supplies 
for the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
The commenter also questions the validity of the Water Supply Assessment itself (Appendix N) 
but does not state how it is inadequate. Lastly, the commenter references hexavalent chromium. 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. Please also see Response to 
Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-25 
The commenter states that the DEIR references “water treatment complication problems” on page 
3-15. However, DEIR page 3-15 contains no such reference. The commenter also states that the 
water treatment system could fail. 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 
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comment amounts to speculation, no further response is necessary. The commenter also 
references hexavalent chromium. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-
1. The portion of the comment related to storms is somewhat unclear. Notwithstanding, the 
following is offered. DEIR Impact 4.8-3 analyzes the capacity of the water treatment pond and 
determines that sufficient capacity exists based on the storm events modelled. See also Appendix 
K.5 detailing Brunswick Industrial Site drainage and stormwater facility sizing. The clay-lined pond 
does not discharge and is designed to retain sufficient freeboard not to overtop (see page 4.8-73 
of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 254-26 
The commenter states that the project’s water usage is wasteful regarding activities such as dust 
suppression, but the commenter does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter also 
states that the DEIR ignores the realities of drought and climate change. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-27 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the scope of impacts to private groundwater 
wells and that the project will result in dire consequences to groundwater supplies. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR ignores drought and climate change. However, the 
commenter does not identify specifically how the DEIR is inadequate. Regarding the impacts to 
groundwater, the DEIR found this impact to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-
54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-28 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the scope of impacts to private groundwater 
wells but provides no evidence to substantiate this assertion. The commenter also states that 
water usage associated with the project is wasteful but does not state how the DEIR is inadequate. 
Lastly, the commenter states that the DEIR obfuscates the estimated water usage of the project. 
Regarding the impacts to groundwater, the DEIR found this impact to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
Regarding water usage for the project, the total estimated project water demand is discussed in 
Impact 4.11-7 on pages 4.11-35 to 43. The impacts associated with water supplies for the project 
were found to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-29 
The commenter states that the project will negatively impact groundwater supplies, but the 
commenter does not specifically identify how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed impacts 
to groundwater and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-
54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The commenter also 
references the dewatering process and the discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
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Response to Comment Ind 254-30 
The commenter reiterates that the DEIR fails to capture the true scope of the project i.e., the 
2,585-acre mineral rights area and that the impacts to groundwater supplies may affect all 
property owners within this area. Regarding the assertion on the proper scope of the project, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. Regarding 
groundwater impacts, the commenter does not state how the DEIR’s discussion of impacts to 
groundwater is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed impacts to groundwater and found the impacts to 
be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Please also see Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-31 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the mine would interfere with recharge of 
groundwater supplies but does not specifically state how or why the DEIR is inadequate in this 
regard. The DEIR determined that any impacts associated with groundwater recharge would be 
less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 4.8-54.) The commenter also references the property 
rights of owners near the project but does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. 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 254-32 
The commenter states that the DEIR contains no satisfactory scientific or informed discussion 
regarding the DEIR’s discussion of recharge to groundwater. The commenter also discusses the 
groundwater property rights of surface owners within the project’s mineral rights boundary. The 
commenter also states that the Itasca study regarding groundwater prepared in support of the 
DEIR is inadequate and that structure of the DEIR in general obscures the impacts to groundwater 
data. Lastly the commenter states that the DEIR uses inconsistent data throughout to describe 
the impacts to groundwater. 

The commenter does not specifically explain why the DEIR is inadequate in any of the areas listed 
above. For example, the commenter does not identify why the DEIR is lacking scientific discussion 
regarding groundwater or why the Itasca study (DEIR Appendix K.3) is lacking. The commenter 
states that DEIR uses inconsistent data but does identify which data is inconsistent. The DEIR 
analyzed impacts to groundwater and found those impacts to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, 4.8-54; 80.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. The project-specific groundwater modeling was independently peer reviewed 
by the County’s third-party consultant. The data used for the groundwater model and the 
conclusions of the groundwater model, as reflected in the DEIR, were peer-reviewed by the 
County’s independent groundwater expert, who concurred with the conclusions of the DEIR. 

The commenter’s concerns about surface water depletion and drying out forests is addressed in 
Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-33 
The commenter reiterates concerns that the DEIR fails to accurately discuss the extent of 
potential impacts to groundwater supplies. The commenter also references a statement from the 
DEIR on page 4.8-66 regarding the DEIR’s conclusion that impacts to groundwater supplies could 
be significant absent mitigation measures. The commenter states that this statement on page 4.8-
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66 is inconsistent with other portions of the DEIR that discuss groundwater. The commenter also 
states that the project will negatively impact tourism and economic values in the community. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR fails to acknowledge climate change and drought.  

The commenter does not specifically state how the DEIR understates the scope of impacts to 
groundwater supplies. Additionally, the commenter does not specifically state how the statement 
on DEIR page 4.8-66 is inconsistent with other portions of the DEIR. Regarding impacts to tourism 
and economic values, the commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic 
Impacts. Regarding climate change and drought, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-34 
The commenter quotes several passages from DEIR page 4.8-62 regarding the DEIR’s 
discussion of impacts to groundwater supplies. The first passage states that mining would occur 
at deeper locations where fractures or geologic discontinuities decrease with depth due to the 
weight of overlying geologic materials, which in turn would not transmit significant quantities of 
water and impact groundwater wells. The passage then refers the reader to an Appendix which 
supports this assertion. The commenter asserts that the supporting models from the Appendix 
must be in the DEIR itself. However, there are no CEQA authorities that support this assertion. 
The commenter also states that the DEIR also fails to acknowledge climate change. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change.  

With regard to the other two passages, the commenter states that the DEIR fails to accurately 
discuss the extent of potential impacts to groundwater supplies. However, the commenter does 
not state how the DEIR’s discussion of impacts to groundwater is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed 
impacts to groundwater and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, and Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-35 
The commenter reiterates concerns that the DEIR fails to accurately discuss the extent of 
potential impacts to groundwater supplies. However, the commenter does not specifically state 
how the DEIR’s discussion of impacts to groundwater is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed impacts 
to groundwater and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-
54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
The commenter also states that the DEIR groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan is 
inadequate but does not state why the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. The commenter also states that the 
project will impact wells throughout the entire mineral rights boundary, thus forcing County 
residents to switch to NID service, which will ultimately overwhelm NID’s water supplies. 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. 

Please see Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation, regarding the concerns 
about drying out forests and increasing fire risk. Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change, regarding climate change concerns.  
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Response to Comment Ind 254-36 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the risks posed by hexavalent 
chromium present in the CPB. The commenter does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate with 
regard to hexavalent chromium. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 
Please also see Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-37 
The commenter reiterates concerns that the DEIR failed to adequately discuss hexavalent 
chromium and that discussion of hexavalent chromium should have been included in DEIR 
Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazards Materials). The commenter also discusses the PG&E Hinkley 
Chromium Cleanup and the movie Erin Brockovich. The commenter does not explain how the 
discussion of hexavalent chromium in Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) is either 
inappropriate or insufficient. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-38 
The commenter details its general opposition to the project, stating that the project would result 
in no net benefit to the community and that there are better land uses available for the project 
site. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decision makers. Please see 
Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-39 
The commenter states that DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy) is generally inadequate. The commenter also states that the DEIR admits that air quality 
impacts would be significant absent mitigation. One of the primary functions of an Environmental 
Impact Report is to inform lead agencies about the potential significant impacts of a project, and 
whether those impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. It is not uncommon for a 
project to have significant impacts before mitigation. The commenter also states that the DEIR 
inadequately discusses asbestos but does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR fails to discuss air impacts from wildfire caused by the 
project or from fugitive dust because water supplies may be exhausted. Both of these concerns 
are speculative and do not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. Please also see Response to 
Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-40 
The commenter references inadequate mitigation measures for air quality impacts and Nevada 
County’s existing poor air quality. DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy) discussed impacts to air quality, including potentially impeding an air quality plan 
and exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The DEIR determined 
these impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 4.3-66, 78.) Regarding the 
commenter’s question about “…what does the mine’s carbon offsets elsewhere (see 4.3-96 plus) 
have to do with making our local air quality and climate change problems less severe…?,” climate 
change is a global issue, and unlike criteria pollutant effects, is not localized. Thus, offsetting GHG 
emissions elsewhere in California is an entirely appropriate and industry standard approach to 
mitigating GHG emissions.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-41 
The commenter states that the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (“ADMP”) is inadequate because it 
does not consider the potential for deeper mining. The commenter also states the DEIR does not 
examine the potential possibility that the project will not have sufficient water supplies to control 
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fugitive dust. The commenter also states the DEIR fails to consider the possibility of human error. 
The ADMP consists of mitigation actions that take place on the surface and it is unclear how 
deeper underground mining would affect those actions. (DEIR, p. 4.3-83.) Regarding the 
unavailability of water supplies to control fugitive dust or the possibility of human error, these 
comments are 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.” Furthermore, 
water for fugitive dust control will be obtained from multiple sources (e.g., NID, treated 
groundwater at the Brunswick Site).  

Response to Comment Ind 254-42 
The commenter states that the DEIR is flawed because it assumes that emergency generators at 
the project site would only be operated for 100 hours per year. The commenter does not explain 
how this figure is erroneous. The commenter also states that the DEIR underestimates climate 
change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR fails to discuss Public Safety Power Shutoffs (“PSPS”) but 
does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard, or why such discussion relates to an 
environmental impact. In addition, PSPS are addressed in Impact 4.11-6 of the Public Services 
and Utilities chapter of the DEIR. The commenter also discusses the PG&E bankruptcy litigation 
and the financial condition of the Project Applicant, both of which are not relevant to the DEIR. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-43 
The commenter states that the “Non-CEQA Related Analysis” related Public Safety Power 
Shutoffs and the operation of generators onsite should have been included as a foreseeable 
impact of the project. However, as explained in Footnote 48, physical impacts stemming from a 
PSPS are too speculative for evaluation. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15145, 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.)  

Response to Comment Ind 254-44 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of impacts due to odors is inadequate because 
the DEIR does not consider the possibility of odors from expanded and deeper mining. However, 
the DEIR only identifies potential odors emanating from diesel emissions from project trucks, the 
water treatment plant, and the ore processing. (DEIR, p. 4.3-84-85.) There are no odors 
associated with the underground mining component of the project and more expansive or deeper 
mining would not produce new odors. The commenter also questions why Mitigation Measure 
4.3-7(b) (Carbon Offsets – Construction Emissions) is being proposed. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guideline Section 15126.4(c)(3), carbon offsets are permitted to mitigate for project emissions. 
(DEIR, 4.3-97.) 

Response to Comment Ind 254-45 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s use of Footnote 48 on DEIR page 4.3-104 regarding 
impacts that are too speculative for evaluation is an excuse to sidestep a discussion of climate 
change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. The 
commenter also states that the DEIR does not consider project impacts within the entire mineral 
rights boundary. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining 
Areas. 
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Response to Comment Ind 254-46 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 254-17 and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. Regarding hexavalent chromium, the commenter is referred to the portion of Response 
to Comment Ind 254-1 that discusses hexavalent chromium in CPB. The commenter also appears 
to raise legacy contaminant concerns that could be generated by deep mining. For this, please 
see Response to Comment Grp 25-30.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-47 
The commenter states that the project will deplete groundwater supplies but does not state how 
the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The DEIR examined the project’s potential impacts to 
groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4.8-54.) The remaining portion of the comment is identical to Comment Grp 254-17. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-48 
Comment Grp 254-48 is identical to Comment Grp 254-18 and a portion 254-19. The commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-18 and the applicable portion of Response to 
Comment 254-19. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-49 
A portion of Comment Grp 254-49 is identical to Comment Grp 254-19. To the extent that both 
comments are identical, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-19. The 
commenter states that the DEIR erroneously relies on past hydrological data and ignores climate 
change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments 
and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. The commenter discusses the 
statutorily required Water Supply Assessment and questions the validity of NID’s statements 
regarding future water supplies. (DEIR, p. 4.11-49.) However, the commenter does not identify 
any inadequacies with the DEIR’s discussion of water supply on which to formulate a response.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-50 
The commenter expresses opposition to the project but does not otherwise comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-51 
The commenter expresses opposition to the project but does not otherwise comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-52 
The commenter expresses opposition to the project but does not otherwise comment on the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the decision makers. Please see Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-53 
The commenter addresses the financial condition of the Project Applicant. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter also discusses 
a number of legal issues and precedents but does not specifically discuss the adequacy of the 
DEIR; thus, no further response is warranted.  
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Response to Comment Ind 254-54 
The commenter expresses opposition to the project. The comment is noted for the decision 
makers. The commenter also states that the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site should be 
considered part of the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup is a 
Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-55 
The commenter states that the discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek will contain hexavalent 
chromium. However, any hexavalent chromium that would be present in the water pumped from 
the mine would be treated before being discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter also 
states that the dewatering of the mine will dry out vegetation in the area thus increasing wildfire 
risk. The commenter is referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
The commenter also references legal precedent regarding nuisance. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-56 
The commenter reiterates concerns that the dewatering of the mine will dry out nearby vegetation. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-57 
The commenter expresses general opposition to the project but also references hexavalent 
chromium and the depletion of groundwater supplies. However, the commenter does not provide 
specifics regarding these topics. The DEIR examined the project’s potential impacts to 
groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4.8-54.) See also Response to Comment Ind 254-17. Regarding hexavalent chromium, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-58 
The commenter discusses hypothetical scenarios related to climate change. Please see Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-59 
The commenter discusses legal precedents related to nuisance and inverse condemnation in the 
context of the possible subsidence. Subsidence is discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.6 Geology, Soils, 
and Mineral Resources. That Chapter of the DEIR determined that impacts pertaining to 
subsidence, liquefaction, or landslides were less than significant after mitigation. The commenter 
is also referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-60 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s filings with the SEC. The Project Applicant’s 
SEC filings are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter references several 
potential impacts associated with the project but does not offer additional information. The 
commenter also states that cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site should be analyzed in the 
DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. Regarding hexavalent chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-61 
The commenter urges the County to consider any potential impacts to property values resulting 
from the project. The commenter also references several potential impacts associated with the 
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project such as air quality, traffic, noise, and vibration. The commenter does not provide additional 
information or identify any inadequacies with the DEIR. The DEIR analyzed the referenced 
impacts in Chapters 4.3, 4.10, and 4.12. The commenter also discusses the financial condition of 
the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. In addition, regarding subsidence, please see Master Response 29 – Near Surface 
Workings; regarding hexavalent chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1; 
regarding climate change, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change; 
regarding water supply, please see Master Responses 14 and 15.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-62 
The commenter discusses potential economic impacts of the project and states that there are 
more desirable land uses that should be considered. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. In addition, the repeated reference to a “larger” 
groundwater impact zone than identified in the supporting studies of the DEIR 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.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-63 
The commenter states that the project’s impact to air quality in the region will prevent residents 
from using wood stoves or burn their leaves. 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 also 
states that the project will negatively impact the tourism industry and will attack business that are 
large polluters. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-64 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the project’s potential impacts to property values. 
The commenter also states that the benefit of local employment is outweighed by the potential 
negative impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to Master Repose 2 – Social and 
Economic Impacts. The commenter also states that the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site 
should be included in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup 
Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The commenter also urges the County not to approve 
the project. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-65 
The commenter expresses concern that the County will not enforce the Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan should the project be approved. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see 
Master Response – Operator Responsibility.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-66 
The commenter states that many aspects of the DEIR’s Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) are inadequate. For example, the commenter states that impacts to groundwater wells 
are likely to occur throughout the entire mineral rights boundary and that groundwater supplies 
will not adequately recharge after the dewatering of the mine. However, the commenter does not 
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state how the DEIR is inadequate with regard to Chapter 4.8. The DEIR discusses impacts to 
hydrology extensively and found that impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
Please also see Response to Comment Ind 254-17. The commenter also references hexavalent 
chromium concerns. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. Regarding 
climate change concerns, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-67 
The commenter references a number of potential impacts discussed in the DEIR but does not 
comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter also references future underground 
mining throughout the mineral rights boundary. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 
– Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter also references potential subsidence. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. The commenter also 
states that the project will interfere with groundwater recharge; however, the DEIR analyzed 
groundwater recharge and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 
4.8-54.) The commenter also references the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(“SGMA”), but that legislation only applies to recognized groundwater basins, which is not 
applicable for this project. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-68 
The commenter is skeptical that the project will not interfere with groundwater recharge, but does 
not state how the DEIR is inadequate. The DEIR analyzed groundwater recharge and found the 
impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter asks where 
will the water come from to replace what the project takes away. The water will come from the 
fractured bedrock. As discussed in Appendix K.2 to the DEIR (page 19), the primary source of 
recharge is percolation of local rainfall into the fractured bedrock. In addition, as described in 
Section 3.3.2 of Appendix K.2, the amount of recharge each year also appears to be relatively 
constant since almost all of the wells maintain a consistent magnitude of seasonal fluctuation from 
year to year and there are no long-term trends observed in most of the wells that can be correlated 
to variations in annual water-year rainfall.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-69 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse impacts to groundwater supplies but 
offers no additional information; thus, no additional response is required. The commenter also 
states that property values will be negatively impacted. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-70 
The commenter is concerned about subsidence caused by the project. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. The commenter also expresses general 
opposition to the project. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-71 
With the exception of the first paragraph, Comment Ind 254-71 is identical to Comments Ind 254-
17 through Ind 254-19. To the extent that the comments are the same, the commenter is referred 
to Responses to Comments Ind 254-17 through Ind 254-19. The commenter states that the DEIR 
is deliberately organized to be difficult to comprehend. The commenter does not explain how the 
how the DEIR’s organization is inadequate.  
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Response to Comment Ind 254-72 
The commenter references several potential impacts associated with the project but does not 
state specifically how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to 
consider climate change. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change. The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to account for additional mining 
within the mineral rights boundary. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location 
of Future Mining Areas. The commenter also states that the project will interfere with recharge of 
groundwater supplies. The DEIR analyzed the project’s impacts to groundwater recharge and 
found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter 
is also referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. The commenter also 
references hexavalent chromium concerns. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 
Ind 254-1. 

It is noted that, 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, 
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” hole (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 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 ostensibly envisioned by the 
commenter. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-73 
The commenter expresses general opposition to the project and states that project will negatively 
impact tourism and will eliminate an opportunity for more preferable land uses. The commenter 
is referred to Master Repose 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. For climate change concerns, 
please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Impacts to groundwater and 
thoroughly address in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, as demonstrated in Master Responses 14 and 
15. The commenter also states that the project’s impact to air quality in the region will prevent 
residents from using wood stoves or burn their leaves. 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 254-74 
The commenter states that the DEIR improperly segments the Centennial Industrial Site. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under 
CEQA. The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to assess the impacts to groundwater 
supplies within the mineral rights area. However, the commenter does not state how the DEIR is 
inadequate in this regard. The DEIR analyzed groundwater impacts and found them to be less 
than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) Regarding the mineral rights areas, please see 
Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter is also concerned about 
subsidence from underground mining. The commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near 
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Surface Workings. Regarding hexavalent chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-
1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-75 
The commenter states that DEIR Chapter 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) is inadequate 
because it does not discuss hexavalent chromium. However, the DEIR adequately discusses 
hexavalent chromium in Chapter 4.8. Additionally, the commenter states that the DEIR improperly 
segments the Centennial Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 4 – 
Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. Please also see Master Response 33 – 
Groundwater Dependent Vegetation, regarding the commenter’s drought and dried vegetation 
concerns. The commenter also appears to raise legacy contaminant concerns that could be 
generated by deep mining. For this, please see Response to Comment Grp 25-30.  

The commenter also alleges that the DEIR ignores the underground mining occurring in the 2,585-
acres under the airport surface area. The commenter seems to imply that mining could adversely 
affect the airport, but does not specifically identify how. Thus, while the comment is unclear, the 
following is offered. Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, and the attendant 
figures, show that the underground mining would not occur beneath the airport.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-76 
The commenter states that DEIR Chapter 4.9 (Land Use and Population and Housing) is 
inadequate because the commenter alleges that the project is incompatible with the project site. 
However, the commenter provides no additional detail on which to form a response. DEIR Chapter 
4.9 found that general plan and zoning of the site is generally consistent with the proposed use, 
considering the requested land use approvals. (DEIR, p. 4.9-18).  

Please also see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-77 
The commenter states that DEIR Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration) is inadequate because the 
Centennial Industrial Site is not a separate project. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. Please also see Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-78 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of noise and blasting does not account for 
potential areas of future mining. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of 
Future Mining Areas and Response to Comment Grp 21-44. The commenter also points to the 
“Effects of Ground Cover” paragraph on DEIR page 4.10-24 and states that the DEIR did not 
apply this to other portions of the mineral rights boundary. However, the ground cover absorbs 
sound on the surface, so this concept does not properly relate to blasting noise. Any additional 
blasting within the mineral rights boundary would occur underground. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-79 
The commenter states that the project’s impacts to air quality will eliminate opportunities for local 
residents to continue historical practices such as wood stoves and leaf burning but provides no 
evidence of this assertion. The commenter also states that project’s water usage for dust control 
will exhaust NID water supplies. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6023 

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 254-80 
The commenter states that the project’s dewatering of the mine will dry out surrounding vegetation 
and exacerbate wildfire. The commenter is referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater 
Dependent Vegetation. The commenter also states that the DEIR fails to discuss the true 
emergency generator use due to PSPSs. PSPS are not scheduled nor are PSPS regular 
occurrences, but rather are instituted on an as needed basis when weather patterns present a 
particularly high danger for starting wildfires. Thus, the amount of generator use for PSPS is 
speculative. Nevertheless, page 4.3-103ff of the DEIR included an informational analysis of PSPS 
generator uses. The commenter does not state how this portion of the DEIR is inadequate.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-81 
This comment serves as a transitional paragraph within the comment letter. The comment is 
noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-82 
The commenter raises the topic of growth inducing impacts and states that the project is 
“undesirable” and would attract similarly undesirable businesses. These types of “quality of life” 
issues do not fall within the scope of CEQA. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – 
Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-83 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately list cumulative impacts but does not list 
any cumulative impacts; thus, no response is possible. The main contention of the commenter 
appears to be the commenter’s oft-repeated claim that the DEIR only analyzed impacts within the 
Centennial and Brunswick Sites, rather than the entire mineral rights area. As has been 
repeatedly stated in the preceding responses, this assertion is addressed in Master Response 7 
– Location of Future Mining Areas. The commenter also states that the project’s impacts to air 
quality will eliminate opportunities for local residents to continue historical practices such as wood 
stoves and leaf burning but provides no evidence of this assertion, which is speculative and 
unsubstantiated. The commenter also states that project will attract undesirable businesses to the 
area. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-84 
The commenter states that the “DEIR comments basically incorporate other DEIR section, and I, 
therefore, do the same where I have disputed and objected to those other referenced DEIR 
commentaries.” The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR and is 
noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-85 
Climate change concerns are addressed in Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change, 
and groundwater depletion is address in Master Responses 14 and 15. Regarding groundwater 
depletion as it relates to drying of vegetation and increasing fire risk, please see Master Response 
33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. The commenter states that the DEIR does not discuss 
“irreversible environmental changes” in Chapter 5 in a satisfactory manner but does not explain 
how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter also states that the DEIR’s statutorily required 
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section regarding significant irreversible environmental changes should include the dewatering of 
the mine. However, as the DEIR indicates, while the mine would be dewatered, the groundwater 
would be treated on-site and pumped back into the South Fork of Wolf Creek. Thus, the 
dewatering does not constitute a “large commitment of non-renewable sources.” (DEIR, p. 5-8.)  

Response to Comment Ind 254-86 

The commenter states that the significant and unavoidable impacts listed in Section 5.6 
underestimates the true number of impacts. However, the commenter does not list which 
additional impacts must be included in Section 5.6. The commenter states that the dewatering of 
the mine will dry out nearby vegetation causing additional visual impacts. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. The commenter also 
states that noise levels will be higher than stated in the DEIR due to project operations, but does 
not state why, nor provide substantiation for this unmerited claim. The commenter also states that 
traffic will be worse than stated in the DEIR, but does not explain why, nor provide substantiation 
for this unmerited claim. No further response is possible or required.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-87 
The commenter defers to other commenters regarding the DEIR’s Chapter 6 Alternatives 
Analysis. 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. (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.6(a).) The alternative analysis in 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.) The County believes this provides a 
reasoned choice of alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers. The 
commenter does not suggest any specific alternative.  

The commenter also appears to suggest that the DEIR does not evaluate the full time period of 
project impacts. That this is not supported can be demonstrated by considering the groundwater 
analysis. The groundwater model relied on a 25-year hydrogeologic model to assess groundwater 
impacts from project implementation, based on known locations of mineralized gold ore and 
represents the underground location of where mining would occur during the first 25 years of mine 
operation. Sensitivity Scenario 6 used in the groundwater model 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. This groundwater model scenario represents 
the reasonably foreseeable location of where future mining would likely take place after the initial 
25-year period. 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.  
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As stated in Response to Comment Grp 7-82, the groundwater flow model would be updated 
periodically after dewatering commences and additional groundwater level data is collected to 
evaluate dewatering impacts. New groundwater level data and updated modeling would 
incorporate changes to the long-term mining plan, data from monitoring wells, and measured 
pumping rates. For further discussion, please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining 
Areas.  

The commenter also expresses general opposition to the project. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-88 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately portray the “No Project Alternative” but 
the commenter does not explain why. It is unclear whether the commenter is requesting 
evaluation of an additional alternative, or taking issue with the alternatives selected for evaluation 
in the DEIR. If the former, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-87. If the latter, the proffered 
reasons as to why the alternatives analysis is inadequate are unclear. There seems to be a 
suggestion that a version of the No Project Alternative should have been considered whereby the 
mine commences but has to subsequently shut down due to financial infeasibility. The lack of 
clarity in the comment precludes any further meaningful response effort on the part of the lead 
agency.  

The commenter references the Project Applicant’s SEC filings. However, those filings are not 
relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-89 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Alternatives Analysis is flawed because it rejects a number 
of alternatives. Specifically, the commenter states that the DEIR erroneously dismisses other 
industrial uses because they are not more intensive than the project. However, the commenter 
does not state why such uses are less intense than the project. Please see Response to Comment 
Ind 388-6. The commenter references the Project Applicant’s SEC filings. However, those filings 
are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-90 
The commenter states that for this particular project CEQA allows for the consideration of the 
financial condition of the Project Applicant. However, under CEQA, the DEIR is limited to 
considering the project’s physical impacts to the environment. The Project Applicant’s financial 
condition or SEC filings are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. Regarding hexavalent chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-91 
The commenter generally states that the DEIR does not comply with CEQA and should not be 
approved. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-92 
The commenter reiterates its concerns with the DEIR addressed elsewhere in the Comment Letter 
and states that that the DEIR is flawed and does not comply with CEQA. The comment is noted 
for the decisionmakers and the specific assertions regarding the DEIR’s inadequacy are 
addressed in Responses to Comments Ind 254-1 through Ind 254-91.   
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Response to Comment Ind 254-93 
The commenter reiterates its concerns with the DEIR addressed elsewhere in the Comment Letter 
and raises concerns regarding hexavalent chromium. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers and the specific assertions regarding the DEIR’s inadequacy are addressed in 
Responses to Comments Ind 254-1 through Ind 254-92.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-94 
The commenter appears to state that the DEIR incorrectly applies the holding in California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369, 
but does not provide clear explanation on this point, thus precluding a meaningful response. The 
commenter indicates that they will provide more detail in a separate comment letter. Regarding 
the generally referenced groundwater depletion, please see Master Responses 14 and 15. 
Regarding climate change, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-95 
This is an introductory comment for a series of concluding comments relating to the DEIR. The 
commenter also describes the County Planning Commission hearing in March 2022. The 
comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-96 
The commenter states that the residents of the County are concerned about certain primary 
issues. Specifically, the depletion of the groundwater, the use of hexavalent chromium and the 
discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and the true scope of the project. The comment is noted for 
the decisionmakers and the specific assertions regarding the DEIR’s inadequacy are addressed 
in Responses to Comments Ind 254-1 through Ind 254-91. Regarding the true scope of the project 
(i.e., the wells on East Bennet Road) and impacts to groundwater, the DEIR analyzed these 
impacts and found them to be less than significant after mitigation. Regarding hexavalent 
chromium, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. Regarding the 
discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, the commenter is referred to Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

The commenter disapproves of the DEIR and believes it does not accurately portray the project. 
The comment is noted. The commenter also asks why the DEIR has not considered climate 
change in connection with the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - 
Drought and Climate Change. The commenter asks why the DEIR does not identify and notify 
surface owners of the legal rights. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. 
The commenter is concerned about the potential impacts to property values. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. The commenter refers to the 
Project Applicant’s SEC filings. The Project Applicant’ SEC filings do not pertain to the DEIR. The 
commenter references performance standards and penalties for noncompliance. This comment 
does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-97 
The commenter asks what amount of subsidence residents can expect should the project be 
approved. The commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 254-98 
The commenter asks what effect the project will have on residents living throughout the mineral 
rights boundary with regards to groundwater. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6027 

(Hydrology and Water Quality), 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 254-99 
The commenter asks what the effect an injunction obtained by a local resident would have on the 
DEIR in regard to hexavalent chromium. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
DEIR. The commenter discusses the rights of local residents pertaining to nuisance and trespass. 
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter asks a series of 
questions regarding local residents exercising their rights. This comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter references the SEC filings of the Project Applicant. This 
commenter does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter asks a series of 
questions about the Project Applicant’s financial condition. This comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter states that the DEIR assumes that all of the preliminary 
project components will be completed on time. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy 
of the DEIR. The commenter asks, since it is unlikely that all mining activities will be permitted as 
envisioned by the DEIR, what variances are possible to ensure the viability of the project. This 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-100 
The commenter poses a series of questions regarding the viability of the project under certain 
scenarios. These questions are speculative and do not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 254-101 
The commenter states that the DEIR contains omissions and inadequacies. The commenter asks 
about the enforcement of mitigation measures and obligations of the Project Applicant regarding 
subsidence. Regarding subsidence, please see Master Response 29. The commenter urges that 
the project not be approved. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers and the specific 
assertions regarding the DEIR’s inadequacy are addressed in Responses to Comments Ind 254-
1 through Ind 254-100.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 255: G. LARRY ENGEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 255-1 
The commenter provides a Table of Contents for the Comment Letter. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-2 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter explains that this comment letter will focus 
primarily on legal arguments for why the DEIR is inadequate pursuant to CEQA. The comment is 
noted. The commenter also references their previous letter. Please see responses to Individual 
Letter 254. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-3 
The commenter restates CEQA Guideline section 15151 which sets the standard for adequacy of 
an environmental impact report (“EIR”). The commenter states that the DEIR violates Section 
15151 due to inadequate discussion of hexavalent chromium. The commenter also states that 
Individual Comment Letter 254 details over 50 “errors, omissions, and deficiencies” that violate 
Section 15151. Regarding the presence of hexavalent chromium in the Cement Paste Backfill 
(“CPB”) to be used in the project, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 
Each asserted inadequacy raised by the commenter in Commenter 255-1 is addressed in 
Response to Comment Ind 254-1. Please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-4 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines section 15364 which defines “feasible” to mean 
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 15364.) The commenter construes the term “economic” to mean that the project must be 
feasible based on the commenter’s perceived financial condition of the Project Applicant. There 
are no CEQA authorities to support this interpretation of Section 15364. Feasibility, within Section 
15364, refers to the feasibility of project alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA review is 
limited to a project’s impacts to the physical environment and the DEIR is not required to analyze 
the financial condition of the Project Applicant. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-5 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines section 15144 which states that “[d]rafting an EIR 
or preparing a negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While 
foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and 
disclose all that it reasonably can.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15144.) The commenter states that 
the DEIR made no effort to forecast the condition of the underground mine workings, the rate of 
recharge to groundwater supplies, the presence of hexavalent chromium in the CPB, or the future 
conditions associated with climate change. The commenter also raised various assertions 
submitted in their Individual Commenter Letter 254. However, the commenter does not explain 
how the DEIR is inadequate and relies on conclusory statements. Regarding the hydrological 
condition of the mine workings, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model. Regarding groundwater recharge, the DEIR analyzed the project’s potential 
to interfere with recharge and found those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. 
(DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) As also discussed in Response to Comment Ind 254-87, while the groundwater 
model relied on a 25-year hydrogeologic model to assess groundwater impacts from project 
implementation, based on known locations of mineralized gold ore and represents the 
underground location of where mining would occur during the first 25 years of mine operation, the 
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modeling also considered longer-term mining. Sensitivity Scenario 6 used in the groundwater 
model 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. This 
groundwater model scenario represents the reasonably foreseeable location of where future 
mining would likely take place after the initial 25-year period. 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.  

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1 for a discussion about hexavalent 
chromium. Regarding climate change, the commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-6 
The commenter reiterates the same concerns identified in Comment Ind 255-5 including 
groundwater recharge, hexavalent chromium, and climate change. The commenter is referred to 
responses in Response to Comment Ind 255-5. The commenter references the DEIR’s “Non-
CEQA Related Analysis” section on DEIR pages 4.3-103–104. The commenter states that the 
DEIR does not adequately forecast potential impacts and mislabels certain impacts as too 
speculative to be determined. As an example, the commenter states that any reasonable person 
would determine recharge of groundwater within the entire mineral rights boundary will not be 
possible following the dewatering of the mine. However, the commenter does not specifically 
identify how the DEIR’s discussion of groundwater recharge in Impact 4.8-2 (DEIR, p. 4.8-54) or 
the Groundwater Model Report (DEIR, Appendix K.3) is inadequate.  

As discussed in Appendix K.2 to the DEIR (page 19), the primary source of recharge is percolation 
of local rainfall into the fractured bedrock. In addition, as described in Section 3.3.2 of Appendix 
K.2, the amount of recharge each year also appears to be relatively constant since almost all of 
the wells maintain a consistent magnitude of seasonal fluctuation from year to year and there are 
no long-term trends observed in most of the wells that can be correlated to variations in annual 
water-year rainfall. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR violates certain CEQA provisions but does not specifically 
state how the DEIR violates these provisions. The commenter also states that the DEIR makes 
no effort to address the “unknowns” throughout the mineral rights boundary. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-8 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines sections 15122 through 15131, which establish the 
required contents of the Environmental Impact Report. The commenter generally asserts that 
Individual Letter 254 shows that the DEIR violates these CEQA provisions. Please see responses 
to Individual Letter 254. 
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Response to Comment Ind 255-9 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15148, which requires that an EIR cite to 
“all documents used in its preparation including, where possible, the page and section number of 
any technical reports which were used as the basis for any statements in the EIR.” The commenter 
states that the DEIR violates Section 15148. California courts have not construed Section 15148 
so rigidly. CEQA requires an EIR to reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure; it does not mandate 
perfection ….” (El Moro Community Assn. v. California Dept. of Parks & Recreation (2004) 122 
Cal.App.4th 1341, 1354 (emphasis in original) (upholding an EIR even though technical reports 
were only referenced by general subject matter and did not contain specific citations.) The DEIR 
identifies the name of each technical document relied upon and its corresponding appendix 
identifier in the Table of Contents (DEIR, p. iv–vi.) The County also made available all of the 
appendices listed in the DEIR to the public. The DEIR does not violate Section 15148.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-10 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, which establishes how an EIR may 
incorporate by reference another document. Section 15150 provides that where a document is 
incorporated by reference, the portion incorporated must be briefly summarized and the document 
must be made available to the public. The commenter states that the DEIR violates Section 15150 
by incorporating by reference documents that are inapplicable or irrelevant and that documents 
incorporated are inadequately summarized. However, the comment lacks specificity as it does 
not identify which documents incorporated by reference are inadequate. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-11 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15143, which requires the DEIR to discuss 
significant effects “with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.” The 
commenter asserts that the DEIR “barely” mentions hexavalent chromium and never discusses 
its risks with any “emphasis.” The commenter asserts that groundwater depletion never receives 
proper “emphasis”, and the full extent of the mineral rights boundary receives insufficient 
“emphasis”. The DEIR discusses hexavalent chromium on page 4.8-47–48; the commenter is 
also referred to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. The DEIR analyzed the project’s impacts to 
groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, 
p. 4.8-54.) Regarding the conditions of the underground mine workings, the commenter is referred 
to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. Regarding future mining areas within 
the mineral rights boundary, please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-12 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15154, which requires that a lead agency 
preparing an EIR shall utilize the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by Caltrans’ 
Division of Aeronautics to assess whether the proposed project results in a safety hazard or noise 
problem for persons using the airport or persons residing or working in the project area. The 
commenter states that the DEIR violates Section 15154 due to a nearby airport. 

The DEIR states that the Nevada County Air Park is less than one mile away from the Project 
Site. (DEIR, p. 4.7-36.) “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 proposed 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 
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requirements; therefore, the project would comply with the requirements of the NCALUCP for 
Zones D and E.  

Nevertheless, the proposed project would be required to be reviewed by the ALUC because it 
would have a building floor area of 20,000 square feet or greater, would include more than 100 
people on-site, and would include new development of buildings more than 100 feet tall in Zones 
D and E. The purpose of the ALUC review would be to review the proposed project for consistency 
with the compatibility criteria in the NCALUCP, and not for the purpose of identifying potential 
environmental effects.  

Based on the above, the proposed 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.” 
(DEIR, p. 4.7-36.) 

In addition, Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, and the attendant figures, show 
that underground mining would not occur beneath the airport.  

Response to Comment 57-13 
The commenter references CEQA Guidelines section 15142, which requires that an EIR be 
prepared using an interdisciplinary approach. The commenter states that Section 15142 “should 
also be applied to objectors for a ‘level playing field,’ to allow such interdisciplinary objections to 
have equivalent impact as the DEIR advocates.” This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR and is somewhat unclear. Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-14 
The commenter states that the DEIR erroneously dismissed from consideration a No Project 
(Alternative Use). Specifically, if the project were not approved, the Project Site could be used for 
an industrial use. Development of the Brunswick Industrial Site with industrial uses, consistent 
with the current M1-SP zoning, could reasonably be expected to result in above-ground uses that 
are more intensive in certain respects than the proposed project. (DEIR, p. 6-13.) 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, the DEIR dismissed this 
alternative from further consideration. (Id.) The commenter does not state how the DEIR is 
inadequate in dismissing this Alternative from further consideration. Please see Response to 
Comment Ind 388-6. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-15 
The commenter provides the factual background and holding from Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
(2018) 6 Cal.5th 502 (“Sierra Club”.) The commenter states that the DEIR violates the holding of 
Sierra Club but does not explain how. The commenter references hexavalent chromium and new 
underground mining and asserts that the DEIR does not assess the condition of the underground 
workings. Regarding hexavalent chromium, the commenter to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 
Regarding the condition of the mine, the commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location 
of Future Mining Areas and Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-16 
The commenter quotes a number of passages from Sierra Club and states that the DEIR should 
be dismissed as a matter of law but provides no additional information. The comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment Ind 255-17 
The commenter quotes from Sierra Club for the notion that a reviewing court looks not for an 
exhaustive analysis but for adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. The 
commenter states that the DEIR for the project fails at all three but does not provide any specific 
information on which to formulate a response. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-18 
The commenter lists several CEQA cases and states that the holdings of the cases indicate that 
the DEIR is inadequate but provides no additional information. The commenter also references 
the Project Applicant’s SEC filings which are not relevant to the DEIR. Regarding hexavalent 
chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-19 
The commenter references the CEQA case of Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 
1099 and quotes the legal standard of review. The commenter states that the DEIR would fail 
under this standard of review because the DEIR did not discuss hexavalent chromium in Chapter 
4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and states that the DEIR lacks adequate data and 
underestimates the number of private groundwater wells impacted by the project. The presence 
of hexavalent chromium in the CPB presents a potential impact to water within the underground 
mine workings. Accordingly, the DEIR appropriately discussed hexavalent chromium in 
Chapter4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). (DEIR. p. 4.8-47–49.) The commenter is also referred 
to Response to Comment Ind 254-1. Regarding groundwater, the DEIR assessed the project’s 
impacts to groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) Regarding the adequacy of groundwater data, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. Regarding mining within the 
mineral rights area, please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas, and 
Response to Comment Ind 254-17.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-20 
The commenter compares the facts of Gray v. County of Madera to the current project and asserts 
that, unlike Gray, the groundwater monitoring for the project is inadequate. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding 
analysis of deeper and expanded mining in the mineral rights boundary, please see Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas, and Response to Comment Ind 254-17.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-21 
The commenter cites to Gray v. County of Madera where the Court rejected the lead agency’s 
mitigation measures regarding the impact of a proposed quarry to nearby groundwater wells. The 
facts of Gray are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR for the project. However, it should be 
noted that the lead agency in Gray proposed to replace potable water with non-potable water 
which, could expose landowners to new regulatory oversight, would a create an unreliable water 
system, and may create new and potentially significant impacts to the environment. Here, the 
DEIR’s Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) proposes to implement a Groundwater Monitoring Plan 12 
months prior to the dewatering of the mine. (DEIR, p. 4.8-67.) Additionally, Mitigation Measure 
4.8-2(c) would connect 30 properties along East Bennett Road to NID service which would provide 
potable and reliable water. (DEIR, p. 4.8-68.) Lastly, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) requires the 
Project Applicant to supply a comparable water supply to any property impacted by mining 
operations. (DEIR, p. 4.8-68.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy 
of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
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Response to Comment Ind 255-22 
The commenter states that the project’s mitigation measures regarding groundwater do not satisfy 
CEQA and are not feasible or affordable by the Project Applicant. However, the commenter does 
not specifically state why the DEIR’s mitigation measures are inadequate. The commenter also 
states that the facts of Gray are different from the facts of the project because the project features 
more overlying property owners that depend on groundwater. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of the Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-23 
The commenter references a rejected groundwater mitigation measure from Gray which involved 
the Project Applicant providing bottled water to residents whose groundwater wells were impacted 
by that project. The commenter compares the mitigation measure in Gray to a “water truck 
alternative” in the DEIR. It is unclear what the commenter is referring to in regard to the “water 
truck alternative.” The proposed mitigation measures for impacts to groundwater can be found at 
DEIR pages 4.8-67–68.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-24 
The commenter quotes language from Gray in which the court found that the project’s mitigation 
measures relating to groundwater were not supported by substantial evidence in the record. The 
commenter states that the project’s groundwater related mitigation measures also are not 
supported by substantial evidence because those mitigation measures are inadequate. However, 
the commenter does not explain why the DEIR’s proposed groundwater mitigation measures are 
inadequate or provide additional information on which to formulate a response. The groundwater 
mitigation measures in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR reflect input from the County’s third-party 
hydrology consultant for the project, West Yost, who deemed the measures adequate to mitigate 
the project’s impacts to a less than significant level. Please also see Master Response 15.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-25 
The commenter points to language in Gray where the court found that mitigation measures 
relating to traffic impacts were inadequate because the record did not indicate any definite 
commitment on the part of the Project Applicant as to when traffic improvements would take place. 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR’s traffic related mitigation measures suffer from the same 
flaw. The lead agency in Gray relied on two letters from Caltrans, stating that while Caltrans had 
not identified any specific plan for traffic improvements, there was a clear methodology for 
collecting fees from the quarry project and there was sufficient commitment to completing the 
traffic improvements. (Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th, 1099, 1122.) The court 
disagreed, stating that the Caltrans letters showed intent but no definite commitment to make 
traffic improvements.  

Here, the DEIR requires the Project Applicant to, “[p]rior to commencement of engineered fill 
hauling, . . . 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. (DEIR, p. 4.12-91.) Unlike Gray, 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) indicates a clear commitment, and enforceable requirements within 
the DEIR, that the Project Applicant enter into road maintenance agreements. Moreover, the 
project’s DEIR found certain traffic impacts to be significant and unavoidable due to the 
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uncertainty of implementation, which is distinguishable from the situation in Gray v. County of 
Madera. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-26 
The commenter points to language in Gray where the court found the project’s noise related 
mitigation measures inadequate because the mitigation measures did not account for existing 
noise levels and whether project-related noise would cumulatively exceed regulatory thresholds. 
The commenter states that this holding in Gray exposes similar flaws in the DEIR. However, the 
commenter does not offer any additional information as to why the DEIR is similarly inadequate. 
The DEIR examined “existing ambient noise levels and the 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…” 
(DEIR, p. 4.10-35.) “As shown in the [Table 4.10-5], the traffic noise level increases from the 
transport of fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site and employee 
trips would not exceed the applicable thresholds of significance at any of the receptors.” (DEIR, 
p. 4.10-35.) While the DEIR acknowledges that the use of “jake brakes” by project trucks could 
lead to significant noise impacts, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 requires truck operators to operate 
their trucks in such a manner as to not require the use of jake brakes. (DEIR, p. 4.10-37.) 

Response to Comment Ind 255-27 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately assess “cumulative impacts.” The 
CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15355.) The individual effects may be changes resulting from 
a single project or more than one project. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15355(a).) Cumulative 
impacts may result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15355(b).) Cumulative impacts were assessed in each 
resource section of the DEIR as appropriate, and in Section 5.3 of the DEIR. The commenter 
offers no additional information as to how the DEIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts is 
inadequate; thus, no further response is possible. Please also see Response to Comment Ind 
254-83. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-28 
The commenter states that the DEIR failed to prepare an adequate Water Supply Assessment 
(“WSA”) as required by SB 610. However, the commenter does not explain how the WSA 
prepared for the project is inadequate but appears to suggest that the DEIR underestimate well 
impacts, and thus, the number of homes that will need to be provided with potable water. 
Regarding the adequacy of the groundwater model and groundwater monitoring wells, please see 
Master Responses 14 and 15, respectively. Note also that water supply is discussed in DEIR 
Chapter 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) at pages 4.11-8–11. The commenter is also referred 
to the WSA itself, prepared by West Yost (Appendix N, Idaho-Maryland Mine Water Supply 
Assessment. December 1, 2021.) 

Response to Comment Ind 255-29 
The commenter states that the economic feasibility of a project under CEQA should be assessed 
similar to other components typically addressed within an EIR (e.g., air quality, traffic, biological 
resources, etc.). The commenter also states that the economic impacts (i.e., property values) of 
the project must be considered in the DEIR. The commenter points to various CEQA authorities, 
such as Public Resources Code section 21061.2 and CEQA Guideline sections 15064 and 
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15131(a). The commenter also points to CEQA Guideline section 15131(b), which states that 
“[e]conomic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical 
changes caused by the project.”  

Regarding the financial condition of the Project Applicant, there are no CEQA authorities that 
require an analysis of a Project Applicant’s financial condition as part of an EIR.  

Regarding economic impacts, the commenter states that any negative impacts to property values 
as a result of the dewatering of the Idaho-Maryland Mine are the type of impacts recognized by 
Section 15131(b). The commenter misconstrues Section 15131(b). Economic impacts may be 
used to determine the extent of a physical impact caused by the project. Losses in property values 
are purely economic impacts, and the commenter does not explain how negative impacts to 
property values could be used to determine the extent of a physical impact to the environment. 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-30 
The commenter asserts that the project’s potential impacts to property values fall within the scope 
of Section 15131(b). The commenter argues that the possibility of diminished economic value will 
motivate property owners to extract more groundwater or drill deeper wells, thus depleting 
groundwater supplies. The commenter essentially argues that the economic threat of diminished 
property values will prompt a social response to compete for groundwater which will cause a 
significant impact. However, the commenter confuses cause and effect. Here, the economic or 
social effect would not determine the significance of the physical changes caused by the project 
(i.e., the impact to groundwater wells caused by the dewatering of the mine). Moreover, the 
assertion that the project would result in property owners competing for, and eventually depleting, 
groundwater supplies 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 255-31 
This comment is a continuation of Comment Ind 255-30. The commenter is referred to Response 
to Comment Ind 255-30. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-32 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of the “Reduced Hours” alternative on DEIR 
page 6-13–14 puts the financial condition of the Project Applicant at issue. However, the 
commenter does not explain how the Project Applicant’s financial condition is relevant to the 
adequacy of the DEIR and does not point to any CEQA authorities requiring such an analysis. 
While an EIR may exclude a project alternative that is economically infeasible (Center for 
Biological Diversity v. County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.4th 866), that issue is distinct 
from the financial condition of the Project Applicant.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-33 
The commenter reiterates that the financial condition of the Project Applicant or other asserted 
evidence that the project is economically infeasible renders the DEIR inadequate. However, the 
commenter does not point to any CEQA authorities to support the notion that the project’s financial 
condition is relevant to project’s impact to the environment. CEQA defines “environment” to mean 
the “physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6071 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance." (Pub. Resources Code, §21060.5.) 

Response to Comment Ind 255-34 
The commenter states that the discussion of the Reduced Hours alternative on DEIR page 6-13 
puts the financial condition of the Project Applicant at issue. The commenter does not provide any 
CEQA authorities to support this argument. The commenter is referred to Responses to 
Comments Ind 255-32 and Ind 255-33. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-35 
The commenter states that the discussion of the Reduced Hours alternative on DEIR page 6-13 
puts the financial condition of the Project Applicant at issue. The commenter does not provide any 
CEQA authorities to support this argument. The commenter is referred to Responses to 
Comments Ind 255-32 and Ind 255-33. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-36 
The commenter references the “Non-CEQA Related Analysis” (i.e., public safety power shutoff) 
on DEIR pages 4.3-103–4 and reiterates concerns regarding the financial condition of the Project 
Applicant. The commenter states that the Non-CEQA Related Analysis indicates that the DEIR is 
inadequate but offers no additional information. Regarding the financial condition of the Project 
Applicant, the commenter is referred to Responses to Comments Ind 255-32 and Ind 255-33. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-37 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not properly assess the impacts of climate change in 
connection with groundwater supplies. The commenter also states that the DEIR inadequately 
assesses the project’s impacts to groundwater. The commenter does not explain how the DEIR 
is inadequate with regard to these topics. Regarding climate change, the commenter is referred 
to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Regarding groundwater, the DEIR 
analyzed the project’s impacts to groundwater supplies and found those impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) Regarding the conditions of the underground mine 
workings, the commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
Please also see Response to Comment Ind 254-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-38 
The commenter states that the remedial cleanup action at the Centennial Industrial Site should 
be included in the DEIR for the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project. The commenter also states that the 
Project Boundary in the DEIR is inadequate because the DEIR underestimates the number of 
impacted groundwater wells. Regarding the Centennial Industrial Site, the commenter is referred 
to Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. Regarding the 
number of groundwater wells impacted by the Project, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas, and Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-39 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to properly list a “Statement of Objectives” as required 
by CEQA Guideline section 15124(b) but provides no reasons why the DEIR is inadequate in this 
regard. The Project Objectives may be found at DEIR pages 3-11–2.  
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Response to Comment Ind 255-40 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to include the mandatory elements in the Project 
Description as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15124. Specifically, “a general description 
of the project's technical, economic, and environmental characteristics…” (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
14, § 15124(c).) However, the commenter does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate with 
regard to Section 15124(c). 

Response to Comment Ind 255-41 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to meet the requirements of CEQA Guideline sections 
15124(d) and (d)(2), which requires, among other things, a list of permits or discretionary 
approvals required for the project. The commenter states the DEIR makes it difficult to know what 
permits or discretionary approvals are being sought. Per the requirement in Section 
15124(d)(1)(B), a “list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project” is 
available in DEIR Chapter 3.0 (Project Description), pages 3-46 to 3-48.  

The commenter incorrectly states that hexavalent chromium is ignored in the DEIR. Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 254-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-42 
The commenter states that the DEIR contains an inadequate description of the environmental 
setting as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15125. The commenter specifically states that 
the DEIR’s baseline is inadequate because it does not include the entire mineral rights boundary. 
However, the DEIR does not limit analysis of impacts to an area smaller than the mineral rights 
boundary, and includes analysis of impacts in all appropriate geographic areas. (DEIR, Figure 3-
2.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-43 
The commenter reiterates that the project violates CEQA Guidelines section 15125 regarding the 
environmental setting but does not provide any specific information on which to formulate a 
response. The commenter expresses general opposition to the project which is noted for the 
decision makers. The commenter does refer to concerns about what problems will be created as 
the project blasts, tunnels, removes rock, and adds Cr+6 in the shoring cement paste, dewaters, 
and otherwise mines in new, expanded, and deeper areas. For concerns regarding hexavalent 
chromium, please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1. For concerns regarding blasting, see 
Response to Comment Ind 254-72. Regarding dewatering concerns, please see Master 
Responses 14 and 15.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-44 
The commenter states that the DEIR violates CEQA Guideline section 15125(a)(3), which states 
that the “existing conditions baseline shall not include hypothetical conditions, such as those that 
might be allowed, but have never actually occurred, under existing permits or plans, as the 
baseline.” The commenter states that because the Idaho-Maryland Mine was last operated in 
1956, the environmental baseline is hypothetical and speculative. However, the commenter does 
not specifically state how the project’s baseline is inadequate. In addition, investigation of the 
underground conditions has occurred to the extent feasible. For example, water samples were 
collected from the New Brunswick shaft in 2018 and analyzed for a range of total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and mercury (see Table 3.6 of Appendix K.2).  
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The CEQA Guidelines specify that the baseline generally should be described as the physical 
conditions that exist in the area affected by the project at the time the EIR process begins. (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(a)(1).) The commenter does not identify any specific deficiency in 
the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-45 
The commenter discusses the rights of overlying property owners above the mineral rights 
boundary and references United States Supreme Court caselaw regarding the interpretation of a 
Pennsylvania statute about coal mining and support for structures on the surface. These 
comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. To the extent the commenter is concerned 
about subsidence, the commenter is referred to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-46 
The commenter states that the DEIR violates CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d), which requires 
an EIR to discuss any “inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general 
plans, specific plans and regional plans.” The commenter provides no additional information on 
which to formulate a response. The referenced inconsistency analysis is provided in Impact 4.9-
2 of the DEIR. The DEIR found that the project is generally consistent with the Nevada County 
General Plan land use designations, with consideration of the requested approvals. (DEIR, Figure 
3-5.) The DEIR also found the project would have a less than significant impact on regional plans 
such as the applicable air quality plan. (DEIR, p. 4.3-66.) 

Response to Comment Ind 255-47 
The commenter suggests that the Project Applicant is not the actual “Applicant” as defined by 
CEQA Guideline section 15351 by referencing the Project Applicant’s SEC filings. SEC filings are 
irrelevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter does not provide any additional evidence 
to substantiate this claim and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment Ind 255-48 
The commenter states that the DEIR is drafted in a way to conceal errors, omissions, and 
deficiencies. This comment is vague and does not identify any inadequacies with the DEIR. No 
further response is required. Regarding hexavalent chromium, which is addressed in the DEIR, 
please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1.  

Response to Comment Ind 255-49 
The commenter states that the DEIR violates CEQA Guideline section 15123. The commenter 
does not state how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. All of the DEIR components required 
by Section 15123 can be found in the DEIR’s Chapter 2.0 (Executive Summary.)  

Response to Comment Ind 255-50 
The commenter states that the Nevada County Planning Commission should have allowed public 
comment regarding the financial condition of the Project Applicant at the March 24, 2022 hearing. 
The commenter does not identify any CEQA authorities that requires an analysis of a Project 
Applicant’s financial condition.  
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Individual Letter 256 

Ind 256-1 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 256: GABRIEL KULP 
 
Response to Comment Ind 256-1 
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 257 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 257: GAIL VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 257-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate. Please 
see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 257-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR relies on a faulty set of assumptions but does not provide 
sufficient additional detail to enable a specific response. The commenter also states that the DEIR 
cannot be relied upon over the life of the project because of unknowns related to climate change. 
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.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-3 
The commenter reiterates that the DEIR cannot be relied upon because of the climate change. 
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 257-2. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-4 
The commenter states that hydrological impacts cannot be predicted to the climate changed. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 257-2. The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-5 
The commenter states that the County has existing air quality issues and the project will 
exacerbate those issues. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-6 
Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-7 
The commenter states that the project’s energy consumption will impede Nevada County’s 
Energy Action Plan. The commenter is referred to Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy 
Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-8 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse impacts to air quality such as fugitive 
dust and asbestos. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 18 
– Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, and 
Response to Comment Ind 187-3. 

Response to Comment Ind 257-9 
The commenter reiterates concerns with project’s contribution to climate change. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change. 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 258: GAIL VAUGHAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-1 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-2 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-4. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-4 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 257-5 and 257-6. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 258-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-9. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 259: GARRETT STUESSY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 259-1 
The comment notes the DEIR underestimates the impacts of the proposed project but does not 
detail the specific inadequacies. Therefore, a detailed response cannot be provided. Please also 
see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 259-2 
Please see Master Response 14 with regard to the adequacy of the groundwater model. Please 
refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for more 
information related to air pollution impacts, specifically Impact 4.3-2 addresses concerns 
regarding health risks associated with silica exposure. Please also see Master Response 21 – 
Conservatism of Silica Assumptions. In addition, impacts related to noise, traffic, and wildlife 
habitat are addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, Chapter 4.12, Transportation, and 
Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 259-3 
Please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for 
more information related to climate change. In addition, please see Master Response 2 with 
regard to social and economic impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 259-4 
The comment is a closing remark and does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
The comment 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 260: GARY AMBUEHL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 260-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 35 
and 36 regarding water quality and flows in South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 260-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR for 
more information related to energy usage and greenhouse gas emissions. The comment 
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 260-3 
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 261: GARY AMBUEHL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 261-1 
See Response to Comment Ind 260-1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 261-2 
See Response to Comment Ind 260-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 261-3 
See Response to Comment Ind 260-3.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 262: GARY BAKER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-1 
The comment is an introductory comment. No response is required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-2 
The commenter alleges that very few alternatives were examined to reduce the proposed project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The DEIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project in 
Chapter 6. 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. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-3 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR is biased. 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.  

Regarding alternatives, please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2.  

 
Response to Comment Ind 262-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but expresses the opinion that more 
sensitivity in project design could have been employed to mitigate some of the visual impacts. 
The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As part of Nevada County’s efforts to 
make the DEIR available for public review, all DEIR materials, including appendices, were made 
available to be downloaded at the following web address: 
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/3436/Idaho-Maryland-Mine-Draft-EIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-6 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-3. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-7 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. Regarding transport of 
explosives to the site, please see Master Response 10 – Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick 
Fill. Regarding truck traffic, please see the analysis in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. 
Visual impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR.   

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/3436/Idaho-Maryland-Mine-Draft-EIR


Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6096 

Response to Comment Ind 262-8 
As discussed on page 4.12-52 of the DEIR, an analysis of VMT from heavy truck trips is not 
required pursuant to SB 743 and the CEQA Guidelines and, thus, was not included in the DEIR. 
For further details, please see DEIR pages 4.12-53 through 4.12-55. However, it is important to 
note that the remaining transportation analyses contained in the DEIR (e.g., level of service, 
queuing) did evaluate the potential effects of the project’s heavy truck traffic. For an example of 
supporting evidence, please refer to Table 4.12-8, Project Trip Generation, which includes project 
haul traffic.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-10 
With respect to potential future development of industrial uses on the proposed engineered fill 
pads, such projects will be required to demonstrate compliance with applicable policies, 
regulations, and standards set forth at the federal, State, and local level as part of obtaining 
necessary permit approvals before construction of such uses could commence. In addition, future 
development applications for industrial uses on the engineered fill pads would require separate 
discretionary approval, thus requiring separate CEQA environmental review. As future potential 
industrial uses are not a component of the proposed project, such uses are not evaluated in the 
DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-11 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-12 
A financial benefit analysis is not required pursuant to CEQA - please see Master Responses 1 
and 2. Nevertheless, an economic analysis for the project is being prepared by the County 
separate from the CEQA process.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-13 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather asserts that the project 
does not enhance Nevada County. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-14 
Regarding alternatives, please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. In addition, please see 
Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek and Master Response 36 – Flows in 
South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-15 
The commenter correctly cites the significant and unavoidable impact determined by the DEIR to 
occur as a result of the proposed project with respect to Impact 4.1-2, which starts on page 4.1-
14 of the DEIR. 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-
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significant level, the County, should it decide to approve the proposed project, would be required 
to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-16 
Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR is required to evaluate the physical environmental impacts of the 
project, as proposed by the applicant. CEQA does not require an EIR to explain why the applicant 
is proposing certain project features. Notwithstanding, the requested heights of the proposed 64-
foot-tall process plant, the proposed 165-foot-tall headframe for the Brunswick shaft, the proposed 
80-foot-tall headframe for the proposed service shaft, and the proposed 50-foot-tall hoist buildings 
associated with the two mine shafts require a variance from the County. The County will need to 
make certain findings in order to approve the variance, during which time the County will consider 
the applicant’s justification for the increased heights.  
 
The types of machinery and equipment within each of the structures is identified throughout the 
DEIR as necessary (e.g., operational noise analysis). However, engineering level detail, such as 
actual brands and types of equipment, 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 262-17 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-18 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2 and 262-16. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-19 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-20 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-10. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-21 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-10. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-22 
Table 4.11-6 of the DEIR references NID’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, specifically 
Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3. Please refer to said tables, in particular, Table 5-3, which shows that 
the increased water supply in multiple dry year 3 is due to carryover water storage.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-23 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 617-5.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-24 
Please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 
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Response to Comment Ind 262-25 
As shown in Table 4.9-5, the DEIR relies upon housing unit totals and vacancy rates presented 
in the Nevada County 2019-2027 Housing Element Update, which is the currently adopted 
Housing Element for the County. As such, the data presented in Table 4.9-5 of the DEIR is 
sufficient. 
 
Furthermore, it should be noted that the commenter challenges the legitimacy of the DEIR’s data 
pertaining to housing supply and vacancy rates for the entire County, by conflating the DEIR’s 
data with information provided in the Union newspaper for an unspecified area “locally” in western 
Nevada County. Thus, the sets of data cited by the commenter do not involve the same 
geographical area, and thus, cannot be compared in the manner in which the commenter presents 
the argument. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-26 
The commenter misinterprets the data presented in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, and Chapter 
4.13, Wildfire, of the DEIR. With respect to Table 4.12-8, the 10 one-way truck trips per day apply 
specifically to gold concentrate-related haul traffic to the Brunswick Industrial Site. Meanwhile, the 
100 round trips per day discussed on page 4.13-15 of the DEIR pertain to transport of engineered 
fill and represent the maximum amount of such trips that could be required. Thus, the commenter 
is citing different types of trips that would be expected to occur as part of the proposed project, 
which accordingly, would involve different trip amounts. 
 
With respect to the discussion cited by the commenter that occurs on page 4.12-55, as detailed 
on pages 4.12-53 through 4.12-55 of the DEIR, an analysis of VMT from heavy truck trips is not 
required pursuant to SB 743 and the CEQA Guidelines and, thus, was not included in the DEIR. 
However, truck trips were included in the DEIR’s analysis of potential project impacts related to 
LOS, traffic-related safety hazards, and cumulative impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 262-27 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. It is also noted that, 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 mining operation’s approved Plan. 
 
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 263: GARY CARTSDAFNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources, of the DEIR for more information related to 
wildlife disruption. The comment 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 263-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 2 – 
Social and Economic Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-4 
Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-5 
Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master Responses 22 and 
23 regarding asbestos.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-6 
Please see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-7 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-8 
The comment expresses a general opinion that missing construction time estimates throw off the 
entire analysis of noise, traffic, and air, but does not provide specific examples that would allow 
for a detailed response. Please also see Master Response 24 – Project Construction Schedule. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-9 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise 
and underestimates the noise of dumping mine waste near established residential neighborhoods, 
but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-10 
See Response to Comment Grp 7-95. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-11 
The comment expresses a general opinion that blasting plans don’t follow U.S. mining guidelines 
that restrict blasting during evening hours, but does not provide specific examples that would 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-6102 

allow for a detailed response. It addition, it is unclear what blasting plan, as well as what U.S. 
mining guidelines to which the commenter is referring. 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. 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, including consistency with all applicable regulations regarding blasting. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-12 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the plan doesn’t demonstrate that the impact on 
biological and aquatic resources would be less than significant, but does not provide specific 
examples that would allow for a detailed response. In addition, it is unclear what plan the 
commenter is referring to. As discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, the DEIR sets forth 
mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of all identified impacts to less than significant.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 263-13 
Please see Master Response 17 – Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 264: GARY EMANUEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 264-1 
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 will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 265: GARY AND CHRISTINE GRIFFITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 265-1 
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 266: GARY GRIFFITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 266-1 
Comment noted. This is an introductory comment and does not provide a comment on an 
environmental issue associated with the project, but has been forwarded to the decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-2 
Please see responses to Group Letter 14. In addition, as noted in DEIR section 4.5.4, and 
Appendix G, a Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of Effect report included a cultural records 
search, literature review, consultation with the Nevada County Landmark Commission, 
consultation with the NAHC, and a field survey. The commenter mentions two tribal resources 
that are not on the project site, and would not be impacted by the project.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-3 
The comment infers that use of parks, public lands, and trails in the area may be impacted 
because 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 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. 
None of the parks or trails in the general vicinity of the project have 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 266-4 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/ Administrative and Master Response 2 – Social and 
Economic Impacts, regarding quality of life concerns. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-3 above regarding aesthetics impacts to user of trails 
and park visitors. 

The comment infers that use of parks, public lands, hiking, equestrian and mountain biking trails 
in the area may be impacted by noise. 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 
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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 than the State Park; 
and these closer receptors were determined to be less than significantly impacted by project noise 
generation. Accordingly, 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’s 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.   

Response to Comment Ind 266-6 
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.) Accordingly, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the sound analysis did take into 
account topographical variation such as the referenced ridge top. 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.  
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Response to Comment Ind 266-7 
The significant and unavoidable construction noise impact is limited to receptors proximate to the 
East Bennett Road water pipeline construction area. The DEIR made the reasonable assumption 
that these limited construction activities would be complete within approximately 6 months. The 
County is not required to speculate as to whether potable water pipeline construction would 
extend beyond these reasonable estimates. Nevertheless, the comment has been forwarded to 
the decisionmakers.   

Response to Comment Ind 266-8 
The comment is unclear but appears to suggest that project operational noise should stop at 5pm. 
The commenter’s request is noted and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers. The requested 
hours of operation, as noted in Table 3-7 of the DEIR, have been evaluated in this DEIR, and 
potential effects of such operational hours are evaluated throughout the technical chapters of the 
DEIR. For example, Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, found that the project’s operational noise 
would be below applicable County noise standards, using reasonable assumptions. Nevertheless, 
out of an abundance of caution, 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. 
Specifically, the measure requires the following: "A comprehensive noise survey shall be 
conducted of each facet of the operation to both verify the modelling assumptions of the project 
noise analysis…and to ensure that compliance with the applicable Nevada County noise 
standards is being achieved at nearby sensitive receptors…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.". The noise monitoring 
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. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-9 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-8 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-10 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-8. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-11 
Please see Master Response 30 – Biological Technical Study Adequacy, Master Response 31 – 
Rare Plant Surveys, and Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red 
Legged Frog regarding surveys conducted, timing, and peer review. 

Migration corridors, including deer migration, was analyzed in DEIR Impact 4.4-4. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-12 
The DEIR contains voluminous baseline surface water quality data. The baseline surface water 
quality data are described within 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 
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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. 

Please also see Master Response 36 – F lows in South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 34 – Resident Fish, and Master Response 
32 – Temperature of Mine Water Discharge. Regarding benthic macroinvertebrates, please see 
Response to Comment Grp 31-12.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-13 
The commenter does not specifically state which biological technical study should have a “survey 
of the grassland reach.” Significant biological analysis of the project site and surrounding area 
was conducted to prepared DEIR Chapter 4.4. Please see Master Response 30 – Biological 
Technical Study Adequacy and Response to Comment Grp 31-12 regarding BMI. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-14 
Please see Master Response 36 – Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 32 – Temperature of Mine Water 
Discharge describing groundwater treatment and discharge into South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-15 
The biological study included surveys of the project site, offsite surveys where applicable, local 
professional expertise, and review of various databases to generate data sufficient to understand 
potential biological impacts. Areas that will not be impacted by a project do not need to be 
surveyed just because they are somehow “connected” to the property unless there is a potential 
for the project to impact that resource. Please see Master Response 30 – Biological Technical 
Study Adequacy and responses to Group Letter 2. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-16 
Please see Master Response 30 – Biological Technical Study Adequacy, Master Response 31 – 
Rare Plants, and Master Response 37 – Birds and Raptors. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-17 
The commenter states that trail cameras should be used to observe movement of animals such 
as deer. 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 
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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 
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 would be less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-18 
As discussed in DEIR section 4.10.2, ambient noise monitoring was conducted at twelve locations 
surrounding the project site (see Figure 4.10-2). The results of the noise monitoring were 
presented in Table 4.10-1. The commenter provides no information why the noise monitoring 
conducted for this project, which documents ambient conditions, should differ for animals. DEIR 
impact 4.4-2, subsection Wildlife Disturbance, addressed potential noise and nighttime lighting 
impacts on wildlife populations and found the potential impact less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-19 
The hydrology analysis presented in the DEIR was prepared by a qualified expert and peer 
reviewed by the County’s own independent hydrogeological expert. Please see Master Response 
14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-20 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-12 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-21 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-12 above. In addition, please 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 266-22 
The comment appears to request additional analysis regarding future conditions as a result of 
climate change. Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-23 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR should analyze the changing environment due to climate 
change and future regulations regarding delta stream flows. Please see Chapter 4.8 and 
Appendix N of the DEIR and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-24 
Comment noted. DEIR Chapter 4.12 is primarily based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix O). The TIA’s methodology, intersection and 
road segments for analysis, and significance criteria were appropriately based on Nevada County, 
City of Grass Valley, and CalTrans guidance. The commenter does not identify any specific issues 
with the traffic analysis as presented in the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Ind 266-25 
As required under Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(g), the applicant is required to enter into road 
maintenance agreements with both Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley. The TIA 
analyzed seven different level of service scenarios, including three related to future cumulative 
conditions. These scenarios included cumulative no project, cumulative plus project (scenario #1), 
and cumulative plus project (scenario #2). These scenarios account for reasonably foreseeable 
future growth and are described in DEIR section 4.12.4 and Impact 4.12-9.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-26 
A detailed analysis of cumulative impacts is provided throughout the technical chapters of the 
DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 5, Statutorily Required Sections, for a map (Figure 5-1) and list of 
projects included in the cumulative scenario, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-27 
Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Routes. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-28 
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 (CCR Title 14 Section 15126.4). 

Response to Comment Ind 266-29 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-28 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-30 
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 266-31 
CEQA requires an analysis of the project’s impact to the environment. An analysis of the 
Applicant’s financial feasibility is not required by CEQA. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-
EIR/ Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-32 
Any compliance documents associated with permit monitoring and submitted to the appliable 
agency will be considered a public record and available to the public for review. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-33 
DEIR Chapter 4.7 analyzed potential hazardous materials impacts associated with the project. As 
outlined in DEIR section 4.7.3, the County Environmental Health Department is responsible for 
County programs regulating the storing and handling of hazardous materials. As stated in DEIR 
section 4.7.3, the County’s hazardous material program includes: 

“regulating hazardous materials business plans and chemical inventory, hazardous 
materials storage, hazardous materials management plans, and risk management plans. 
The hazardous materials business plan program requires businesses in Nevada County to 
prepare plans detailing facility information, a hazardous materials inventory, and an 
emergency response plan if hazardous materials storage equals or exceeds minimum 
reportable quantities.” 
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-1(d) requires the applicant to submit a hazardous business plan to the 
County for review and approval prior to any transport, storage, or use of hazardous materials. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-34 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-35 
Please see Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan, regarding the project’s 
consistency with this plan. 

Please also see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, Master Response 28 – 
Greenhouse Gas Credits, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 266-36 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-35 above. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-37 
The air quality and greenhouse gas analysis was independently reviewed by the County 
environmental consultant prior to preparation of the DEIR. 

Contrary to the commenters assertion, Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) requires the project to retire 
carbon offsets in a quantity sufficient to offset the project’s greenhouse gas emissions to a less 
than significant level. Please see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and 
Master Response 28 – Greenhouse Gas Credits. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-38 
The DEIR does address climate change, without entering in speculation, and the context of the 
project and the County relating to the global impact. (see DEIR Chapter 4.3.)  

Response to Comment Ind 266-39 
As identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15125, the environmental analysis presented in the 
DEIR should normally compare physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time of the 
Notice of Preparation. The DEIR analyzed the project’s potential impacts consistent with this 
requirement in addition to reviewing potentially significant cumulative impacts based on known or 
planned development in the region. 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 266-40 
The comment generally expresses concerns related to the project and the DEIR, and has been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 267: GARY AND TINA SPRIGGS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 267-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not sufficiently address impacts to groundwater 
because there are random and unmapped fractures. 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. 

Response to Comment Ind 267-2 
The commenter states that the project will adversely affect private wells but does not state how 
the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 
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 267-3 
The commenter states that the provision of NID water is inadequate because NID water is inferior 
to private well water but provides no evidence to substantiate this claim. The commenter also 
states that extending NID service to properties near the project is impractical. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 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 Well Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9 of the DEIR) has been modified and is attached to the 
Final EIR as Appendix D. More detail on actions and potential mitigations, is provided in the 
modified Well Mitigation Plan and mitigation of wells outside the E. Bennett area may not include 
a connection to NID potable water supply. 

Drinking water supplied to Nevada Irrigation District (NID) customers meets and exceeds 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 ) 

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