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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 704: ROSE CAPACCIOLI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 704-1 
The commenter does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 704-2 
Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master Response 11 – 
Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional Construction Markets.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 704-3 
For general concerns regarding greenhouse gas emissions, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. Please also see Master Response 18 – Air Quality 
Thresholds, Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollutant Thresholds During Operations, 
Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds, and Master Response 28 – Greenhouse 
Gas Credits.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 704-4 
The DEIR states that no project truck traffic would occur on State Route 174, nor the intersection 
of SR 174/Brunswick Road (DEIR, Table 4.12-9.) This is because the designated haul routes for 
the project are north of the Sites (see Figure 3-13 of the DEIR), as described thusly on page 4.12-
85 of the DEIR:  
 

• To Centennial Industrial Site Haul Route 
o Brunswick Road northbound between E. Bennett Road and Whispering 

Pines Lane; 
o E. Bennett Road between Project Driveway and Brunswick Road 

(eastbound) 
• To SR 49 Haul Route 

o Brunswick Road northbound between E. Bennett Road and Whispering 
Pines Lane;  

o Brunswick Road northbound between Whispering Pines Lane and SR 
49;  

o E. Bennett Road between Project Driveway and Brunswick Road 
(eastbound) 

  
The project’s contribution of traffic to the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection is solely related to 
employee commute trips.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 704-5 
Please see the above responses to the commenter’s concerns. The concerns are noted for the 
record and have been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7555 

Individual Letter 705 

Ind 
705-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7556 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 705: ROSEMARIE CAPACCIOLI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 705-1 
Please refer to Responses to Comments Ind 704-1 through Ind 704-5. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 706: ROSS GUENTHER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 706-1 
The commenter proposes an alternative to the use of sand tailings as engineered fill by 
manufacturing tailings into ceramic products. This process was analyzed for a project proposed 
by a previous applicant in a Draft Environmental Impact report prepared by Environmental 
Science Associates for the City of Grass Valley in 2008 (ESA 2008)1. The 2008 DEIR 
contemplated a 600 ton per day ceramics plant (Phase I) with expansion of ceramic production 
to 1,200 tons per day (Phase II) (see Section 2.7 of ESA 2008). The Phase I production rate is 
similar to the amount of sand tailings proposed to be used for engineered fill by the current 
proposed Idaho-Maryland Mine Project. The project was found to have a significant and 
unavoidable air quality impact due to NOx emissions, primarily due to the manufacturing of 
ceramic products. Operational NOx emissions for Phase I were estimated at 643 pounds per day 
(see Table 4.2-6 of ESA 2008). The project was found to have a significant and unavoidable 
impact on global climate change due to CO2 emissions, primarily due to the manufacturing of 
ceramic products (see Section 4.2.4 of ESA 2008). Construction and Operational CO2 emissions 
for Phase I were estimated at more than 70,000 metric tons per year of CO2e (see Table 4.2-8 of 
ESA 2008). The commenter’s proposed alternative would substantially increase the severity of 
impacts for the current proposed Idaho-Maryland Mine Project and create at least two new 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The commenter does not provide any information of how 
this alternative would lessen any impacts from the current proposed project. Further, the market 
for ceramic products made from material generated by the mine is speculative, and there is no 
evidence that such a market exists. An EIR need not evaluate an alternative that is considered 
speculative, theoretical, or unreasonable. Not every potentially feasible alternative need be 
considered; rather, the relevant test is whether a “reasonable range” of feasible alternatives is 
considered for that particular project (Guidelines §15126.6(a)). Given that the proposed 
alternative would create new significant impacts, has not been shown to reduce any significant 
impacts, and is speculative, the commenter’s proposed alterative is not considered further. 

Response to Comment Ind 706-2 
The commenter asserts that the project’s proposed method of using waste rock and tailings for 
engineered fill has disadvantages due to compaction and mixing difficulties. NV5 provides 
recommendations for blending of rock and tailings on page 14 of appendix H.1 to the DEIR. As 
stated on this page, crushed blast rock with a maximum dimension of 6 inches may be blended 
into sand tailings to produce engineered fill material of up to 2 parts blast rock to 1 part sand 
tailings. A greater ratio may be feasible but would likely not be testable using nuclear methods 
and require a procedural test method. The engineered fill methods proposed in the DEIR are 
feasible based on the analysis done by NV5 in appendix H.1 to the DEIR.  

The commenter states that the method of blending larger barren rock with much finer tailings 
would be a ground stability hazard in wet seasons in populated areas. The stability of engineered 
fill slopes, and response to precipitation and storms, is discussed on page 4.6-34 of the DEIR. 
The face of the fill should be easily maintainable at a slope of 1 to 3 (rise over run). The fill is 
going to be constructed over a period of years, and while most of the surface can be maintained 
in a finished, or semi-finished and stable vegetated condition, during the life of the project, there 
will likely be areas that will be open and subject to potential erosion should a larger than expected 
storm occur. An important design feature shown on the grading plans are the detention ponds 

 
1 ESA (Environmental Science Associates). (2008). Draft Idaho-Maryland Mine Project Environmental Impact Report 
San Francisco, California. 
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that are to be constructed immediately down-gradient of the fill areas. These ponds, while 
collecting sediments, also provide a second level of containment in the event that unanticipated 
erosion of an open surface occurs. Further, the design of the pond will allow any eroded material 
that has entered it to be recovered and reused beneficially. According to ECM’s peer review of 
the DEIR and appendices, the design has been well thought out and is appropriate for the Site 
and project. 

The commenter does not identify any inadequacies in the DEIR’s analysis. 

Response to Comment Ind 706-3 
The economic benefit of converting sand tailings to ceramics is a not a CEQA issue required to 
be analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

The commenter states that even a small amount of water added to compacted engineered fill 
could lead to liquefaction and result in tailings dangerously flowing down Wolf Creek into the city 
of Grass Valley. However, as stated on page 4.6-11 of the DEIR, liquefaction occurs when 
saturated fine-grained sands and/or silts lose physical strength temporarily during earthquake 
induced shaking and behave as a liquid due to the loss of point-to-point grain contact and transfer 
of normal stress to the pore water. Liquefaction potential varies with water level, soil type, material 
gradation, relative density, and probable intensity and duration of ground shaking. As stated on 
page 4.6-41 of the DEIR, the Geotechnical Engineering Reports concluded that the overall 
potential for liquefaction at both the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites is remote. ECM 
was retained by Raney (the County’s EIR consultant) to perform an independent third-party peer 
review of the geotechnical documents prepared by NV5. ECM’s peer review did not identify any 
deficiencies in NV5’s reports. (see Page 4.6-29 of the DEIR) 

Please also see Response to Comment Ind 706-1 regarding the commenter’s proposed 
alternative. 

Response to Comment Ind 706-4 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 706-1 regarding the commenter’s proposed alternative.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 707: ROXANNE SHEPHERD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 707-1 
The commenter states that project will lead to a chain-reaction of economic, health, and 
environmental impacts that will desolate the community. Regarding economic impacts, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-2 
The commenter states the project will degrade or destroy private wells and that the DEIR 
underestimates the number of potentially impacted wells. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR which found that impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant. 
(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. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-3 
The commenter states that the project’s water use is excessive. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.8 and the Water Supply Assessment in Appendix N of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-4 
The commenter is concerned that the clay-lined settling pond allegedly rests on an earthquake 
fault. The DEIR states that over 150 years of observation has produced no records of movement 
in Grass Valley area mines. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31.) As discussed in Chapter 4.6-1 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. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31.) 

While the analysis shows that an active fault (activity within 11,000 years) 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 707-5 
The commenter states that the project has severe “soil issues with erosion, permeability, and 
expansion”, but provides no additional information on which to formulate a response. The 
commenter is referred to Chapters 4.6 and 4.8 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-6 
The commenter states that the project will result in an additional 3,450 cars on the road per day 
but provides no evidence to substantiate this claim. The commenter is referred to the traffic impact 
analysis in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment Ind 707-7 
The commenter states that the project’s use of haul trucks will destroy the pavement. The DEIR 
analyzes impacts to pavement in Chapter 4.12. Specifically, 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 impacts to pavement. (DEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b).) 

Response to Comment Ind 707-8 
The commenter states that the project would not provide funds for the perpetual maintenance of 
street lighting, traffic signals, or pavement. As discussed in Response to Comment Ind 707-7, the 
DEIR requires the Project Applicant to enter into agreements with Nevada County or Grass Valley 
to provide the project’s fair share funding for applicable improvements. (DEIR, 4.12-67, 91.)  

Response to Comment Ind 707-9 
The commenter states that the project will not provide street or other improvements to community. 
The commenter is referred to Responses to Comments Ind 707-7 and Ind 707-8. Additionally, 
various required traffic improvement fees and fair share payments for intersection improvements 
are discussed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-10 
The commenter states that the project would require 257 detonation per day. The DEIR analyzed 
the project’s use of explosives and found the impact to be less than significant after 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-1(a-d). (DEIR, 4.7-22.) 

Response to Comment Ind 707-11 
The commenter states the DEIR requires a mass evacuation plan. The project does not require 
a mass evacuation plan for the community. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR, 
which discusses Nevada County’s emergency response and evacuation procedures. (DEIR, 4.7-
10.)  

Response to Comment Ind 707-12 
The commenter states the project will likely be abandoned in five years. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-13 
The commenter states that the project will only benefit the Project Applicant. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-14 
This comment is introductory in nature and does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-15 
The commenter is opposed to the project and prefers that the County selects the “No Build” 
Alternative to the project. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7575 

Response to Comment Ind 707-16 
This comment discusses the Project Applicant, it does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-17 
The commenter states the Project Applicant misrepresents the employment benefits derived from 
the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, 
and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-18 
This comment discusses the Project Applicant, it does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-19 
This comment discusses the Project Applicant and prior projects at the Brunswick and Centennial 
Industrial Site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, 
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 707-20 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant understates the environmental and economic 
impacts of the project and makes references to heavy metals at the project site and associated 
impacts to plants, animals, water, and humans but provides no additional detail on which to 
formulate a response. Regarding economic impacts, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Regarding the risk heavy metals pose to plants animals, water and humans, the commenter is 
referred to Chapters 4.3 and 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 20 - Conservatism of Metals 
Assumptions, and Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 

Regarding the risk of “sinkholes” and landslides, please see Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-21 
This comment discusses social and economic impacts of the project and does not discuss the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is refereed to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-22 
The commenter offers no comments on Chapters 4.1 and 4.2 of the DEIR. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-23 
The commenter references several components of the project regarding impacts to air quality but 
does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. A limited threat discharge permit is required 
before mine dewatering commences. The commenter is referred Master Response 35 - Discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek. The DEIR analyzes air emissions in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. The 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts are summarized in Chapter 5.6 of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment Ind 707-24 
The commenter states that mitigation measures in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR will fail unless they 
are fully funded and supported by community groups and that complaints will be ignored. A 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program has been prepared and is included as Chapter 4 of 
this Final EIR. The mitigation measures and conditions of approval will be enforced by the County. 
To the extent the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies 
will be responsible for their enforcement. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 
- Operator Responsibility. 

The commenter says that there are hazardous materials and discarded facilities in the County 
and no plans or actions are proposed to rectify these issues. The DEIR analyzes the proposed 
project impacts and does not analyze other sites or projects.  

Response to Comment Ind 707-25 
The commenter does not have comments regarding Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR. The comment is 
noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-26 
The commenter states that the type of soil present at the Brunswick site poses stability hazards 
for the project. The DEIR’s Chapter 4.6 analyzes the geotechnical aspects of the project and 
found related impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. In regard to leaching of toxic and 
hazardous materials from the slopes, the commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine 
Waste Characterization. Regarding the fault adjacent to the water treatment pond, the commenter 
is referred to Response to Comment Ind 707-4. Regarding economic impacts, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-27 
The commenter states that both project sites contain historical contamination but does not identify 
any inadequacies with the DEIR. The commenter also states that the project requires an 
evacuation plan due to the storage of explosives. Regarding the Centennial site cleanup, 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. 

As stated on page 4.7-35 of the DEIR, implementation of the proposed project could create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment, 
specifically related to elevated arsenic levels in the existing mixed soil and rock fill beneath the 
southeastern paved area of the Brunswick Site, should the area be disturbed as part of the 
proposed project, potentially encountering contaminated soils, the potential presence of 
petroleum contaminated soils, and the presence of monitoring wells. As a result, impacts would 
be considered significant. Implementation of the mitigation measures 4.7-2(a) through 4.7-2(c) 
would reduce the above potential impact to a less-than-significant level. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill. 

An Emergency Response and Evacuation Plan for mass evacuation specifically related to project 
activities is not required. The commenter is referred to Chapters 4.7 and 4.13 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. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7577 

Response to Comment Ind 707-28 
Regarding impacts of the project to domestic water wells and groundwater quality, the commenter 
is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

The limited threat discharge permit is required before mine dewatering commences. Water is 
treated before discharge and is placed first into the water treatment pond and then into the water 
treatment plant and is discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek. The project would have a less than 
significant impact to water quality in surface waters or South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is 
referred Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Regarding impeding or redirecting flood flows, erosion, and flooding, the commenter is referred 
to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. The DEIR includes mitigation measures to mitigate the project’s 
impacts to all of the aforementioned topics. 

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. 

Regarding economic impacts, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-29 
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate without any additional detail. The commenter’s 
unsubstantiated opinion is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter states that the project will have adverse noise impacts 
causing sleep disturbances. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-130. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-30 
The commenter is concerned about the impacts of blasting associated with the project but does 
not provide additional detail. Blasting vibrations have been analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR 
and are less than significant after mitigation. The commenter reiterates the concern with traffic-
related impacts. Traffic impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. The commenter states 
the DEIR acknowledges noise impacts from the project are significant and unavoidable. The 
construction noise from the installation of the potable water pipeline in East Bennett Road is 
considered Significant and unavoidable (DEIR, p. 4.10-30.) All other construction noise and noise 
during operations would be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-31 
The commenter states the project will require an increase in emergency services. Impacts to 
public services and utilities are analyzed in Chapter 4.11 of the DEIR. The DEIR found that 
impacts to public services and utilities would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.11-21, 26, 28, 
29, 30, and 31.) The DEIR also found that sufficient water supplies are available for the project. 
(DEIR, 4.11-35.) The commenter is also referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and the Water Supply 
Assessment in Appendix N of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-32 
The commenter states that the project will result in adverse traffic-related impacts and that the 
fair share contributions of the Project Applicant will be inadequate. As stated on page 4.12-98 and 
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4.12-103 of the DEIR, NCTC removed the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection from their RTMF 
program in their 2016 Nexus Study, while Caltrans has the intersection identified as a planned, 
but unfunded improvement in their SR 174 TCR. Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(b) requires the Project 
Applicant to enter into a traffic mitigation agreement with Caltrans and provide the project’s fair 
share contribution toward the improvements needed to improve intersection operations to an 
acceptable level. Because the remaining funds for the intersection improvements are unknown, 
in terms of timing and contributing parties, the successful implementation of the intersection 
improvements is uncertain. Therefore, the project’s incremental impact to the SR 174/Brunswick 
Road intersection is considered significant and unavoidable in the DEIR. (DEIR, p. 4.12-93.)  

Response to Comment Ind 707-33 
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 707-34 
The commenter states that the impact of the project is equal to 3,450 cars driving by but provides 
no calculations or information as to the relevancy of this statement. The commenter states that 
traffic impacts are immeasurable. However, traffic impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the 
DEIR and are based on numerous measurements such as traffic counts and traffic modeling. 
Various impacts from project traffic to certain intersections are less than significant, less than 
significant after mitigation, or in the case of SR 174 / Brunswick Road and Brunswick Road/Sutton 
Way, significant and unavoidable. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 

Impacts to pavement are discussed on pages 4.12-85 through 4.12-86 of the DEIR. Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the Project 
Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County and the 
City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of roadways 
commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and 
Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 49, and E. 
Bennett Road between project driveway and Brunswick Road.  

Response to Comment Ind 707-35 
The commenter states that water from the mine cannot be used for fire abatement. However, the 
project treats mine water (see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek) and 
has several connections to NID fire service water (DEIR, p. 4.13-20.)  

As stated on page 4.13-22 of the DEIR, the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites have limited 
steeply-sloping topography that is known to exacerbate wildfire risk and spread. Prevailing wind 
conditions within the surrounding area are from the North-East and South-West directions, both 
of which have forest lands. The incorporation of defensible space around proposed structures at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, as well as designing buildings in conformance with Chapter 7A of 
the CBC, would help to slow the spread of wildfire moving through the area. In addition, proposed 
improvements at both Sites would reduce the vegetation fuel load in the area. Nevertheless, 
vegetation would remain on both Sites and would need to be managed on an ongoing basis. In 
addition, use of hydrocarbon-powered heavy-equipment on-site could exacerbate wildfire risk. 
Without implementation of a vegetation management plan, the proposed project could have a 
significant impact related to exacerbating wildfire risks, and thereby exposing project occupants 
to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Implementation 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, requiring a comprehensive vegetation management plan, would 
reduce this impact to less than significant.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 708: S. FENILE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 708-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses opposition to the 
proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 709: SANDRA BACON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 709-1 
For the commenter’s well impact concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 709-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
about the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. For toxic mine waste concerns, 
please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization; for the generally noted air 
pollution concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; 
for generally expressed noise and blasting concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration; and for dumping of mine water into creek, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 709-3 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 710: SANDRA HEWSTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 710-1 
The commenter states that the current zoning of the project site does not allow for mining. As 
discussed on page 4.9-16 of the DEIR, Subsurface mining is allowed in all base districts subject 
to approval of a Use Permit. Surface access to subsurface mining, including vent and escape 
shafts, is allowed in the AG, FR, M1, M2, P, and PD base districts subject to approval of a Use 
Permit. Surface mining is allowed in the AG, FR, M1, M2, P, PD, and TPZ Districts and where the 
property is zoned ME, subject to approval of a Use Permit and Reclamation Plan.  

Response to Comment Ind 710-2 
The commenter states that residents situated in the watershed depend on the groundwater in the 
Idaho-Maryland Mine to supply private wells. Water present in the underground mine workings 
does not supply domestic water wells. Rather the regional groundwater flow supplies domestic 
water wells. Impacts to domestic water wells from mine dewatering has been analyzed in the 
DEIR. The DEIR found that the project’s impacts to groundwater supplies from the dewatering of 
the mine would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is referred to Chapter 
4.8, Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 710-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of private wells potentially 
impacted by the dewatering of the mine. As stated on page 4.8-19 of the DEIR, the static water 
level in the New Brunswick shaft and underground mine workings is approximate 2,497 feet msl 
to 2,502 feet msl. Regarding impacts to domestic water wells, the commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.8, Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the scope of the impacts to groundwater 
supplies and must be expanded beyond the mineral rights boundaries. As discussed on pages 
15-19 of Appendix M, numerous holes must be drilled and blasted sequentially into a void (the 
free face) in order to fracture rock and create mining excavations. Any blast damage to 
surrounding rocks, such as cracks, would be limited to a few feet surrounding the excavation. 
Therefore, blasting cannot “damage the aquifer” or cause draining of surface water and 
groundwater. 

In regard to the hydrogeology model and area of potential impact to domestic water wells, the 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8, Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 7 
- Location of Future Mining Areas, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-5 
The commenter questions why solar energy was not proposed to mitigate energy consumption of 
the project. The commenter also states that a project alternative that utilizes solar should be 
included in the DEIR. 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 
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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. (DEIR, Appx. E.1.) 

Response to Comment Ind 710-6 
The commenter 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 and Response to Comment Grp 21-122. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-7 
The commenter asks how the level in the pond will be regulated to prevent emergency overflow 
into South Fork Wolf Creek and what happens if the water treatment plant shuts down for any 
length of time, and whether the pond would overflow and flow into South Fork Wolf Creek under 
this circumstance. The water treatment plant is designed for a maximum treatment rate of 2,500 
gallons per minute and all equipment would be in place to increase treatment to this capacity at 
any time it was necessary. (DEIR, p. 4.8-42.) Pumps in the underground mine pump to the water 
treatment pond and can be turned on and off as necessary by mine employees. Supervisors on 
the surface can communicate with underground and surface workers though radio 
communications to provide necessary instructions. The water treatment pond provides water 
storage capacity so that the mine pumping and water treatment are not required to be identical 
but would average the same rates over a day or several days. As discussed in Section 4.5 of 
Appendix K.2, 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. (DEIR, p. 4.8-74.) This capacity allows time for 
any necessary maintenance or repairs to the water treatment plant without curtailment of 
underground dewatering. As discussed in Section 5.4 of Appendix K.4, the removal of sludge 
from the water treatment pond can be achieved with slurry pumps. Therefore, the periodic removal 
of settled solids would not require the curtailment of mine dewatering. In addition, the underground 
mine has a substantial capacity if it were ever necessary to curtail water pumping for an extended 
period of time. An estimate of the volume of existing mine workings is provided in Section 3.3.3.2 
of Appendix K.2, with the lower levels (2300 – 3280 level) having a volume of 84-acre ft and the 
entire mine having a total volume of 1,183 acre-ft. At an average inflow rate of 850 gpm (3.75-
acre ft per day) it would take approximately 22 days for the lower levels of the mine to flood and 
approximately 314 days for the entre mine to flood. The site drainage plan for the Brunswick site 
routes the majority of precipitation run-off from the site to the storm water detention basin, not the 
water treatment pond, as shown in Drawing H-4 of Appendix K.5. Section 4.5 of Appendix K.2 
discusses the 6.4-acre catchment area where precipitation would inflow into the water treatment 
pond and confirms that the designed freeboard volume is more than adequate to retain the runoff 
from an extreme storm event. As discussed above, the pond would not overflow due to 
maintenance or precipitation events of at least a 100-year storm. (DEIR, p. 4.8-74.) 

The commenter asks what the settling rate is for the water. As discussed above, 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. (DEIR, 4.8-74.) 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. (Ibid.) The water treatment plant also incorporates media filtration. As 
stated on page 5-3 of Appendix K.4, during initial NBS shaft dewatering, the total suspended 
solids (TSS) in the underground water are expected to be low, and data presented by EMKO from 
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their sampling events shows suspended solids below laboratory detection limits (<5 mg/L) in the 
water currently flooding the shaft (EMKO 2020, Table 3-6). During active mining, the amount of 
TSS in the water is expected to increase and will be heavily influenced by the effectiveness of the 
underground settling sumps. Assuming that water discharged from the mine has suspended 
solids of 100 mg/L, which are subsequently reduced by settlement in the pond to the 20 mg/L 
treatment goal (EMKO 2020 Table 4-10), and an average flow rate of 850 gallons per minute, the 
mine would produce approximately 37 tons per year of silt-born sludge. The requirements of 
treated water discharge include requirements for total suspended solids and ensure that total 
suspended solids of water released to South Fork Wolf Creek meets water quality goals. Please 
see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

The commenter asks how quickly the water will be treated and released. Appendix K.4 of the 
DEIR describes the design and operation of the water treatment system. The treatment plant 
would be sized to treat the maximum pumping rate from the mine of 2500 gpm (3,600,000 gallons 
per day). The initial dewatering of the mine requires the pumping of the water volume currently in 
the flooded mine as well as groundwater inflow into the mine. If this maximum pumping rate is not 
achieved during initial dewatering due to operational concerns, the duration of time to complete 
initial dewatering would be extended. The pumping rates during initial dewatering would be 
determined by company management and supervisors in accordance with relevant permit 
requirements and operational concerns. The discharge from the mine into South Fork Wolf Creek 
will be governed by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, who will have 
enforcement authority over discharges from the mine. Please see Master Response 35 - 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 32 - Temperature of Mine Water 
Discharge.  

The commenter asks if the water treatment plant will be staffed by a licensed water treatment 
plant operator 24/7. The water treatment plant is not a public water system or potable water 
treatment facility and therefore does not require licenced operators. However, water treatment 
plant operators will be trained to operate the water treatment plant and the plant will be staffed 24 
hours per day, 7 days per week. Numerous trades people such as electricians and millwrights are 
available at the site to assist with mechanical repairs and maintenance.  

The commenter asks if backwash material would be placed into the same pond. As stated on 
page 4-2 of Appendix K.4, a mechanical solids separation process, such as centrifugation, or belt 
or drum filters, will be installed onshore in order to segregate the solids from the pyrolusite media 
backwash stream that will be returned to the clay-lined pond. In this manner, the pond will remain 
unaffected by the solids generated by backwash events. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-8 
The commenter states that DEIR is inconsistent with regard to the volume of water to be pumped 
from the mine. The commenter states this information is necessary during a drought. Flow 
quantities in the DEIR are rounded and 2,500 gallons per minute is equivalent to 5.57 cubic feet 
per second, which is rounded to 5.6 cubic feet per second. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-9 
The commenter states that more precise and consistent references to flow rates are needed in 
the DEIR. Water flows are estimates and the level of precision requested by the commenter is 
not required for the analysis of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment Ind 710-8. 
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Response to Comment Ind 710-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR must discuss discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek during 
abnormal rain events. The DEIR discusses treated water discharge into South Fork Wolf Creek 
during normal and abnormal precipitation events. As stated on page 4.8-70 of the DEIR, at the 
Brunswick Industrial Site, a detention basin would be constructed at the downstream toe of the 
engineered fill placement slopes, above South Fork Wolf Creek (see Figure 4.8-15). The detention 
basin for the Brunswick Industrial Site is sized to detain storm flows to compensate for the quantity 
of treated mine water discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek, in addition to compensating for 
increased runoff from potential future industrial development of the site. Peak storm flows at both 
the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites would be reduced to levels less than existing 
conditions peak storm flows due to the detention basins that would be constructed below the 
engineered fill areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-11 
The commenter states that the DEIR is lacking a discussion of beneficial uses of treated water 
from the mine. As stated on page 2 of Appendix N, the mine water flow 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 commenter suggests that the water could be re-introduced back 
into the ground. Some water may recharge into the ground as its flows in South Fork Wolf Creek 
and then Wolf Creek. However, the recharge of most or all of the mine water discharge back into 
the low permeability fractured rock would be difficult if not impossible and require many injection 
wells throughout the mine area and the associated infrastructure such as wells and pipelines. The 
benefit of such an endeavour is not apparent and is not required for the project to reduce 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-12 
The commenter states that the DEIR must include discussion of a possible underground river to 
avoid the impacts that occurred at the Siskon Mine. No “underground rivers” are present in the 
mine area and proposed mining is in rock unlike the San Juan Ridge mine, which was a near 
surface underground gravel mining operation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8, 
Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-13 
The commenter requests that the determination of less than cumulative considerable for Impact 
4.2-6 is further analyzed given the poor air quality of the region. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas 
Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-14 
Compliance of the project with Energy Action Plan strategies has been analyzed in Table 4.3-22 
in the DEIR and was determined to be consistent with the EAP. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. Regarding a solar energy system, 
while solar panels are not currently proposed as part of the project, the roof space of the project 
buildings may be available in the future for installation of solar panels to reduce the project’s 
reliance on the energy grid. However, any such solar power generation would be small in 
comparison to the requirements of the project. Notably, the GHG emissions presented in the DEIR 
are conservative, since California regulations will reduce GHG emissions overtime. For instance, 
Senate Bill 100 requires that zero carbon energy resources supply 100% of electric retail sales to 
customers by 2045. Neither this requirement, nor the progressive steps to achieve it (i.e., 44% of 
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electricity by 2024, 52% by 2027, and 60% by 2030 be procured from renewable energy sources) 
were accounted for in the GHG analysis. Please also see Response to Comment Agcy 8-17. 

Response to Comment Ind 710-15 
The commenter objects to the findings of 4.7-5 and 4.8-6 in the DEIR but provides no specific 
reason or evidence for this objection. The comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 710-16 
Please see Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD 
Criteria Pollutant Thresholds During Operations.  

Response to Comment Ind 710-17 
The commenter concludes that the DEIR is generally inadequate. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 711: SARA BROWNWOOD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 711-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. For concerns related to 
underground water resources and ecosystems, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 32 – Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, 
Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 36 – Flows in 
South Fork Wolf Creek.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 712: SARAH LAZARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 712-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 713: SARAH SNYDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 713-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 713-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. For concerns related to dust and 
airborne chemicals, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy; for concerns related to exhaust, please see the health risk assessment (DEIR Appendix 
E.1), the results of which are incorporated into Chapter 4.3; and for concerns related to spills, 
please see Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 713-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4.11, Public 
Services and Utilities, for additional information regarding the project’s impact on electricity 
supplies. As discussed on page 4.11-34 of the DEIR, the electrical grid system in the project area 
is well developed. A commercial sawmill that previously operated on the Brunswick Industrial Site 
was serviced by a dedicated 12kV PG&E power line. A high voltage power line also runs through 
the property west of the Brunswick shaft. Electricity for the project would be supplied by the 
existing 12kV PG&E line along Brunswick Road. The BRUNSWICK 1102 Circuit (Circuit), which 
would serve the project, has a rating of 13.26 MW. The project’s total connected load is estimated 
at approximately 10 MW, with a net load of approximately 6 MW. As of the year 2021, the Circuit 
operates at 5.15 MW, or approximately 39 percent of the Circuit’s maximum capacity. Based on 
PG&E’s usage projections, the Circuit load is anticipated to drop to approximately 4.74 MW by 
the year 2025. Considering the project would generate an electric load of approximately 6 MW, 
and the Circuit currently provides 5.15 MW, the Circuit capacity would increase to 11.15 MW 
following implementation of the project. The increase in wattage associated with implementation 
of the project would remain within the Circuit’s capacity of 13.26 MW and, thus, the Circuit would 
have available load capacity to accommodate the project 
 
Response to Comment Ind 713-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 713-5 
For concerns related to groundwater use and effects on local flora and fauna, please see Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 33 – 
Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. The commenter’s concerns and opposition to the proposed 
project are noted for the record and have been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their 
consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 714: SASHA SOUKUP 
 
Response to Comment Ind 714-1 
Air pollution is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, and Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10. 
Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was independently reviewed by the County’s 
third-party noise consultant, none of the individual activities associated with long-term operations 
of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. 
Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not anticipated for the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and 
because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring 
program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The 
monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract 
with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate 
noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance 
with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the 
noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by 
individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations 
shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures 
could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional 
silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data 
evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply 
with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors. 

Regarding changes in traffic volumes, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation.  

Response to Comment Ind 714-2 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The health risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk 
at the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the 
MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind speed and direction were accounted for in the HRA 
to determine where and how far emissions from the project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the 
DEIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the 
nearest existing residence to the north of the Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be 
dispersed as distance increases from the emission source. Since the HRA presents the health 
risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all other receptors in the vicinity of the project 
would have less exposure and consequently less potential health risk than the MEIR. Several 
commenters identified not being able to see the risk of the HRA visually. Isopleth figures were 
developed in response to these comments, which show where the project’s emissions would 
travel. Please see Dudek Memo – Isopleths attached to the Final EIR as Appendix K. 

The commenter otherwise suggests that the DEIR contains inaccuracies and is incomplete but 
provides no specific examples. Thus, a specific response is not possible.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 715: SCOT AND PATTY MARTSERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 715-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 715-2 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 715-3 
The commenter does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather restates its finding that 
the No Project (No Build) Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 715-4 
The comment pertains to economic and social issues - please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 716: SCOTT PETERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 716-1 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR is biased but does not provide any evidence to support 
this spurious claim. The CEQA Guidelines allow a Project Applicant to prepare a DEIR as long as 
the lead agency, in this case Nevada County, independently reviews the DEIR. (14 CCR 
10584(d)(3); (e).) Not only did the County independently peer review the information provided by 
the applicant, but the County hired Raney Planning and Management to prepare the DEIR. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 717: SEAN JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 717-1 
Traffic is evaluated in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. As noted therein, the DEIR does 
not claim that the proposed project would have no impact on traffic; rather, impacts to certain 
intersections were concluded to be significant. Nevada County, as the lead agency, will consider 
such impacts when determining whether to approve the project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 717-2 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master 
Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 717-3 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10. The DEIR does not claim that 5 years of construction will 
have no noise impacts. Rather, the DEIR finds that construction noise from installation of the 
potable water pipeline along East Bennett Road would have a temporary significant and 
unavoidable noise impact to nearby residents, even after implementation of mitigation.  

Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was independently reviewed by the County’s 
third-party noise consultant, none of the individual activities associated with long-term operations 
of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. 
Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not anticipated for the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and 
because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring 
program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The 
monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract 
with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate 
noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance 
with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the 
noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by 
individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations 
shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures 
could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional 
silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data 
evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply 
with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 718: SHANNON ROSS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 7 
The commenter states that the DEIR is complete inadequate but provides no evidence to support 
this spurious claim. Please see Master Response 1. See the below responses to more specific 
comments.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-2 
Please see Chapter 4.5, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and, specifically, the following 
excerpt from page 4.5-21 of the DEIR: 
 

[…] InContext contacted the NAHC on September 10, 2019 to request a search of the 
Sacred Lands File for tribal cultural resources within or near the project area. The results 
of the Sacred Lands File search were negative, which indicates that known cultural 
resources do not exist on the project site.2 In addition, InContext contacted each of the 
following Native American tribes with the potential to have knowledge of cultural resources 
in the project area: 
 

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

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

 
As presented above, consistent with CEQA Guidelines and Assembly Bill 52, as part of the DEIR 
process, local tribes were notified and invited to consult on the proposed project, and such 
information was presented in the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-3 
For the commenter’s general air pollution concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. Regarding impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat, 
Impact 4.4-4 included in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR assessed whether the 

 
2  InContext. Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of Effect for the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project, Nevada County, 

California. December 2020.      
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proposed project would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Known migratory deer ranges outlined in the 
Nevada County General Plan were reviewed as part of the DEIR for deer migration corridors, 
critical range, and critical fawning areas. According to the Migratory Deer Ranges Nevada County 
General Plan map, the Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area are located in an area of 
potential Deer Winter Range. However, field surveys conducted for the proposed project did not 
record any observations of deer. In addition, the DEIR noted that the Centennial Industrial Site 
and Brunswick Area do not contain any known major deer migration corridors, known deer holding 
areas, nor critical deer fawning areas. Based on the analysis included in the DEIR, the proposed 
project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to interfering substantially 
with the movement of any wildlife. 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, for general concerns related to habitat impacts.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not devote enough thought or research into air quality, 
but provides no evidence or examples to support this assertion. Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, provides a very detailed analysis of the proposed 
project’s potential air quality impacts. Chapter 4.3 is supported by the technical air quality analysis 
included as Appendix E.1 to the DEIR. Appendix E.1 also includes the results of a detailed health 
risk assessment performed in accordance with State guidance. Please see also Master 
Responses 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 19 – NSAQMD Criteria Pollutant 
Thresholds During Operations.  
 
For the concern related to 24-hour noise operations, please see Response to Comment Grp 21-
130.  
 
Global climate change is addressed in detail in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Please also see Master 
Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 28 – Greenhouse Gas 
Credits.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-5 
Please see Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-6 
Please see Master Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 718-7 
Please see the above responses to comments.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7610 

 

 

Individual Letter 719 

Ind 
719-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7611 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7612 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 719: SHAR MCLEOD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 719-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the record and has been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
 
Regarding quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope of CEQA, please see Master 
Response 1. Regarding the generally noted air quality concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; regarding energy usage, please see Chapter 
4.3; regarding climate change, please see Chapter 4.3 and Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change; regarding groundwater concerns, please Master Response 14 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells; 
regarding dumping mine waste, please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization; 
and regarding noise, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 720: SHARON DELGADO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 720-1 
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate. Responses to specific comments are provided 
below. The commenter states that approval of the project would exacerbate climate change. As 
stated on page 4.3-92 of the DEIR, with implementation of mitigation, the project’s incremental 
contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change is less than cumulatively considerable. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 720-2 
The commenter states that the project’s energy usage would interfere with the County’s Energy 
Action Plan. The commenter also states that the project would exacerbate climate change. 
Although the County’s Energy Action Plan is not a Qualified GHG Emissions Reduction Plan 
under CEQA, the DEIR nevertheless states that the project is consistent with the Energy Action 
Plan. (DEIR, p. 4.3-88.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 25 - Nevada County 
Energy Action Plan. Regarding climate change, with the implementation of mitigation, the project’s 
incremental contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change is less than cumulatively 
considerable. (DEIR, p. 4.3-92.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. The 
commenter also states that the project would pollute our “air, land, and water” but provides no 
additional detail. Air emissions from the project are analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, biological 
impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR, and groundwater impacts are analyzed in 
Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 720-3 
The commenter states that many in the community are focused on moving towards energy 
produced by renewable sources and questions why solar energy was not proposed to mitigate 
energy consumption of the project, pointing to the Nevada County Energy Action Plan reduction 
goals. Compliance of the project with Energy Action Plan strategies has been analyzed in Table 
4.3-22 in the DEIR and was determined to be consistent with the Energy Action Plan. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 
Regarding a solar energy system, while solar panels are not currently proposed as part of the 
project, the roof space of the project buildings may be available in the future for installation of 
solar panels to reduce the project’s reliance on the energy grid. However, any such solar power 
generation would be small in comparison to the requirements of the project. Notably, the GHG 
emissions presented in the DEIR are conservative, since California regulations will reduce GHG 
emissions over time. 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 720-4 
The commenter references the Energy Action Plan and states that the County should strive to 
reduce electric use and the project would eliminate progress towards that goal. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan.  

Response to Comment Ind 720-5 
The commenter states that a number of the project’s components would increase GHG emissions 
and contribute to climate change. As stated on page 4.3-92 of the DEIR, with implementation of 
mitigation, the project’s incremental contribution to global GHG emissions and climate change is 
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less than cumulatively considerable. The commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 720-6 
The commenter states that a goal of any new development or project is to result in no net 
additional increase in GHG emissions. A net zero threshold is not required for the project. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 721: SHARON SECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 721-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 722: SHARON WAGNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 722-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather provides information on 
historical mining in the area and its effects. No response is required.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 722-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all 
noise generated from engineered fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul 
truck operation (excepting potential jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would 
remain below the applicable noise standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are 
used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 
 
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.)  
 
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and the minimum requirements of the Asbestos ATCM for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations, the project must ensure that 
visible dust does not cross the boundary of the property and that the project is in compliance with 
the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and would be required to take whatever necessary 
measures to ensure compliance. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 722-3 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change, as well as the analysis in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 722-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Social and economic concerns 
expressed by the commenter are outside the scope of CEQA, but have been noted for the record 
and forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 723: SHAYNA CHRISTIE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 723-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 724: SHEERLIE RYNGLER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 724-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding well concerns, 
please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 724-2 
Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 724-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 regarding quality of life and other social/economic 
concerns. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 724-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and has been noted for the record. In 
addition, please see Master Response 33 – Groundwater Dependent Vegetation. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 725: SHEILA LARUE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 725-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 726: SHERI FOGARTY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 726-1 
Please see Master Response 2 regarding property values. Water resources and hazardous 
materials are discussed in chapters 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek. 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 727: SHERI HOSS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 727-1 
This comment is introductory in nature. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for the 
decision makers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 727-2 
The commenter states that the project will produce mining waste that will pollute groundwater and 
mine water. The commenter is referred to Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization and 
Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter also states that the 
mining waste will need to be hauled by polluting diesel trucks. Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR analyzes 
air quality, including associated with haul trucks, and found the project’s impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, Impacts 4.3-1 and -2.) 

Response to Comment Ind 727-3 
The commenter states that diesel haul trucks needed for the transport of mine waste will 
significantly increase air pollution and GHG emissions. Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR analyzes air 
quality, including associated with haul trucks, and found the project’s impacts to be less than 
significant after mitigation. (DEIR, Impacts 4.3-1 and -2.) 

Response to Comment Ind 727-4 
The commenter mistakenly states that the trucks used for hauling engineered fill to the Centennial 
Industrial Site will impact the Brunswick Road/State Route 174 intersection. Truck traffic from the 
project would not use the Brunswick Road/State Route 174 intersection. The commenter is 
referred to Figure 3-13 of the DEIR. Traffic impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 727-5 
The commenter refers to a blog post which discusses the gold industry in general. This comment 
does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 
- Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 728: SHERYL LUXON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 728-1 
The commenter states that the noise impacts from truck traffic will interrupt the sleep schedule of 
the nearby residents. The commenter also states that exhaust and dust particles contribute to 
dementia and Alzheimer’s disease. Regarding the sleep disturbances, the commenter is referred 
to Response to Comment Grp 21-130. Regarding the project’s impacts to air quality, the DEIR 
found that all impacts will be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, Impacts 4.3-1 and -2.) 
The commenter’s general opposition to the project is noted for the decision makers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 729: SHIRLEY FRERIKS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-1 
The commenter does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-2 
For the generally noted air quality concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-3 
Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered 
fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential 
jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise 
standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial 
Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Regarding damage to road surfaces, 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.)  
 
The analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy, includes mobile sources. Please refer to Chapter 4.3 for the detailed 
evaluation.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-4 
Please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change, and Chapter 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, for additional information related to drought conditions and water usage, 
respectively. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-5 
Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek and Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional information related to water pollution. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 729-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 730: SHIRLEY WILLIAMS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses opposition and 
general concerns related to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-2 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-3 
The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment (HRA) provides 
the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and has determined the health 
impact at the MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind speed and direction were accounted 
for in the HRA to determine where and how far emissions from the project would travel. (Appendix 
E.1 of the EIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA (Appendix E1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be 
the nearest existing residence to the north of the Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be 
dispersed as distance increases from the emission source. Since the HRA presents the health 
risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all other receptors in the vicinity of the project 
would have less exposure and consequently less potential health risk than the MEIR. Several 
commenters identified not being able to see the risk of the HRA visually. Isopleth figures were 
developed in response to these comments, which show where the project’s emissions would 
travel. Please see Dudek Memo – Isopleths attached to the Final EIR as Appendix K. 

Response to Comment Ind 730-4 
Noise is addressed in Chapter 4.10. Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was 
independently reviewed by the County’s third-party noise consultant, none of the individual 
activities associated with long-term operations of the proposed project would generate noise in 
excess of the applicable noise standards. Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not 
anticipated for the proposed project. Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple 
processes which generate noise, and because compliance with the Nevada County Noise 
Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation 
of a comprehensive noise monitoring program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and 
Centennial Industrial Sites. The monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party 
consultant under direct contract with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation 
of mine-related equipment at the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise 
consultant shall retrieve and evaluate noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related 
operational noise levels are in compliance with County noise standards at the pre-determined 
Receptor locations. The results shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department 
within one week from evaluation of the noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise 
standards are being exceeded either by individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise 
generation of the entire facility, operations shall cease until additional engineering controls can 
be implemented as needed. Such measures could take the form of noise barriers, installation of 
sound absorbing materials, use of additional silencers, etc. After implementation of any 
recommended measures, follow-up noise level data evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate 
that the resultant operational noise levels comply with the County noise level standards at nearby 
sensitive receptors. 
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Response to Comment Ind 730-5 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 730-3.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Jobs and other social topics are 
outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and lacks specificity. Please see 
Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-8 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 730-9 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comments concerns and 
opposition to the proposed project have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 731: STACY BEILMAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 731-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 732: STACY BEILMAN (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 732-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 733: STEFANIE MARTINEZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 733-1 
The commenter expresses concern that the DEIR is incomplete, but does not provide specific 
examples that would allow for a detailed response. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope 
of CEQA – please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s concerns are not for the record and 
have been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please also see the below 
responses to more specific comments.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 733-2 
Regarding water pollution concerns, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek; regarding well concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells; and regarding applicant concerns, please see Master Response 
3 – Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 733-3 
Please see Chapter 3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, for additional 
information related to air pollution. The DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air 
pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, 
asbestos, and heavy metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health 
risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident 
(MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 733-4 
Please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, for additional information related to noise impacts. 
Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was independently reviewed by the County’s 
third-party noise consultant, none of the individual activities associated with long-term operations 
of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise standards. 
Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not anticipated for the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, and 
because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise monitoring 
program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. The 
monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct contract 
with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related equipment at 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve and evaluate 
noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are in compliance 
with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation of the 
noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either by 
individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, operations 
shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such measures 
could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of additional 
silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise level data 
evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels comply 
with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors. 
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The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the record and has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 734: STEPHANIE ALMANZAR 
 
Response to Comment Ind 734-1 
Quality of life and economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA - please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2. Regarding the commenter’s general traffic concerns, please see Chapter 
4.12, Transportation of the DEIR. Regarding the general noise concerns, please see Chapter 
4.10, Noise and Vibration, and Response to Comment Ind 733-4.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 734-2 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 735: STEPHANIE STEYER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 735-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project, which has been noted for the record. Please see Master 
Response 1. Regarding water supply concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 736: STEPHEN BAKER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 736-1 
The commenter asserts that the data used by the DEIR groundwater analysis is too sparse and 
does not cover a long enough period. The groundwater monitoring data referred to in this 
comment are plotted on hydrographs in Appendix B of the Groundwater Hydrology and Analysis 
Report, which is Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. For all but a few wells, the data show consistent cycles 
without any long-term increasing or decreasing trends throughout the almost 10-year period over 
which data were obtained, as discussed on DEIR page 4.8-12. It would not be reasonable to 
expect data collection over an 80-year period prior to this project. Review of Figure 3-4 of 
Appendix K.2 of the DEIR indicates that during this 10-year period, the annual water-year rainfall 
varied from 85.98 inches in 1995 to 30.73 inches in 2001. These values are within the 98th 
percentile and the 6th percentile, respectively, of the rainfall variation shown for the period from 
1967 to 2018 on Figure 3-4 of Appendix K.2. Therefore, the monitoring occurred across a 
timeframe during which there were substantial variations in the rainfall amounts from year to year. 

Monitoring of individual private wells at a greater frequency than that recorded for the monitoring 
from 1995 to 2001 and 2003 to 2007 may show short periods during which the water level was 
lower than the minimum recorded value in some wells, but that would be due to pumping of the 
well itself and not an indication of the actual water level within the fractured bedrock. More 
frequent monitoring in the past would not alter the understanding of the historic baseline of the 
groundwater elevations in the region. 

Furthermore, the DEIR concludes, on page 4.8-66, that the potential impacts to groundwater 
supplies in private wells would be significant. Additional data from existing private wells would not 
alter that conclusion or the need for mitigation. The groundwater analysis and underlying data 
were reviewed by the County’s water supply experts, who concurred that the analysis was 
accurate and that the impacts would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation. 
As such, the groundwater analysis constitutes substantial evidence to support the DEIR’s 
conclusions.  

Response to Comment Ind 736-2 
The commenter asserts that the data used in the DEIR when comparing precipitation data and 
water levels in the mine shafts is inadequate because of too short of duration and too few 
readings, to conclude that wells are “safe.” This comment mischaracterizes the evaluation 
presented in the DEIR, which does not conclude that wells are “safe.” As noted in the Response 
to Comment Ind 736-1, above, the DEIR concludes, on page 4.8-66, that the potential impacts to 
groundwater supplies in private wells would be significant prior to mitigation. Additional data from 
existing private wells would not alter that conclusion or the need for mitigation.  

It should also be noted that the water level data from the New Brunswick Shaft, as presented on 
Figure 4.8-5 of the DEIR, varies by less than seven feet, with the exception of one potentially 
anomalous result. Even considering that potentially anomalous result, the water level in the shaft 
varies by only 11 feet, in comparison with seasonal variations in the private domestic wells of 10 
to 50 feet per year, even though measurements were made during a range of wet years and dry 
years.  

As noted in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, the water within the shaft and existing underground mine 
workings are not static. Water from the mine workings is constantly discharging to Wolf Creek. 
However, the rate at which the water discharges is limited by the rate at which the water can enter 
the workings through the fractures that have been encountered. The water level in the New 
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Brunswick shaft is 25 feet to 265 feet below the static water level in the wells in the East Bennett 
area, indicating that the water can flow out of the drains faster than it can enter the mine. The flow 
of water into the shafts and through the underground mine workings has also resulted in an 
existing drawdown cone around the shafts. These dynamic conditions provide an indication of the 
degree of interconnection between subsurface fractures and the mine workings, and the rate at 
which water can enter the mine, which is limited. As discussed above, the available data provides 
adequate resolution to understand the groundwater dynamics and to predict likely impacts based 
on dewatering. Further, the groundwater analysis and underlying data were reviewed by the 
County’s water supply experts, who concurred that the analysis was accurate and that the impacts 
would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation. As such, the groundwater 
analysis constitutes substantial evidence to support the DEIR’s conclusions. 

Response to Comment Ind 736-3 
The commenter asserts that the computer groundwater model is the wrong tool to analyze 
dewatering impacts in a fractured bedrock system. Please see Response to Comment Ind 232-1. 
Computer groundwater flow models that are based on the assumption of porous media are 
widespread in use in fractured bedrock analyses, and are appropriate in the context of the large 
area analyzed for the project. The upper alluvium and fractured shallow bedrock behave as a 
porous media on the scale that Itasca modeled for the project. An assumption of a porous media 
is appropriate given the scale and the objectives of the model. As discussed in the NRC (1996), 
a document referenced by Dr. Schneiderman in comment 232-1, and presented below: 

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 is a porous media approximation. 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). The 
approach followed by Itasca is appropriate and is supported by the literature and common practice 
in the hydrogeology field. 

Response to Comment Ind 736-4 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is wrong in concluding that there is less groundwater 
present at deeper depths below surface, and the DEIR is mistaken to rely on a USGS conclusion 
from 1984 on that issue. The DEIR does not rely solely on the 1984 USGS study (Page et al.) 
regarding well yields related to depth. Substantial evidence from California Department of Water 
Resources Well Completion Reports was also considered to evaluate how water production 
changes with depth from wells within the fractured bedrock. That additional evidence considered 
in the DEIR is illustrated on Figures 3-8, 3-9, and 3-10 in Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. The 
commenter is unclear on what depth range is implied when referring to “deep wells,” however, as 
noted in Appendix K.2 (at page 33), below a depth of 450 feet, the maximum pumping rate was 
only four gallons per minute (gpm).  

Response to Comment Ind 736-5  
The commenter asserts that domestic wells are vulnerable to losing their water supply, and that 
the data used by the EIR is outdated and biased. As noted in the Response to Comment 1 of this 
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letter, the DEIR concludes, on page 4.8-66, that the potential impacts to groundwater supplies in 
private wells would be significant without mitigation. However, the DEIR concluded that the impact 
would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation. The groundwater analysis and 
underlying data were reviewed by the County’s water supply experts, who concurred that the 
analysis was accurate and that the impacts would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation. As such, the groundwater analysis constitutes substantial evidence to support the 
DEIR’s conclusions. 

Response to Comment Ind 736-6  
The commenter states that the County should age-date the mine shaft water at several discrete 
depths to determine if water percolates into the mine in less than 80 years and should monitor 
specific wells at high resolution to generate baseline data before dewatering. Isotopic age dating 
of the water at various depths within the existing mine is described on page 65 of Appendix K.2 
of the DEIR. The data indicate that the water at all depths sampled is less than five to 10 years 
old. This finding is consistent with the dynamic (i.e., not static) flow of water through the mine 
workings, as discussed in the Response to Comment Ind 736-2. Since the water under existing 
conditions takes only a few years to flow through the mine workings, and the existing water levels 
in the mine are below the static groundwater level in the surrounding fractured bedrock, then if 
there was a direct connection between the mine workings and any existing private well, it would 
already be reflected in the current observations. 

The DEIR has concluded that additional monitoring is necessary as part of a mitigation program 
(Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a)). Performance standards that identify when a well is impacted have 
also been identified in the DEIR (Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) on DEIR page 4.8-68). 

The groundwater monitoring plan (Itasca 2021) provides a rationale for installing specifically 
designed groundwater monitoring wells versus using existing domestic wells. 

The Itasca groundwater monitoring plan provides the following rationale: 

Assessment of impacts of water-level changes in domestic wells is difficult to perform when 
examining each domestic well on an individual basis because of operational and depth 
considerations for each well. In order to understand water-level fluctuations within the well, 
one must know how the well is completed and screened. The fluctuations of the water 
levels for each domestic well are controlled by the pumping rate, and it is not easy to obtain 
accurate pumping rates for a domestic well over time. Measuring well yields from domestic 
wells as an indicator of potential impacts from mining is not recommended because well 
yields or specific capacities of the well will not indicate impacts due to mining. Specific 
capacity is defined as the pumping rate (e.g., gallons per minute) divided by the drawdown, 
which is usually measured in feet. Specific capacities of wells can be influenced by many 
factors, such as mineral encrustation of the well screen, a malfunctioning pump, or 
biofouling of the well screen due to bacterial growth within the screen or well. These 
influences cannot be attributed to Rise’s operations. The primary impact on a domestic well 
that may be attributed to the mining operations by Rise would be a decline of the water 
level in the well that is sufficient enough to reduce its use to provide an adequate water 
supply. 

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

Groundwater monitoring will be initiated at least 12 months before the commencement of 
dewatering. This will allow sufficient time to assess background conditions. 

Response to Comment Ind 736-7 
Monitoring of water quality from the mine, which would reveal if there were any changes due to 
encountering different rock types or geochemical conditions, as stated in the comment, is included 
as part of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a) on DEIR page 4.8-52. Additionally, monitoring of 
groundwater quality through the monitoring wells is also required by the groundwater monitoring 
plan.  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) on page 4.8-68 of the DEIR is hereby amended to clarify that the 
groundwater monitoring plan includes monitoring requirements for water quality, as follows: 

4.8-2(a) The Project Applicant shall implement the Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
(GMP) prepared by Itasca Denver, Inc. (February 2021), as approved 
by the County. Implementation of the GMP shall be initiated prior to the 
dewatering of the mine and on an ongoing basis. Pursuant to the GMP, 
a network of monitoring wells shall be installed to the satisfaction of the 
Nevada County Environmental Health Department. Prior to construction 
of any monitoring wells within the County or City right-of-way, the 
applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Public Works 
Department of the respective agency. Groundwater-level and 
groundwater quality information shall be obtained from the project 
groundwater monitoring wells and collected on a quarterly basis, and 
submitted in report form to the Nevada County Environmental Health 
Department, and used to generate the following information: 

1) Water-level and groundwater quality monitoring data for a 
minimum of 12 months before commencement of dewatering of 
the mine. 

[…] 

The above change has been made in response to the comment for clarification purposes and 
does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR. It is also noted that the Domestic Well Monitoring Plan 
proposed by the applicant (see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells) similarly requires evaluation of water quality data from domestic wells within the projected 
1-foot drawdown contour.  

Response to Comment Ind 736-8 
The commenter asserts that the monitoring program should use existing wells rather than new 
monitoring wells. The commenter recommends “tiered” groundwater monitoring to identify 
problems before they become critical. Additionally, the commenter states that the radius of 
drawdown will not be known until dewatering occurs. Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a), -2(b), and -
2(c) address monitoring, performance standards, and corrective measures to address impacts to 
individual wells. While the commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the DEIR, the 
groundwater analysis and underlying data were reviewed by the County’s water supply experts, 
who concurred that the analysis was adequate and that the impacts would be less than significant 
after implementation of mitigation. As such, the groundwater analysis constitutes substantial 
evidence to support the DEIR’s conclusions. In addition, as previously noted, the applicant has 
provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the 
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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 736-9 
The commenter states that the mine will cause well owners to lose their water supply for 80 years 
and will handicap the community’s ability to respond to future droughts. The existing baseline data 
evaluated in the DEIR do not provide substantial evidence that drought conditions (i.e., several 
successive years of below normal precipitation) have an appreciable effect on the groundwater 
elevation in the areas surrounding the project. With only a few exceptions, the monitored wells 
show consistent patterns and cycles that do not vary depending on the amount of rainfall. For the 
few wells that do not follow such patterns, the variations, or trends do not correlate with wet and 
dry periods. While drought conditions and the potential effects on groundwater supply are of 
concern throughout the state of California, the existing data do not indicate that drought conditions 
have had any substantial effect on the groundwater within the fractured bedrock in the project 
area. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 736-1 to Ind 736-8.  

The proposed project would diversify water supplies available to the community and increase 
drought resiliency (see Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change). No groundwater 
level measurements have been completed since 2007 which creates some uncertainty to the 
predicted impact to percentage of water column in domestic wells. Uncertainty in predicted 
impacts is addressed through the various sensitivity scenarios discussed in Appendix K.3, the 
application of a 100% factor of safety (see page 4.8-58 of the DEIR), and the proposed connection 
of all 30 properties, including properties where no significant impact is predicted, in the E. Bennett 
area to NID potable water (see page 4.8-66 of the DEIR). Nevertheless, the analysis in Chapter 
4.8 of DEIR has determined that the project could result in a significant impact to groundwater 
supplies without implementation of a groundwater monitoring program and well mitigation plan. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires that a minimum of 12 months of water-level monitoring data 
is collected before commencement of dewatering. Impacts to domestic water wells will be 
measured against those current baseline measurements and not historic water levels. Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-2(b) requires well mitigation if, based the groundwater monitoring plan, a 10 percent 
reduction in the water column of a well is determined. Therefore, the determination of impact 
would be based on current water level data and any impacts to domestic wells would be mitigated 
through the proposed mitigation measures. In addition, as previously noted, the applicant has 
provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the 
predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and 
shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a 
condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

The focus of proposed mining is at depth greater than 500 feet below surface, and typically greater 
than 1,000 feet below surface (see Figure 5-1 of Appendix K.3), which is a much greater depth 
than an economically feasible water supply well due to the decrease in well yield with depth in a 
fractured bedrock system. The decrease in fractures and hydraulic conductivity with depth is well 
documented. As stated on page 4.8-8 of the DEIR, the U.S. Geological Survey (Page et al., 1984) 
conducted a study covering a 148-square mile area of southwestern Nevada County, including 
the segment of the Wolf Creek watershed from Grass Valley to the Bear River. The underlying 
bedrock consisted of similar rock types to those encountered at the project site, including hard, 
dense metavolcanic and igneous rocks of pre-Tertiary age. The study results found that the 
degree of fracturing in the bedrock, and thus the well yield, decreases with depth, with most of 
the available groundwater occurring above a depth of 215 feet below the ground surface (bgs). 
At depths shallower than 215 feet bgs, 70 percent of the wells evaluated produced more than five 
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gallons per minute (gpm). However, at depths deeper than 215 feet bgs, 75 percent of the wells 
produced five gpm or less. As stated on page 4.8-16 of the DEIR, EMKO reviewed 38 well 
completion reports within a 1- to 2-mile vicinity of the project site, which contained information 
regarding the total drawdown that occurred and the pumping rate achieved during initial testing 
of the wells immediately after they were drilled. A clear correlation exists between pumping rate 
and depth. The maximum pumping rate achieved was 125 gpm in a well with a total depth of 123 
feet bgs. In contrast, at depths of 200 feet or deeper, the maximum reported pumping rate is 50 
gpm. Below a depth of 300 feet, the maximum pumping rate reported was 10 gpm, and below a 
depth of 450 feet, the maximum pumping rate reported was only four gpm. Similarly, Todd 
Engineers (2007) developed a relationship between the hydraulic conductivity and depth based 
on information from approximately 300 driller reports. Todd Engineers (2007) found that the 
hydraulic conductivity of the fractured bedrock penetrated by the domestic supply wells in their 
study area varied significantly with depth, with greater values at shallower depths where more 
fractures are prevalent, and with much lower values at deeper depths, where fractures may be 
either less common or have smaller aperture (open) widths.  

Response to Comment Ind 736-10 
The California Department of Water Resources defines alluvial groundwater basins, and by 
extension, subbasins. There are currently no defined groundwater basins or subbasins in the 
project area within Nevada County. The commenter has not provided any data or other substantial 
evidence to support the statements or arguments in this comment for the County to evaluate 
further. Thus, the concerns raised are speculative and not related to a specific action or set of 
actions. The existing data does not provide an indication that would lead to a conclusion in the 
DEIR that the project would deplete or “overdraft” the groundwater throughout the region. The 
commenter’s argument that the dewatering of the mine could lead to the surface owner’s loss of 
a legal right to groundwater beneath their property is not supported by any legal citation and is 
speculative.  

However, the DEIR does conclude that the project could have a significant impact on individual 
wells and provides mitigation measures that require monitoring, define performance standards, 
and prescribe corrective actions to address such impacts (see Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a), -
2(b), and -2(c) on pages 4.8-67 and -68).   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 737: STERLING BAILEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 737-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 738: STERLING HONEA (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 738-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR, as a general matter, is inadequate. Responses to specific 
comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-2 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant has not demonstrated adequate financing for 
the project. However, this matter does not fall within the scope of CEQA review. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - 
Social and Economic Impacts. 

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

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

Response to Comment Ind 738-3 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits any discussion of the price of gold needed to ensure 
the project is profitable. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not discuss whether the Project Applicant has 
successfully implemented a similar project in the past. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits any analysis and discussion of any insurance that 
would be required. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, as well as Response to Comment 
Ind 738-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits any analysis and discussion of any indemnification 
agreements that would be required by the County. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, as 
well as Response to Comment Ind 738-2. 
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Response to Comment Ind 738-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits any discussion of any potentially available insurance 
policies for the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, as well as Response to Comment 
Ind 738-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-8 
The commenter questions how the project will obtain insurance in the event that underground 
blasting causes damage to structures on the surface. Although the Project Applicant’s insurance 
for the project is not a CEQA matter, all groundborne vibrations calculated for blasting of both drift 
round and longhole stopes, respectively, fall below the U.S. Bureau of Mines recommendations 
and the levels at which structural damage to buildings is possible. (DEIR, p. 4.10-54.) Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-4 requires a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program to ensure the impact from 
blasting vibrations is less than significant.  

As stated on page 4.6-47 of the DEIR, near-surface mine features require closure prior to initial 
mine dewatering to ensure that collapse does not occur. Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(c) requires the 
closure of these features prior to mine dewatering. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 29 - Near Surface Workings. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-9 
The commenter is concerned about what insurance would be available for residents that lose 
access to groundwater as a result of the project. 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 738-10 
The commenter states that a supplemental EIR is required because there have been three 
mining-related accidents involving explosives and breaking agents in the Country in the past 25 
years, and the DEIR does not state whether these accidents occurred in residential or commercial 
areas. As demonstrated by the DEIR, mining-related accidents involving explosives or breaking 
agents are extremely rare. (DEIR, p. 4.7-28.) 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.) 

Response to Comment Ind 738-11 
The commenter states that certain project details are not discussed in the DEIR. Proposed 
underground mining is described on pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the DEIR. The dewatering, including 
an estimate of time to dewater the mine, is provided on page 3-15 of the DEIR and page 30 of 
Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. A map showing the mineral rights area is shown on Figure 3-2 of the 
DEIR. Maps showing the location of existing underground tunnels are provided in Appendix K.2 
and K.3 of the DEIR. Impacts from the use of explosives are analyzed in Chapters 4.10 and 4.7 
of the DEIR. The Reclamation Plan is provided as Appendix C of the DEIR. Impacts from mine 
dewatering, including impacts to water quality, are addressed in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. Mine 
dewatering would not affect “soil compaction” of neighboring properties and it is unclear what the 
commenter is referring to. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-12 
The commenter states that the DEIR lacks any discussion of economic impacts from the project. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. The commenter also references a number of impacts 
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that could impact economic values in the area such as traffic and emissions. Traffic impacts are 
analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. Air quality, including emissions from trucks, is analyzed in 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. Noise from trucks is less than significant after mitigation. The commenter 
is referred to Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 738-13 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate and opposes the project. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 739: STERLING HONEA (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 739-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 738. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 738. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 740: STERLING HONEA (3) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 740-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 738. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 738. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 741: STERLING HONEA (4) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 741-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 738. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 738. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 742: STEVE AND CAROLYN BATTAINI 
 
Response to Comment Ind 742-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding impacts to 
flora and fauna, please refer to Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources; regarding concerns regarding 
air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; regarding water 
concerns, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and Master Response 15 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells; and regarding climate concerns, please see Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of 
CEQA, as discussed in Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 743: STEVE FARRAGE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 743-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. For additional 
information on impacts related to air, water, and noise, please refer to chapters 4.3, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 744: STEVE HARTSHORN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 744-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding the 
generally noted dust concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy. In addition, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, the project must ensure that visible 
dust does not cross the boundary of the property and that the project is in compliance with the 
approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and would be required to take whatever necessary 
measures to ensure compliance.  
 
Regarding noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, as well as Response 
to Comment Ind 733-4; regarding truck traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation; 
regarding concerns related to energy consumption, please see Chapter 4.3 and Master Response 
25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan; regarding greenhouse gases, please see Chapter 4.3 
and Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 28 – Greenhouse 
Gas Credits; and regarding water resources concerns, please see Chapter 4.8 and Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 744-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Economic impact considerations are 
outside the scope of CEQA - please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 744-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 1 and 
2. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 745: STEVE MENDOZA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 745-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 746: STEVE NICOLA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 746-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately address the potential adverse effects of 
climate change. The commenter specifically states that the DEIR fails to take into account 
groundwater levels due to the extended drought. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
16 - Drought and Climate Change. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 747: STEVE NICOLA AND WENDY THOMPSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 747-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 748: STEVEE DUBER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 748-1 
The commenter asserts that the baseline used for the DEIR is incorrect because it does not 
account for climate change and changing conditions that will occur during the 80-year project 
operation. With regard to climate change, there is no consensus on how climate change will affect 
groundwater recharge and numerous other areas of concern, so analysis based on varying 
climate change predictions would be 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 analysis of climate change scenarios, when there is no consensus on how climate change will 
affect the project site, would be speculation, this analysis is not required by CEQA. Further, the 
DEIR already analyzes varying climate conditions such as large storm events and multiple 
drought year scenarios, so the analysis already is responsive to the commenter’s concerns. 
Finally, while the commenter states that use of existing conditions as the baseline is incorrect, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that existing conditions “will normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is 
significant.” 

Response to Comment Ind 748-2 
The commenter asserts that the storm events analyzed by the DEIR in order to size the storm 
water basin and drainage infrastructure are too small, and the DEIR should instead look at the 
great flood of 1861-1862. As stated in Appendix K.5 of the DEIR, 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 events. 
Furthermore, the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) states that erosion 
control methods shall be designed for the 20-year, 1-hour storm and shall control erosion and 
sedimentation during operations as well as after reclamation is complete (see CCR Title 14, 
Section 3706). The 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year, 24-hour storm events were analyzed in this report, 
which more than satisfies the Nevada County requirements. Since the 100-year, 24-hour event is 
greater than the SMARA required 20-year, 1-hour event, the 100-year, 24-hour results will provide 
a greater factor of safety in the drainage design. Analysis of larger storm events would be 
speculation and is not required by CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15384.) 

The engineered fill and mine water would not be classified as hazardous waste as discussed in 
the DEIR (see 22 CCR section 66261.3 for the definition of hazardous waste).  

Response to Comment Ind 748-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 748-1 with regard to the commenter’s assertion that the 
baseline should include climate change effects. Regarding the different baselines used in the 
DEIR, the County uses an adjusted baseline for the Centennial Site in certain resource sections, 
because the Centennial Site will need to be cleaned up under a separate DTSC project prior to 
any project activity taking place on that site. If the DTSC clean up project is not completed, the 
project will not affect the Centennial Site. As such, analysis of the project’s impacts based on 
existing conditions would be misleading to the public and decision makers for certain resource 
sections, as the project would only impact the Centennial Site after the DTSC cleanup project is 
implemented. Please see Chapter 1.3 of the DEIR for a full explanation of the different baseline 
approaches used for the project. As stated in the DEIR, “An agency may, where appropriate, 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I1E6300709C2211DF9483EFDBF75312D5?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
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adjust its existing conditions baseline to account for a major change in environmental conditions 
that is expected to occur before project implementation.” (DEIR, p. 1-4.) Further, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states that, “…where necessary to provide the most accurate 
picture practically possible of the project’s impacts, a lead agency may define existing conditions 
by referencing historic conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes operational, 
or both, that are supported with substantial evidence.”  

Response to Comment Ind 748-4 
The commenter cites a comment from the County’s independent expert, West Yost, for the 
argument that the DEIR should analyze larger storm events. However, the quote from West Yost 
referred to by the commenter references the numerical model used for the prediction of 
groundwater drawdown and not the drainage analysis. As such, this comment from West Yost 
was taken out of context and does not relate to stormwater flow. 

The drainage calculations and detention basins are specifically designed to respond to the 
drainage requirements of the County of Nevada. Please see Response to Comment Ind 748-2. 

Response to Comment Ind 748-5 
The Final Drainage Report will take into account the engineering details of the proposed drainage 
improvements which will be included in the application for grading and building permits. Therefore, 
the Final Drainage Report is a refinement of the Preliminary Drainage Report included in the 
DEIR. The approval of a Final Drainage Report is an administrative action not required to be 
analyzed under CEQA. The Preliminary Drainage Report is provided to allow the County to 
analyze the project’s impacts, but a final engineered drainage report is not required to be included 
in an EIR under CEQA. California case law provides that engineering level detail is not required 
in an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26.) The 
DEIR clearly defines the 100-year storm event as the requirement for Nevada County hydrology 
and hydraulics standards (see page 4.8-82 of the DEIR). The Final Drainage Report will meet the 
Nevada County hydrology and hydraulics standards, and as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, 
the project water discharge under post-development conditions must not exceed pre-
development conditions; therefore, the mitigation measure provides clear performance standards 
and is not deferred mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 748-6 
The commenter speculates that a large storm could flood the mine causing the pumps to not keep 
up with the infiltrating water, resulting in water quality impacts and impacts to biology, agriculture, 
infrastructure and forestry. Likewise, the commenter asks whether there would be air quality 
impacts from gas pumps used to dewater the mine if there is a power outage during a storm event.  

As an initial point, the commenter’s claim that the mine could suddenly flood due to a storm event 
is not accurate, as the mine shafts are designed such that they would not be subject to flooding, 
and the infiltration of groundwater through bedrock into the underground mine works is an 
extremely slow process, not one that is impacted by heavy rainfall events. A 100-year storm would 
have limited effect on the underground mine because the openings to surface would be limited to 
the Brunswick and Service shafts, which would be graded to prevent surface run-off from entering 
the shafts. Further, there is no history of the mine ever being flooded by large storm events; rather, 
the mine only flooded when the pumps were turned off for long periods of time. As such, the 
commenter’s statements are speculation and do not require analysis in the DEIR. (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384.) Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the storm water detention 
pond and associated facilities are not tasked with managing and treating mine water discharge. 
Mine water is placed in the water treatment pond and not in the storm water detention pond. 
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The pumps will be sized as necessary for dewatering and ongoing maintenance of water levels 
in the mine. The majority of other historic shafts connected to the mine are currently or proposed 
to be closed before mine watering, which limits water inflow from the surface into the underground 
mine workings.  

The site drainage plan for the Brunswick Site routes the majority of precipitation run-off from the 
site to the storm water detention basin, as shown in Drawing H-4 of Appendix K.5. Section 4.5 of 
Appendix K.2 discusses the 6.4-acre catchment area where precipitation would inflow into the 
water treatment pond and confirms that the designed freeboard volume is more than adequate to 
retain the runoff from a 100-year storm event. An emergency overflow spillway prevents water 
from overflowing the water treatment pond berm and mitigates the risk of catastrophic overflow 
or failure of the pond walls caused by rapid erosion. The detention pond outlet structure also has 
an emergency overflow at the top of the open culvert to prevent the pond from overflowing (see 
page 12 of Appendix K.5). Any emergency spill during a storm larger than a 100-year storm would 
be primarily precipitation and therefore any release of pollutants (iron and manganese in mine 
water) would be heavily diluted and inconsequential in relation to the enormous water flows and 
runoff during such an event. The project includes backup power generators capable of powering 
the entire mine operation in the event of a power disruption. No gas pumps are proposed for the 
project.  

Response to Comment Ind 748-7 
The commenter asserts that the existing baseline conditions included in the DEIR should have 
considered meteorological changes and wildfires that may occur in the next 80 years. The State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 provides the following guidance for establishing the baseline: 

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice 
of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a 
local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 
significant. 

The baseline is not based on potential changes to the environment (such as meteorological 
changes and wildfires) that may or may not occur over the life of a project. These potential 
changes are speculative, and 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). Please see Response to Comment Ind 748-1. 

Response to Comment Ind 748-8 
This comment summarizes the commenter’s prior comments and questions. Please see 
Responses to Comments Ind 748-1 to Ind 748-7.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 749: STEVEN MILLARD 
 
Response to Comment Ind 749-1 
The commenter is concerned with impacts to private wells and air pollution but does not state 
specifically how the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Regarding air pollution, air emissions, including silica and asbestos, are analyzed in the DEIR 
and are less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.3 of the 
DEIR, Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, and Master Response 22 - 
Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. The DEIR analyzes noise impacts in Chapter 4.10. 

Response to Comment Ind 749-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate regarding traffic-related impacts on Brunswick 
Road. Traffic impacts, including cumulative impacts, have been analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the 
DEIR. As stated on page 4.12-89 of the DEIR, TJKM’s peer review also notes the presence of 
“ICY” signs on Brunswick Road, north of the Brunswick Industrial Site, also implies difficult traffic 
conditions during periods of inclement weather. Loaded trucks on the downhill section of 
Brunswick Road, approaching the Loma Rica Drive signals during poor weather, should be 
addressed. As mentioned above, this portion of Brunswick Road is already regularly used by 
heavy-duty haul trucks. An approximate length of just over 900 feet exists from the crest of the 
hill on Brunswick Road to its down grade intersection with Loma Rica Drive. As is currently the 
case, it is incumbent upon individual truck drivers to drive with caution during periods of inclement 
weather.   

Response to Comment Ind 749-3 
The commenter is concerned about impacts to the private well on the commenter’s property. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 13 - Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments, Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter is opposed to the project and states it is not a good fit for the community. The 
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted for decision makers. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 750: STUART BEACH AND JILL SHOEMAKER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 750-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 751: SUMMER SCANLAN (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 751-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek and Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 751-2 
Haul truck noise is addressed in Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR. Regarding damage to roads, 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b) requires that prior to commencement of engineered fill hauling, the 
Project Applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with Nevada County 
and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair share of funding for maintenance of 
roadways commensurate with the project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada 
County and Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and SR 
49, and E. Bennett Road between the project driveway and Brunswick Road. 

Regarding traffic impacts, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 751-3 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 752: SUMMER SCANLAN (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 752-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 751. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 751. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 753: SUNNIE SKILES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 753-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general support 
for the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 754: SUSAN BRANDT 
 
Response to Comment Ind 754-1 
Regarding the commenter’s suggestion of various alternatives, it is noted that 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. 
 
Regarding operational noise concerns, please see Response to Comment Ind 733-4. Regarding 
well water concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells. Property value concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 
1 and 2.  
 
SR 174 is not a proposed truck haul route for the project. Please see Response to Comment Ind 
704-4.  
 
Regarding the generally noted explosion concerns, please see Chapter 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.  
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record, and forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 755: SUSAN GRAF (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 755-1 
Please refer to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional information 
regarding the risks associated with the use of explosives, the impact from which was determined 
to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project 
has been noted for the record, and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 756: SUSAN GRAF (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 756-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 
noted for the record, and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 757: SUSAN JAFFE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 757-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition and concerns related to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. 
Regarding noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, as well as Response 
to Comment Ind 733-4; regarding traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation, which 
determined that all project-related traffic impacts could be fully mitigated except impacts at SR 
174/ Brunswick Road (level of service impact) and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way (queuing impact 
in cumulative scenario); regarding the generally noted dust concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. In addition, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-
2, the project must ensure that visible dust does not cross the boundary of the property and that 
the project is in compliance with the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and would be 
required to take whatever necessary measures to ensure compliance.  
 
Regarding climate change, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
 
Regarding well impact concerns, please see Chapter 4.8 and Master Response 15 – Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Property value concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 
2.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 758: SUSAN KEMP 
 
Response to Comment Ind 758-1 
 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 
concluded all noise generated from engineered fill placement and compaction, and noise 
associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential jake brake use) and worker trips during 
this period, would remain below the applicable noise standards. Noise generated from hauling fill 
from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards 
if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level. 
 
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.)  
 
Regarding water and drought concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
 
Regarding discharge of treated groundwater, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Regarding asbestos concerns, please see Response to Comment Ind 686-2. 
 
Regarding aesthetics concerns, the DEIR already concludes that the project would substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the project sites or the site 
surroundings (page 4.1-22). Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 would reduce the 
significant impact by requiring more dense plantings along the project frontages to screen project 
structures to the maximum extent feasible. However, given the proposed heights of the structures 
and the permanent alteration of the views, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
In addition, as stated on page 4.1-29, long-term changes in visual character associated with the 
project in combination with cumulative development, is cumulatively considerable and significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record, and forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 759: SUSAN MERRILL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 759-1 
All project-related impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level through 
implementation of mitigation with a few noted exceptions. As noted in Chapter 5 of the DEIR, the 
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics 
(substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings), 
and transportation (intersections of SR 174/Brunswick Road and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way). 
The DEIR provides substantial evidence that all other impacts would either be less than significant 
or less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures incorporated into the DEIR. 
These mitigation measures will be made enforceable by state law through adoption of the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program, included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  
 
The commenter’s reference to an applicant statement that mitigation reports will be submitted at 
a later date is unclear. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 760: SUSAN REYNOLDS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 760-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 
noted for the record, and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 761: SUSAN TURNEY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 761-1 
The commenter states that the project will not improve the surrounding community. The 
commenter’s opposition of the project is noted for decisionmakers. See Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately analyze the amount of water to be used 
by the project during the drought and questions if NID has factored in this water usage. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change, Chapter 4.11, and 
Appendix N of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-3 
The commenter states that the project would use 500,000 MWh per year. However, as stated on 
page 4.3-88 of the DEIR, the project is anticipated to result in increased electricity consumption 
of 16,513 MWh during the year of construction and 49,613 MWh annually during operations. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-4 
The commenter states that the project’s GHG-related emissions will impede the County’s ozone 
management plan. Ozone is not related to GHG emissions. As stated on page 4.3-2 of the DEIR, 
ozone is a reactive gas consisting of three oxygen atoms. In the troposphere, ozone is a product 
of the photochemical process involving the sun's energy, and is a secondary pollutant formed as 
a result of a complex chemical reaction between reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX) emissions in the presence of sunlight. As such, unlike other pollutants, ozone is 
not released directly into the atmosphere from any sources.  

As stated on page 4.3-91 of the DEIR, global climate change is, by nature, a cumulative impact. 
Emissions of GHG contribute incrementally to adverse environmental effects associated with 
global climate change (e.g., sea level rise, impacts to water supply and water quality, public health 
impacts, impacts to ecosystems, impacts to agriculture, and other environmental impacts). 
Because climate change is a global phenomenon, a single project could not generate enough 
GHG emissions to contribute noticeably to climate change. 

Air emissions from all project activities have been analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-5 
The commenter states that the DEIR discusses impacts that are significant and unavoidable. The 
commenter also states that noise-related impacts will occur just below the threshold for sleep 
interruption. Significant and unavoidable impacts are presented in Section 5.6 of the DEIR.  

Project noise is not just under the threshold where sleep is interrupted. The commenter is referred 
to Response to Comment Grp 21-130. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-6 
The commenter states that the project will result in biological impacts. Impacts to plants, frogs, 
and birds are less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.4 of 
the DEIR, Master Response 31 - Rare Plants, Master Response 37 - Birds and Raptors, and 
Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged Frog. 
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Response to Comment Ind 761-7 
The comment states that the DEIR overstates the employment benefits of the project. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 761-8 
The commenter states that the employment benefits of the project are outweighed by the 
environmental impacts. The commenter’s opposition of the project is noted for decision makers. 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 762: SUSAN WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 762-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project has been noted for the record, and forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 763: SUSANNA WILSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 763-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concern regarding alleged on-site testing which is not part of the proposed project. Please see 
Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. For concerns related to noise and vibration, please refer to Chapter 
4.10, Noise and Vibration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 764: SUZANNE AND KEVIN COSTA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 764-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 765: SUZANNE AND ROB FERROGGIARO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 765-1 
This is an introductory comment. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
Comment noted.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-2 
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 765-3 
The commenter speculates as to whether, and to what extent, workers will try to avoid damage 
while doing work. 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.” This comment is 
speculative and does not require a specific response. Nevertheless, it is noted that 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 765-4 
The comment is unclear. Table 2-1 already has an “SU” category for significant and unavoidable.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-5 
DEIR Section 2.2 is a list of all entitlements and approvals sought by the applicant and required 
in order to construct and operate the project as proposed. The commenter’s concerns have been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1.   

Response to Comment Ind 765-6 
DEIR section 6 considered project alternatives. As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and provided 
in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR shall provide a reasonable range of alternatives that 
achieves the project objectives but avoids or reduces significant project impacts. The alternatives 
analysis is not required to consider every project alternative but is governed by a “rule of reason” 
that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” 
The alternative analysis in the DEIR considered nine different alternatives. Five alternatives were 
considered but rejected from detailed analysis since they did not meet most project objectives, 
were infeasible, and/or did not avoid significant project impacts. Four alternatives were analyzed 
in detail (see DEIR section 6.3.) The County believes this provides a reasoned choice of 
alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers. Solar manufacturing/generation 
and biofuel processing/generation would not achieve many of the project objectives and would 
also not be feasible as those businesses required specialized expertise not held by the applicant. 
Further, the commenter’s description of these proposed alternatives is undefined, so it is unclear 
whether these proposals would avoid any significant impacts of the project or would create new 
significant impacts. As these proposed alternative uses do not achieve many project objectives, 
would not be feasible due to the need for specialized expertise, and are not formulated specifically 
enough that they could be shown to reduce any significant project impact, no further consideration 
is required.  
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Response to Comment Ind 765-7 
This list is a summary of issues identified during the scoping process and helped guide which 
issues to analyze in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-8 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 requires the applicant to submit 
a Landscape Plan concurrent with improvement plan review and outlines the required information 
for inclusion in that landscape plan.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-9 
The comment is somewhat unclear and the request for daily air quality monitoring is not supported 
by the DEIR analysis. The commenter provides no substantial evidence as to why daily air quality 
monitoring would be needed. Nevertheless, it is 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 NSAQMD may revise the ADMP 
on the basis of air monitoring. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-10 
DEIR Impacts 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 analyzed the project’s contribution of greenhouse gases and 
recommended Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a & b) to reduce the construction GHG emissions 
impact to a less than significant level. Operational GHG emissions are below the threshold and 
are therefore considered less than significant. As shown in this impact analysis, specifically Table 
4.3-23, the entire life of the project was analyzed and not just construction. Please see Master 
Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-11 
As is standard practice, there are federal and state agencies that have the requisite expertise to 
monitor the successful implementation of biological mitigation measures concerning protected 
species. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-12 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) requires the preparation of a habitat management plan if special 
status plant species are identified during preconstruction surveys. The requirements listed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) are the minimum requirements for the habitat management plan and, 
during County review and approval, can be modified or changed to be more protective if 
necessary.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-13 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a-g) outline the specific measures for protection of special status 
species that may be identified onsite. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-14 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) requires the preparation of a Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
management plan. The requirements listed in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) are the minimum 
requirements for the habitat management plan and, during County review and approval, can be 
modified or changed. Native plants will be used for erosion control, when appropriate.  
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Response to Comment Ind 765-15 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(c) provides for a variety of methods to mitigate the potential impact that 
will require consent and approval of the United States Army Corps of Engineers and/or California 
Department of Fish & Wildlife. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-16 
The authority to approve a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement is vested with the 
California Department of Fish & Wildlife. It is important to clarify that the County Land Use 
Development Code allows encroachments within non-disturbance buffers so long as an adequate 
Watercourse, Wetlands, and Riparian Areas Management Plan is prepared, approved by the 
County, and implemented by the Applicant, subject to County oversight. Said Management Plans 
have been prepared for the project (see DEIR Appendix F.5 and Appendix F.8).  

Response to Comment Ind 765-17 
The CEQA guidelines require analysis of substantial interference to "the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites." Migration is defined as the seasonal 
movement of animals from one habitat to another. Various animal, bird, and fish species are not 
automatically considered migratory just because they move from one location to another. 
Migration serves a purpose for the species such as winter/summer habitat for foraging or 
breeding. It is acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR impact analysis (see section 4.4.4) that 
species exist within the project site that are common to the area. Potential impacts to these 
species were analyzed and mitigation measures have been provided where it was determined 
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 
corridors acknowledged by the County General Plan are deer migration corridors. Impact 4.4-4 
addressed the project's impact to this potential migratory corridor and concluded that it would be 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-18 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-19 
As noted in DEIR section 4.5.4, and Appendix G, the Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of 
Effect included a cultural records search, literature review, consultation with the Nevada County 
Landmark Commission, consultation with the NAHC, and a field survey. The DEIR identifies the 
potential cultural resources onsite and includes mitigation measures to reduce the potential 
impact (see Mitigation Measures 4.5-1(a & b)). Given the sites’ history of significant surface 
disturbance it is unlikely cultural resources are still intact. In the event unidentified resources are 
discovered, Mitigation Measures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 require the appropriate coordination and 
consultation consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act, Secretary of the Interior, 
and County Code.  

The County attempted to consult with interested tribal groups and none responded to the request 
for consultation within the statutory consultation timeframes (e.g., see responses to Group Letter 
14).  

Response to Comment Ind 765-20 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. 
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Please see Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 35, 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-21 
DEIR Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, analyzed impacts related to hazardous materials and found all potential impacts to be 
less than significant after implementation of mitigation. The commenter does not provide any 
additional information and evidence to support a change in the significance determination. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-22 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-23 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. Please see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. Water quality monitoring requirements are dictated by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board who will have the authority to enforce water quality standards. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-24 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 requires the implementation of the Floodplain management plan. 
Requirements listed in Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 are to ensure that when working within 100 feet 
of the SFHA (100-year floodplain) that grading within the limits of the SFHA (100-year floodplain) 
shall be avoided. The 100-foot buffer from the SFHA floodplain is a different area than the 100-
foot floodplain area and therefore the mitigation measure is not contradictory. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-25 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-26 
Noise monitoring required by Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 is continuous and reported to the County 
on a regular basis for review. The initial 30-day report is after the start of operations to ensure the 
noise predictions in the DEIR were accurate, and if County noise standards are exceeded, 
operations must cease until additional engineering controls to reduce noise levels can be 
implemented. After this initial analysis, analysis of the permanent continuous noise monitoring is 
required to be submitted to the County quarterly. The monitoring timing was independently 
reviewed by a third-party technical noise expert, under contract with Raney, who has experience 
conducting noise monitoring at active mine sites.   

Response to Comment Ind 765-27 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. Regarding drought concerns, please see Master Response 16 – 
Drought and Climate Change.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-28 
The fair share percentage is based on the project’s traffic volume it adds to the existing traffic 
levels. Requiring the applicant to pay 100% of traffic fees for only contributing a minor amount of 
traffic would be unconstitutional.  
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Response to Comment Ind 765-29 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-30 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-6 requires the preparation of a traffic control plan for the construction 
phase of the project. The requirements listed in Mitigation Measure 4.12-6 are the minimum 
requirements for the traffic control plan and, during County review and approval, can be modified 
or changed by County Public Works. Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-31 
The fair share percentage is based on the project’s traffic volume it adds to the existing traffic 
levels. Requiring the applicant to pay 100% of traffic fees for only contributing a minor amount of 
traffic would be unfair.  

Response to Comment Ind 765-32 
The commenter does not provide any additional information and evidence to support a change in 
the significance determination. Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 765-33 
DEIR section 4.13 analyzed the project’s potential to increase wildfire risk. DEIR section 4.13.3 
specifically identifies various State and County regulations including County General Plan 
policies, emergency operations plan, local hazard mitigation plan, and the County community 
wildfire protection plan. Consistency with these requirements and plans was analyzed in DEIR 
impact 4.13-1 and considered less than significant. Please see Master Response 6 - Wildfire 
Impacts.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 766: SUZANNE HALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 766-1 
The commenter is opposed to the project for cultural and environmental impact reasons. 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 766-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis regarding the dewatering of the mine is flawed 
due to inaccurate baseline assumptions and the commenter requests that the DEIR expand its 
potential area of impact, implement a groundwater monitoring program and post a $14 million 
bond. 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 766-3 
The commenter is concerned with asbestos-related impacts and states there is no evidence that 
mine tailings could be sold to third parties for offsite construction. The commenter is referred to 
Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, Master Response 23 - Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, Master 
Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, Master Response 8 - Mine Waste 
Characterization, and Master Response 11 - Engineered Fill Utilized in Local and Regional 
Construction Markets. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-4 
The commenter states that the GHG threshold for air quality impacts must be net zero. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-5 
The commenter states that CEQA requires that the cleanup of the Centennial Industrial Site be 
included in the DEIR. The commenter is refereed to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a 
Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-6 
The commenter states that the DEIR omits construction time estimates which skew the analysis 
of impacts. The commenter is referred to Master Response 24 - Project Construction Schedule. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-7 
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly assesses nighttime noise and underestimates 
noise of dumping mine waste near residential neighborhoods and that all work needs to be done 
during regular working hours. However, nighttime noise and dumping of mine waste is analyzed 
in the DEIR and is less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.10-31.) Please see Responses 
to Comments Grp 21-130 and Grp 21-131. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-8 
The commenter states that the DEIR must account for air traffic hazards and aesthetic impacts 
resulting from a potential fog plume. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 7-
95. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-9 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adhere to federal mining guidelines for blasting 
during evening hours. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Grp 21-144. 
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Response to Comment Ind 766-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not demonstrate the impacts to biological and aquatic 
resources would be less than significant but provides no further details. The commenter is referred 
to Chapters 4.4 and 4.8 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 766-11 
The commenter states that meteorological data used in the health risk assessment does not 
reflect local conditions. The commenter is referred to Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data 
Used in HRA. 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 767: SUZANNE SMITH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 767-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not fully analyze the reclamation plan, but does not 
explain its assertion that the DEIR’s analysis of the reclamation plan is inadequate. This is an 
introductory comment and does not provide a comment on an environmental issue associated 
with the project. Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment Ind 767-2 
Comment noted. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/ Administrative Issues regarding 
quality of life concerns. DEIR Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Population and Housing, addresses 
potential project conflicts with applicable County General Plan land use goals and policies and 
zoning code requirements, and concludes that the project would be generally consistent with 
County policies. 

Response to Comment Ind 767-3 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/ Administrative Issues regarding quality of life 
concerns. DEIR section 4.9.2 identified the applicability of Nevada County Ordinance No. 1853 
creating the SP zoning district and that the Brunswick Industrial Site was designated M1-SP (see 
Table 4.9-2 and Figure 4.9-2). As discussed in the DEIR Project Description, section 3.8, the 
applicant has requested a rezone to the parcels located at the Brunswick Industrial Site from M1-
SP to Light Industrial with Mineral Extraction Combining District (M1-ME). As a result, the DEIR 
does not analyze the project’s consistency with the SP zoning district and sufficient detail was 
provided to inform reviewers of the site’s existing zoning and requested amendment. 

Response to Comment Ind 767-4 
The commenter asserts that transportation of engineered fill to supply local and regional markets 
was not analyzed in the DEIR; however, this activity and its associated impacts were analyzed in 
the DEIR. As described in Chapter 3.0 of the DEIR, the project proposes placement of engineered 
fill at both the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites over the course of 11 years. After 
completion of engineered fill placement at the project site, engineered fill would be transported 
offsite and supplied to construction aggregates market. As described in DEIR Project Description 
section 3.7, a maximum of 2,000 tons per a day of engineered fill could be transported offsite. 
This would result in an average of 50 round trip truck trips, or a maximum of 100 round-trip truck 
trips, per a day of engineered fill. Hauling of engineered fill (barren rock and sand tailings) would 
shift entirely to be utilized in local and regional construction markets.  

This aspect of the project was analyzed in numerous portions of the DEIR including traffic, air 
quality, greenhouse gases, and noise. As discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.12, Traffic (subsection 
4.12.4), engineered fill assumptions consistent with the volume outlined above was analyzed as 
project trip generation (see Table 4.12-7). The DEIR analyzed project trip generation contributions 
to both existing plus approved project conditions and year 2035 cumulative conditions. Analysis 
included 24 intersections, including intersections along State Route 174, State Route 49, and 
within the City of Grass Valley.  

Regarding truck traffic noise and the use of jake brakes, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, 
analyzed the trucks trips potential impact to increase noise levels along the haul route. As 
determined in DEIR Impact 4.10-2, haul truck vehicle noise would not substantially increase noise 
levels at the nearest residences along the haul route (see Table 4.10-15) except: 
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“However, it should be noted that the results presented above do not account for the use 
of jake brakes. In the event that jake brakes are used by project haul trucks operating 
between the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites, the potential exists that a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels could result from the project at the sensitive 
receptors located along that haul route.” (Draft EIR page 4.10-35) 

As a result, the DEIR provided Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 which requires: 

4.10-2  Haul truck operators shall be required to operate their trucks in such a 
manner so as to not require the use of jake brakes along the project haul 
routes. The Project Applicant shall post signage at the exits of both the 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Industrial Site informing drivers 
that the use of jake brakes is not permitted. Additionally, drivers directly 
employed by the Project Applicant, as well as any contract drivers, shall 
be required to abstain from use of jake brakes as a company policy. Proof 
of sign postage (e.g., photographic documentation) and a copy of the 
company policy language shall be provided to the Nevada County 
Planning Department prior to commencement of hauling. In the event that 
jake brake usage associated with project-related heavy truck traffic is 
observed, the Project Applicant shall implement additional measures to 
educate drivers regarding the safe operation of their vehicles without the 
use of jake brakes or take disciplinary action, if required, to the satisfaction 
of the Nevada County Planning Department. In addition, haul trucks shall 
be fitted with broad-band “growler” type back-up warning devices rather 
than the conventional “beeper” devices. 

As demonstrated above, engineered fill truck trip generation and the use of jake brakes was 
analyzed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 767-5 
The Surface Mine and Reclamation Act section 3704(a), Performance Standards for Backfilling, 
Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring, states: 

Where backfilling is proposed for urban uses (e.g., roads, building sites, or other 
improvements sensitive to settlement), the fill material shall be compacted in accordance 
with the Uniform Building Code, published by the International Conference of Building 
Officials and as adopted by the lead agency, the local grading ordinance, or other methods 
approved by the lead agency as appropriate for the approved end use. 

As stated in Appendix K.5, hydrologic calculations were developed utilizing the unit hydrograph 
method. The coefficients for Rational Method supplied by the commenter are not applicable to 
the analysis of the post-project drainage in the project area because the rational method was not 
used. As stated in Appendix K.5, the hydrologic calculations and detention studies for both sites 
anticipate runoff at full development. Therefore, when mining operations are completed, all 
potential increases in runoff due to increases in impervious surfaces (pavement and buildings) 
will already be accounted for. 

The rational method is only used to confirm the sizing of two culverts for the project as shown in 
bullets 6 and 7 on pages 7 and 8 of Appendix K.5. A Coefficient of Runoff for use in the Rational 
Formula (C) is calculated in order to determine the required size of Drainage culverts for subarea 
A-2 and B-3. In accordance with the Nevada County Land Use and Development Code Sec L-
XVIII 5.1 (B), the runoff coefficient shall be determined using Standard Drawing D-15. Subarea 
A-2 is the off-site area of unimproved forested land and industrial land that drains towards an 
existing culvert that directs water onto the Centennial site (see figure H-2 of Appendix K.5). 
Subarea B-3 is the off-site area of sparse residential development and forest that drains towards 
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the existing 48-inch culvert on Brunswick Road (see figure H-4 of Appendix K.5). The calculation 
sums factors in accordance with the table for estimating “C” in Rational Formula for unimproved 
areas presented in Standard Drawing D-15. Appropriate and conservative C factors were used to 
confirm the sizing of these two culverts.  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6277/Nevada-County-Standard-Road-
Drawings-PDF?bidId=  

The commenter states that it is impossible for post-project conditions to have less runoff than pre-
project conditions. However, as discussed in the DEIR, the project uses storm water detention 
basins to reduce peak flow in streams during storms below pre-project levels. The design and 
calculations for the storm water detention ponds are shown in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 767-6 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR needs to provide calculations that prove the fill slopes will 
be stable; however, calculations on fill slope stability are provide in Appendix H.1. The fill slope 
design of 3:1 (30%) is significantly shallower than the maximum of 2:1 (horizontal : vertical) 
recommended by NV5 in the Geotechnical Report (see Section 5.1.9 of Appendix H.1). 

The commenter also asserts that the vegetative grasses proposed for the project site will require 
irrigation, which should be analyzed in a revised DEIR. As discussed in Section 5.8.1 of the 
Reclamation Plan (Appendix C of the DEIR), the hydroseed mix proposed is consistent with 
erosion control seed mixes used by Caltrans and County Public Works in the surrounding area. 
Irrigation will be used as necessary to support revegetation. If irrigation is required, revegetation 
will be shown to be self-sustaining for two-years prior to release of the financial assurance cost 
estimate. 

As stated on page 9 of the water supply assessment (Appendix N), because the WSA is assessing 
the impacts at buildout of the proposed project, the water demand during construction (including 
any irrigation to support revegetation) is not included in buildout water demands.  

Response to Comment Ind 767-7 
A Preliminary Drainage Analysis (PDA) (Nevada City Engineering, 2019) was prepared and 
included as DEIR Appendix K.5. As described in DEIR section 4.8.4, the PDA was peer reviewed 
by the County and potential impacts were analyzed in Impact 4.8-3. As stated in the conclusion 
to Impact 4.8-3: 

“The drainage analyses discussed above conclude that the project would not significantly 
alter the drainage patterns of the sites in a manner which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site, nor substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, nor create or contribute to runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater drainage systems, nor 
impede or redirect flood flows.” (DEIR page 4.8-75) 

Despite this conclusion, the DEIR conservatively concluded a potential significant impact due to 
“regulatory compliance”; specifically, the County requires a final drainage analysis be approved 
by County Public Works prior to development. The DEIR provides sufficient information to inform 
a reader on the potential environmental issue and associated impact and provide a meaningful 
opportunity to comment. 

Response to Comment Ind 767-8 
As provided in DEIR section 3.8, Requested Discretionary Actions, the Reclamation Plan will be 
considered for approval in conjunction with the Use Permit for the project.  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6277/Nevada-County-Standard-Road-Drawings-PDF?bidId=
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6277/Nevada-County-Standard-Road-Drawings-PDF?bidId=
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The Reclamation Plan, included as Appendix C to the DEIR, addresses the requirements of PRC 
2773(a) in sections 5.3, 5.5, 5.8, and 5.10. In addition, Appendix G of the Reclamation Plan 
includes the Nevada City Engineering Preliminary Drainage Analysis providing stormwater flows 
and capture calculations for the reclaimed condition of the site. 

As discussed in the sections outlined above, and Appendix G, the project and Reclamation Plan 
includes the use of culverts, drainage swales, detention basins, revegetation, and other means to 
control onsite erosion. Section 5.8.4 of Appendix C describes revegetation success criteria and 
Section 5.8.5 describes monitoring and maintenance of revegetated areas. Grading, drainage 
and erosions control are discussed in Section 5.5. 

Response to Comment Ind 767-9 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is overly long and confusing. The DEIR is the length 
necessary to address the environmental impacts associated with the project, and those raised by 
the public. This comment does not address an environmental issue associated with the project, 
but has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 768: SUZI KERSTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 768-1 
The commenter’s reference to TCSC is unclear. Arsenic and asbestos are addressed in Chapter 
4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. For the commenter’s fog 
plume reference, please see Response to Comment Grp 7-95. Greenhouse gas effects are 
addressed in Chapter 4.3; please also see Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds 
and Master Response 28 – Greenhouse Gas Credits. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 769: SYD BROWN (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 769-1 
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the project’s adverse effects on Empire Mine State 
Park, which are addressed in the responses to Agency Letter 1. Agency Letter 1 is authored by 
the California Department of Parks and Recreation. For concerns related to engineered fill piles, 
please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 769-2 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 769-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 770: SYD BROWN (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 770-1 
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. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 771: SYLVIA OTTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 771-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of 
CEQA. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 772: TAMARA SNYDER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 772-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has 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 773: TAMMY MCCRARY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 773-1 
The commenter’s support for the proposed project has 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 774: TANDRA WEBB 
 
Response to Comment Ind 774-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project, which has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1.  

Regarding the commenter’s generally noted concerns about project effects on wildlife, please see 
Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 775: TANIS THORNE (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 775-1 
This is an introductory comment and does not provide a specific comment on an environmental 
issue associated with the project. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative 
Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 775-2 
This is an introductory comment and broadly outlines the commenter’s disagreement with 
conclusions identified in the DEIR. The commenter does not provide specific reasons why the 
environmental analysis was deficient but rather states disagreement with its overall conclusion. 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 775-3 
The commenter asserts there is insufficient research on wind patterns in the DEIR. The dispersion 
model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate available data (including wind) 
for the HRA. Please see Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. 

The commenter describes a huge drawdown on water in a mega drought and asserts that using 
water to control dust is problematic due to the drought. The impacts from groundwater drawdown 
from mine dewatering have been analyzed in the DEIR and are less than significant after 
mitigation. Water use for dust suppression was also examined in the DEIR, and impacts related 
to that use were considered less than significant. (DEIR p. 4.11-36; Appendix N.) As stated on 
page 4.8-12 of the DEIR, based on the lack of changes in the individual well hydrographs between 
wet and dry climatic cycles, the amount of recharge appears to be consistent from year to year 
and is not affected substantially by drought or wet cycles. The commenter describes a grave 
severity of air-borne pollutants. The health impact of constituents in dust particles produced by 
various project activities has been analyzed in the DEIR and is less than significant after mitigation 
measures. The Health Risk Assessment is based on conservative assumptions. Please see 
Master Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. Nevertheless, the EIR concludes 
that the project could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing receptors to substantial 
concentrations of asbestos and requires mitigation to reduce the impact to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review 
and approval. The ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. The 
minimum requirements of the ADMP are provided in the DEIR. Additional measures, such as air 
monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. With regard to health 
impacts of metals in dust from the mine, these impacts were analyzed in a Health Risk 
Assessment using conservative assumptions, which reached the conclusion that acute and 
chronic health impacts would be less than significant under NSAQMD standards. (see Master 
Response 20 – Conservatism of Metals Assumptions). 

Response to Comment Ind 775-4 
The commenter asks how often mine rock will be tested for dangerous contaminants, specifically 
asbestos. As described in DEIR section 4.3.4 (page 4.3-61) and Appendix E.2, Asbestos 
Serpentine and Ultramafic Rock (ASUR) Plan, two methods of asbestos testing are required. PLM 
testing is required to comply with the Asbestos ATCM. TEM testing is done to verify that mine 
planning is effectively minimizing the potential for public exposure to airborne asbestos from the 
project. The amount of sampling for asbestos, segregation and management of materials is 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7801 

described in Appendix E.2 of the DEIR. Air monitoring will be performed and paid for by the 
applicant in accordance with the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP). Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) 
to Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for review and approval. The 
ADMP has minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, 
such as air monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD 
may revise the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring. The ASUR Plan will be an enforceable 
condition of approval, and components of the plan will become part of the approved ADMP at the 
NSAQMD’s discretion.  

The commenter states the DEIR does not address long-term leakage/wind-borne contamination 
from engineered fill piles. As stated in the DEIR and reclamation plan (Appendix C of the DEIR), 
fill slopes and the final pad will be revegetated which would minimize long-term wind erosion on 
the engineered fill piles. As described in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, the engineered fill placement 
creates large flat areas suitable for potential future industrial buildings and not 165 tall “towers” 
as described by the commenter. Nevertheless, the DEIR has concluded the project would have a 
significant and unavoidable aesthetics impact, in part due to the visibility of the engineered fill 
piles. 

Response to Comment Ind 775-5 
The commenter states that more pre-testing and monitoring by 3rd parties for the mine water 
discharge to protect downstream lifeforms and requests more information on contaminants in 
water, water treatment, and chemical analysis prior to discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. The 
mine water that will be discharged to South Fork Wolf Creek will be treated prior to discharge to 
ensure that it meets water quality standards set by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; therefore, the project has a less than significant impact to water quality in the creek 
after mitigation. Please see Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

The commenter states that more precautionary measures are required in the event of storm 
events and extreme flood events to prevent overflow of untreated mine water to South Fork Wolf 
Creek. A Preliminary Drainage Analysis (PDA) (Nevada City Engineering, 2019) was prepared 
and included as DEIR Appendix K.5. As described in DEIR section 4.8.4, the PDA was peer 
reviewed by the County and potential impacts were analyzed in Impact 4.8-3. As stated in the 
conclusion to Impact 4.8-3: 

“The drainage analyses discussed above conclude that the project would not significantly 
alter the drainage patterns of the sites in a manner which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site, nor substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, nor create or contribute to runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater drainage systems, nor 
impede or redirect flood flows.” (DEIR page 4.8-75) 

As stated in Appendix K.5 of the DEIR, 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. Section 4.5 of Appendix K.2 
discusses the 6.4-acre catchment area where precipitation would inflow into the water treatment 
pond and confirms that the designed freeboard volume is more than adequate to retain the runoff 
from a 100-year storm event. 

The commenter states that regular monitoring of mine water discharge should be done by 3rd 
parties such as Wolf Creek Alliance and paid for by the applicant. The Central Valley Regional 
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Water Quality Control Board is the regulatory agency responsible for the regulations pertaining to 
the mine water discharge and the applicant would conduct monitoring in accordance with the 
approved Notice of Applicability. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board would 
also have enforcement authority over the mine operator for any violations. Please see Master 
Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 775-6 
The commenter asserts that there is insufficient water supply for the project due to drought 
conditions. The County EIR consultant prepared a water supply assessment (WSA) for the 
proposed project (see Appendix N) which was analyzed in DEIR Chapter 4.11. The WSA 
evaluated the adequacy of NID’s total projected water supplies, including existing water supplies 
and future planned water supplies, to meet the existing and projected future water demands, 
including those future water demands associated with the proposed project, under all hydrologic 
conditions (Normal Years, Single Dry Years, and Multiple Dry Years) (see DEIR page 4.11-8). 
The WSA concluded that NID has sufficient water supply to meet the project’s demand. DEIR 
Impact 4.11-7 analyzed whether sufficient water supply exists to serve the project for the 
foreseeable future and under the previously mentioned conditions. This impact analysis 
concluded sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project, as well as 
existing and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years. As a result, this was considered a less than significant impact. In addition, the Nevada 
Irrigation District has approved the project’s water supply assessment and is an expert agency in 
water supply.  

NID has also established contingency measures during drought years. Regarding NID’s Water 
Shortage Contingency Plan, as described in NID’s 2020 UWMP (Chapter 6 Drought Plan) and 
the WSA (Section 6.2 Additional Planned Future Potable Water Supplies), there are numerous 
management and operational efforts available to NID to address potential supply shortfalls during 
drought periods. Demand reductions, carryover storage strategies, system operational strategies, 
supplemental supplies, increased storage, and others are all options available to NID in the event 
of a water shortage condition. NID will evaluate each specific shortage condition and select the 
appropriate response action(s) for implementation. If supplies become extremely critical requiring 
implementation of Stage 6 of NID’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan, drinking water supplies to 
NID’s treated water and municipal water customers may be reduced to health and safety use of 
water only, but would not be cut off.  

NID is also in the early stages of a long-term visioning and planning effort to better understand 
potential future conditions and needs in response to climate change, and identify management 
and operational practices to meet those needs. The process, Plan for Water, will identify optional 
water management practices as triggering points in supply, demand, regulatory, legal, and other 
events are reached. These practices may include supply projects, demand management efforts, 
policy changes, and others. 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. 

Water used for dust suppression at the Centennial site may be purchased from NID and the 
project would be subject to the same water restrictions as any other NID customer.  

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that the EmGold analysis reached a significantly different 
conclusion, previous hydrogeologic assessments conducted for Emgold proposals, have come to 
a similar conclusion as the current analysis despite the use of simplistic analytic solutions. Please 
see Master Response 13 – Historic Hydrogeologic Assessments. 
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Response to Comment Ind 775-7 
The commenter suggests that GHGs associated with the manufacture of cement should have 
been included in the DEIR. This comment pertains to a “lifecycle” analysis, which is not required 
under CEQA. Please see Master Response 26 – Life Cycle GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment Ind 775-8 
The commenter states the Centennial Industrial Site Clean-Up project should be included in the 
analysis of the Idaho-Maryland Mine project. Please see Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project 
is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The commenter states that Rise has delayed the cleanup of 
the Centennial site; however, this is not accurate. Rise is working with DTSC to enter into a 
voluntary cleanup agreement and is still awaiting DTSC approval to enter into that agreement and 
begin cleanup. No steps have been taken by Rise to delay cleanup; rather Rise has taken 
affirmative steps to initiate cleanup at its own expense, of a site that has historic pollution issues 
not caused by Rise.  

The commenter also makes an assertion that because Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) was not 
used to assess potential project impacts, the DEIR underestimated potential impacts, including 
biology, traffic and noise. The commenter correctly states heavy truck trips used to transport fill 
to the Centennial site and surrounding construction market were excluded from the VMT analysis. 
As explained in detail in DEIR section 4.12.4, subsection Project Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
(see pages 4.12-52 – 55), the VMT legislation, Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidance, 
and CEQA guidelines section 16064.4 was based on reduction of greenhouse gases caused by 
automobiles and light trucks. Nothing in the legislation, OPR guidance documents, CEQA 
Guidelines, or County traffic analysis guidelines requires heavy vehicle truck trips be included in 
the VMT analysis. Rather, OPR guidance documents suggest that heavy trucks should not be 
included in VMT analysis for CEQA purposes. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, heavy truck 
traffic was included in the noise analysis. The commenter does not explain its comment that heavy 
trucks would result in biological impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 775-9 
The commenter provides additional historical information regarding the region near the project 
site called Glenbrook Basin. Glenbrook Basin is outside the project footprint and would not be 
subject to project related surface disturbance and impacts. As noted by the commenter, this area 
is already heavily developed and is now “one of the County’s main centers of commerce.” 

Response to Comment Ind 775-10 
The commenter summarizes DEIR Cultural Resources Impact 4.5-2 and disagrees with the 
conclusion and mitigation measure identified. As explained in this section, a site-specific cultural 
resources survey was conducted by a qualified archeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards. This included outreach to the Native American Heritage 
Commission, surrounding Native American tribes and historical entities, and the Nevada County 
Landmark Commission (see DEIR pages 4.5-19 – 21). The analysis, conclusion, and mitigation 
measure in Impact 4.5-2 was based on this extensive site-specific analysis and broad outreach 
and reflects the judgment of professional experts in the field and the best available information. 

Response to Comment Ind 775-11 
Please see Response to Comment 775-9 above regarding Glenbrook Basin. 

Response to Comment Ind 775-12 
Please see Response to Comment 775-9 above regarding Glenbrook Basin. 
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The commenter also raises general concerns regarding potential ambient noise increases, light, 
vibrations, and truck traffic within the Glenbrook Basin. The commenter does not provide any 
specific comments regarding deficiency of the analysis, disagreement with conclusions, or 
additional potential mitigation measures. 

Potential ambient noise increases from proposed project activities and traffic was analyzed in 
DEIR Chapter 4.10, Impacts 4.10-2 and 4.10-3. The impacts were found potentially significant 
and mitigation measures were identified, including prohibiting the use of Jake brakes and 
development and implementation of an ongoing noise monitoring program. These noise impacts 
were considered less than significant after mitigation. 

Aesthetics impacts, including potential for additional light and glare, were analyzed in DEIR 
Chapter 4.1, Impacts 4.1-3 and 4.1-5. These impacts were considered less than significant. 

Ground-borne vibration impacts from underground mining activities were addressed in DEIR 
Chapter 4.10, Impact 4.10-4. The impact was found potentially significant and the DEIR identified 
a mitigation measure requiring the preparation and ongoing implementation of a Ground-Borne 
Vibration Monitoring Program. This impact was less than significant after mitigation. 

Transportation impacts are evaluated in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. Haul routes are established 
for the project’s heavy trucks, the majority of which do not need to be travelled to access shopping 
opportunities.  

Response to Comment Ind 775-13 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 775-9 above regarding Glenbrook Basin. Transportation 
impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. It is noted that the DEIR includes the following 
mitigation measure, addressing truck traffic on Brunswick Road:  

4.12-6(e)  Prior to commencement of operations, the Project Applicant shall obtain 
an encroachment permit from Nevada County and install: 1) W51 “Slow 
Trucks” road sign along Brunswick Road, about 500 feet north of the E. 
Bennett Road intersection; 2) A second sign shall be installed at the 
applicant’s expense just south of the crest of the grade, warning truck 
drivers of the transition in grade and presence of the downgrade Loma 
Rica Drive intersection.  

Regarding property value concerns, please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic 
Impacts.  

Response to Comment Ind 775-14 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative Issues, and Response to Comment 
Agcy 8-17 regarding evidence that the project would not result in wasteful or inefficient use of 
energy. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 775-15 
This is a conclusory comment and does not provide a comment on an environmental issue 
associated with the project. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative Issues, 
regarding project opposition and support, and see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 776: TANIS THORNE (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 776-1 through 776-16 
This letter is a duplicate of Individual Letter 775. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 775-1 
through 775-15.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 777: TED AHRENS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 777-1 
The commenter states that no independent monitoring program is proposed for the project. 
Among the many mitigation measures required in the DEIR are monitoring programs for noise 
(Mitigation Measure 4.10-3), vibration (Mitigation Measure 4.10-4), and groundwater (Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-2), all of which will have oversight from Nevada County. In addition, Chapter 4 of 
this Final EIR contains the mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will need to be 
adopted by the Nevada County Board of Supervisors, if the project is approved. The MMRP 
includes all of the project mitigation measures, identifies timing for completion of mitigation 
requirements, and identifies local and state agencies responsible for monitoring. To the extent 
the applicant receives permits from other state and federal agencies, those agencies will be 
responsible for their enforcement. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility. 

Regarding groundwater resources concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  

Regarding diesel exhaust, the DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed diesel exhaust, silica, 
asbestos, and heavy metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health 
risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident 
(MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind 
speed and direction were accounted for in the HRA to determine where and how far emissions 
from the project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA 
(Appendix E.1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the nearest existing residence to the north of the 
Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be dispersed as distance increases from the emission 
source. Since the HRA presents the health risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all 
other receptors in the vicinity of the project would have less exposure and consequently less 
potential health risk than the MEIR.  

Regarding operational equipment noise, please see Response to Comment Ind 733-4. 
 
Regarding drought concerns, please see Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change.  
 
Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 778: TERESA ECKERLING 
 
Response to Comment Ind 778-1 
 The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. For concerns related to water pollution, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. For concerns related to 
traffic, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation. For noise concerns, please see Chapter 4.10, 
Noise and Vibration.  
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the record and has been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 779: TERESA LANGNESS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 779-1 
The commenter refers to others who have allegedly identified alternatives to the project. It is noted 
that 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. 
Regarding the commenter’s generally noted noise concerns, please see Response to Comment 
Ind 733-4.  
 
The commenter also expresses social and economic concerns, which are outside the scope of 
CEQA – Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 779-2 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 779-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not warrant a more specific response. Please 
see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 780: TERESA WAGNER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 780-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has 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 781: TERRI PENCOVIC 
 
Response to Comment Ind 781-1 
The commenter's quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master 
Response 1.  
 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is riddled with errors, misleading plans, and unspecified 
impacts, but provides no specific evidence, only general concerns. Regarding air pollution from 
truck trips, the DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air 
contaminants, and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals 
and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The health risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk 
at the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the 
MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind speed and direction were accounted for in the HRA 
to determine where and how far emissions from the project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the 
EIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the 
nearest existing residence to the north of the Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be 
dispersed as distance increases from the emission source. Since the HR A presents the health 
risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all other receptors in the vicinity of the project 
would have less exposure and consequently less potential health risk than the MEIR.  
 
Regarding water pollution concerns in Wolf Creek, please see Master Response 35 – Discharge 
to South Fork Wolf Creek; regarding concerns about deposition of mine waste on the Centennial 
Site, please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization; regarding water well 
concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells; 
regarding noise concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, and for effects of 
noise on wildlife, please see Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources (pg. 4.4-74ff).  
 
Regarding road wear concerns, the DEIR analyzes impacts to pavement in Chapter 4.12. 
Specifically, 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 impacts to pavement. 
(DEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b).) 

As stated on page 4.6-24 of the DEIR, to ensure that reclamation will proceed in accordance with 
the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of approval Security that 
will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose Security in the form of a 
surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited financial institution, or other 
method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology Board as specified in State 
regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are adequate to perform reclamation 
in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved Plan. Please also see Master 
Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 782: TERRY AND CONNIE ANDERSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 782-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has 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 783: TERRY MCLAUGHLIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 783-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has 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 784: TESS LOTTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 784-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but expresses general concerns and 
opposition to the proposed project – please see Master Response 1. Regarding general water 
concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells; 
regarding general air concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy; regarding concerns about impacts to plant and animals, please see Chapter 4.4, 
Biological Resources; and regarding general noise concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise 
and Vibration. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 785: THOMAS JACOBSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-1 
The commenter provides information and resources related to the gold mining industry and local 
history, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-2 
The comment appears to be primarily focused on airborne asbestos and water quality concerns 
related to the proposed project. For asbestos, please see Master Response 22 – Conservatism 
Used for Asbestos Assessment and Master Response 23 – Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. For 
water quality concerns, please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Master 
Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-3 
The comment very generally expresses concerns related to underground water resources and 
quality of life. Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-4 
The commenter notes observations of common wildlife species on the project site. Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 585-18.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-5 
Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 for quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope of 
CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-7 
The DEIR found that all traffic-related impacts of the project would be less than significant after 
mitigation, with the exception of the impact to the intersections at Brunswick Road and State 
Route 174 (level of service impact) and Brunswick Road and Sutton Way (queueing impact), 
which would be significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation. (DEIR, p. 
4.12-56.) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-8 
The comment is outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-9 
Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master Response 35 – 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-10 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 for quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope of 
CEQA.  
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Response to Comment Ind 785-11 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-12 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-13 
The comment appears to express general opposition to the proposed project and does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 785-14 
The comment appears to express general opposition to the proposed project and does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 786: THOMAS KRAUEL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 786-1 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 786-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
related to the project, some of which are outside the scope of CEQA (e.g., housing shortages, 
increased cost of living, loss of local character, loss of appeal, loss of tourism) - please see Master 
Response 1 and Master Response 2. Regarding water pollution concerns, please refer to Chapter 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
Regarding air quality concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Climate Change. Regarding wetland impact concerns, please see Chapter 4.4, 
Biological Resources. Regarding increased traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation. Regarding concerns about increased crime, please see Chapter 4.11, Public 
Services and Utilities (see Impact 4.11-2 concerning law enforcement).  
 
The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. The comment is noted for 
the record and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 787: THOMAS MAHER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 787-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
related to the project - please see Master Response 1 and Master Response 2. Regarding water 
pollution concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and Master 
Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. Regarding air quality concerns, please refer 
to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Climate Change. Regarding traffic 
concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation.  
 
The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project. The comment is noted for 
the record and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 788: THOMAS PRATO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 788-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses concerns related 
to groundwater impacts. Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 788-2 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 789: TIFFANY FRENCH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 789-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. The comment is noted 
for the record and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 789-2 
The commenter states that the environmental impacts of the project are extremely concerning, 
but does not identify specific impacts of concern. Thus, no further response is required nor 
possible. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 789-3 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 790: TIFFANY GRAVES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 790-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project and concerns regarding the applicant. Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 3. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the 
decisionmakers for their consideration
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 791: TIM BRENNAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 791-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Social and economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA 
- please see Master Responses 1 and 2. Additionally, the commenter expresses a general opinion 
that the DEIR is inadequate, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 792: TIM BROWN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 792-1 
Regarding well impact concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. Regarding cancer concerns, the DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, 
asbestos, and heavy metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after 
mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health 
risk assessment (HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident 
(MEIR) and has determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind 
speed and direction were accounted for in the HRA to determine where and how far emissions 
from the project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA 
(Appendix E.1 of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the nearest existing residence to the north of the 
Brunswick Industrial Site. Emissions would be dispersed as distance increases from the emission 
source. Since the HRA presents the health risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all 
other receptors in the vicinity of the project would have less exposure and consequently less 
potential health risk than the MEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 793: TIM STOKES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 793-1 
Please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 793-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the record. Please see Master 
Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 794: TINA HANNON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 794-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, the commenter’s suggestion 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to County staff. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 795: TODD WULF 
 
Response to Comment Ind 795-1 
Air pollution and dust are addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, and Noise is addressed in 
Chapter 4.10. Based on the project-specific noise analysis, which was independently reviewed 
by the County’s third-party noise consultant, none of the individual activities associated with long-
term operations of the proposed project would generate noise in excess of the applicable noise 
standards. Furthermore, combined project noise impacts are not anticipated for the proposed 
project. Nonetheless, because the project would include multiple processes which generate noise, 
and because compliance with the Nevada County Noise Standards is required, Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-2 of the DEIR requires ongoing implementation of a comprehensive noise 
monitoring program using noise monitors around the Brunswick and Centennial Industrial Sites. 
The monitoring program will be independently verified by a third-party consultant under direct 
contract with Nevada County. Within 30 days of installation and operation of mine-related 
equipment at the Brunswick Industrial Site, the County’s third-party noise consultant shall retrieve 
and evaluate noise monitoring data to evaluate whether mine-related operational noise levels are 
in compliance with County noise standards at the pre-determined Receptor locations. The results 
shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department within one week from evaluation 
of the noise data. If the results indicate that the County noise standards are being exceeded either 
by individual equipment or processes, or cumulative noise generation of the entire facility, 
operations shall cease until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed. Such 
measures could take the form of noise barriers, installation of sound absorbing materials, use of 
additional silencers, etc. After implementation of any recommended measures, follow-up noise 
level data evaluation shall be conducted to demonstrate that the resultant operational noise levels 
comply with the County noise level standards at nearby sensitive receptors. 

Response to Comment Ind 795-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR for additional information related to 
truck traffic. Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from 
engineered fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation 
(excepting potential jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain below the 
applicable noise standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site 
to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than significant 
level. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 795-3 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 795-1. It is also noted that Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 and 
4.10-2 prohibit use of conventional “beeper” devices on construction and haul vehicles.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 795-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 1. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 796: TOM BEHLMER (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 796-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concern 
regarding the applicant. Please refer to Master Response 1. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 796-2 
Tables 21 and 22 of the Noise and Vibration Analysis prepared for the proposed project present 
cumulative noise exposure, which includes background noise. With the consideration of 
background noise, noise levels would not exceed the applicable daytime and nighttime noise 
criteria at the studied sensitive receptors. Please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, for 
addition information related to noise impacts.  
 
Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered 
fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential 
jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise 
standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial 
Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 796-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses concerns about 
public statements made in regard to the proposed project. The commenter’s concerns are noted 
for the record and have been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 796-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 797: TOM BEHLMER (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 797-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the project-generated traffic should not be 
considered negligible, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the DEIR does not conclude that all potential 
environmental impacts that would occur from traffic generated by the proposed project would be 
less than significant, or negligible, to use the commenter’s term. In fact, as summarized in Table 
2-1 of the DEIR, which begins on page 2-10, the DEIR identifies significant impacts with respect 
to air quality, noise, and transportation and requires mitigation measures to reduce the severity 
level of such impacts to the extent feasible. 
 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 797-2 
Potentially hazardous road conditions associated with the proposed project are evaluated in the 
DEIR under Impact 4.12-6, which starts on page 4.12-83. As detailed therein, due to the nature 
of the project, a number of potential issues related to roadway design features and incompatible 
uses could occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project, including the adequacy 
of pavement conditions for truck traffic, routes to handle truck turning movements, sight distance 
along proposed haul routes, and acceleration of trucks on grade. The DEIR concludes that 
proposed project would result in a significant impact, as short-term construction traffic and 
potential street closures could interfere with existing roadway operations during the construction 
phase; the additional project truck traffic would result in a shorter lifespan of the pavement or 
increased maintenance at a number of study roadway segments; and pavement improvements 
would be required at the E. Bennett Road/Millsite Road intersection to ensure adequate truck 
turning movements. However, the DEIR requires various provisions to address such impacts 
through Mitigation Measures 4.12-6(a) through 4.12-6(f). Through implementation of the 
aforementioned mitigation, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 797-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment asserts that 
approval of the proposed project would result in impacts to residents within 0.5-mile of the project 
site related to traffic safety, noise, pollution, wells, and property values, but does not provide 
specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Please see Master Responses 1, 2, 
and 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. For traffic safety risks, please see 
Response to Comment Ind 797-2. For noise concerns, please see Response to Comment Ind 
795-1. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 797-4 
Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones and Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts. 
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 798: TOM BEHLMER (3) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 798-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 797. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 797. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 799: TOM BEHLMER (4) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 799-1 
With respect to potential traffic-related noise impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed 
project, the DEIR evaluates such impacts under Impact 4.10-2, which starts on page 4.10-31, as 
well as under Impact 4.10-3, which starts on page 4.10-37. With respect to off-site traffic during 
the first five years of the project, when fill would be transported from the Brunswick Industrial Site 
to the Centennial Industrial Site, the DEIR concludes that 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 County thresholds of significance at any of the 
nearest residential receptors. However, because the use of jake brakes could result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.10-2, which 
mandates that haul truck operators operate their trucks in such a manner so as to not require the 
use of jake brakes along the project haul routes. 
 
With respect to potential long-term off-site traffic noise impacts, the traffic noise level increase 
from the transport of fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the highway and from employee 
commutes would not exceed the applicable County thresholds of significance at any of the 
receptors. Therefore, noise-related impacts from off-site heavy truck and employee traffic are 
found to be less than significant under Impact 4.10-3. CEQA requires use of thresholds of 
significance when determining impact significance, as has been done in the project noise 
analysis.  
 
Please see Master Response 1 and the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR. 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 800: THOMAS BRESMER AND DEBRA HUMM-
BRESMER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 800-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. Property value concerns are outside the scope of CEQA 
– please see Master Response 1. Regarding air quality concerns, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Climate Change. Regarding noise concerns, please 
see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, and Response to Comment Ind 795-1. Regarding 
generally noted traffic concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation.  
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 801: TOM LARSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-1 
Comment noted. The data presented in Table 4.9-5 of the DEIR is from the adopted Nevada 
County Housing Element Update. As noted on page 4.9-9, the overall housing vacancy rate in 
Nevada County, including incorporated areas is at 22.5 percent, which is an increase of 
approximately 6.6 percent over 2010 levels. Each jurisdiction in the County has seen a similar 
increase in the overall number of vacant units within their jurisdiction with the unincorporated area 
going from 12.3 percent in 2010 to 14.4 percent in 2018.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-2 
The commenter is incorrect. Impacts related to carbon emissions and contribution to global 
climate change are evaluated in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy, specifically under Impacts 4.3-7 and 4.3-8. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-3 
The comment provides a brief history of growth in Nevada County, but does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. Potential adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed mine 
on the surrounding community are addressed throughout the technical chapters of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project that do not enable a more specific response. For 
concerns related to air, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy. For concerns related to noise, please see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration. For 
concerns related to traffic, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation. For water concerns, please 
see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-5 
Please see Master Response 3. Additionally, pursuant to Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
CEQA does not require evaluation of speculative impacts.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-6 
Please refer to Responses to Comments Ind 801-1 and Ind 801-2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 801-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
about the proposed project. The commenter’s concerns are noted for the record and have been 
forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 802: TOM MARTIN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 802-1 
The comment asserts that the DEIR is lacking in clear nexuses between identified impacts and 
proposed mitigations but does not provide any specific evidence to substantiate this claim. The 
project requires an approved Reclamation Plan. To ensure that reclamation will proceed in 
accordance with the approved Reclamation Plan, the County shall require as a condition of 
approval Security that will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose 
Security in the form of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited 
financial institution, or other method acceptable to the County and the State Mining and Geology 
Board as specified in State regulations, and which the County reasonably determines are 
adequate to perform reclamation in accordance with the surface mining operation’s approved 
Plan. (DEIR, p. 4.6-24; Appendix C.) 

The commenter’s suggestion has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 803: TOM AND GLORIA MEYERS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 803-1 
The commenter does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 804: TONY LAURIA 
 
Response to Comment Ind 804-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR is deficient because it allegedly misclassifies impacts that 
cannot be mitigated to less than significant. The specific comments are responded to below. 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 804-2 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address drought and is concerned with the impact 
on soils and vegetation from the dewatering of the mine. The commenter states that hydrological 
studies of how dewatered mines impact groundwater wells are proven to be inaccurate, but does 
not explain why. The commenter states that the DEIR underestimates the number of groundwater 
wells to be impacted by the dewatering of the mine. Lastly, the commenter states that the DEIR 
fails to analyze all groundwater wells within the mineral rights boundaries because dewatering 
could potentially impact those wells. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to define the 
potential area of impact to groundwater wells. 

Regarding drought, the DEIR discusses drought in the context of climate change and states that 
climate change leads to more extreme, prolonged drought. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-15–16.) The DEIR also 
references several Executive Orders that address drought in the state. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-32–33.) 
Drought is also discussed in Chapter 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) in the context of Nevada 
Irrigation District’s (NID) efforts to address water shortages. In regard to drought related to 
groundwater impacts of the project, the commenter is referred Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change.  

As to the impacts to soil and vegetation from the dewatering of the mine, the DEIR states that it 
can be reasonably concluded that the dewatering of the mine would not affect the available 
moisture for vegetation in the project area because the depth to groundwater is already below the 
typical rooting depths in higher topographic areas, while adequate flows would occur in South 
Fork Wolf Creek and Wolf Creek to maintain groundwater levels in the lower topographic areas. 
(DEIR, p. 4.13-21.) The commenter is also referred to Master Response 22 - Groundwater 
Dependent Vegetation. 

Regarding the assertion that the DEIR underestimates the number of impacted groundwater 
wells, the commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Master 
Response 14 – Adequacy of Groundwater Model. The dewatering of the mine is also unlikely to 
impact additional wells beyond the 30 wells in the East Bennett Area because the drawdown of 
groundwater would largely be limited to the East Bennett Area based on the proximity of the mine 
workings to the surface. (DEIR, p. 4.8-54.) The commenter also asserts that the groundwater 
analysis should have contemplated mining within the entire 2,585-acre mineral rights area and 
that insufficient data was used in the groundwater model. There are not valuable gold deposits 
within the entire 2,585-acre mineral rights area; thus, presuming that mining would occur in the 
entire mineral rights area would not be accurate. Moreover, the applicant has specific areas that 
will be targeted for gold extraction, and the groundwater model is based on that plan, along with 
reasonable assumptions about potential extension of mining into other areas. The groundwater 
model did look at potential drawdown within the entire mineral rights area, but only a small number 
of wells were shown to have a significant impact, prior to mitigation. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. Notwithstanding the above, as noted in 
Master Response 7, to address public concerns regarding the scope of future mining within the 
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mineral rights area, the applicant has agreed to an enforceable condition of approval that will limit 
the area of permitted underground mining to a smaller area within the mineral rights area (shown 
on maps A101, A201 and A202). 

The commenter states that there is no definition mentioned in the DEIR as to the potential area 
of impact to wells and believes the area of impact should be the entire mineral rights boundary. 
However, Chapter 4.8 the DEIR clearly provides a definition of the threshold of significance for 
water drawdown induced by the mine dewatering and displays the area of simulated drawdown 
in Figure 4.8-11 and in Appendix K.2 (Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis) and 
K.3 (Groundwater Model Report) of the DEIR. The simulated drawdown is based on the modeled 
geology and location of the underground mine workings, amongst other factors. Please also see 
Master Response 7.  

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 804-3 
The commenter states that there is no guarantee that mining will be restricted to the areas in the 
vicinity of the Idaho-Maryland Mine site (the existing mine workings) and thus no guarantee that 
impacts will be confined to the immediate vicinity of the mine site. However, it is unrealistic to 
assume that economic gold mineralization exists everywhere within the mineral rights at 500 feet 
below surface. The commenter is referred to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining 
Areas. Groundwater monitoring wells are proposed and required over a large spatial area inside 
and outside of the mineral rights area and Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) requires a rigorous 
groundwater monitoring plan (GMP). As also noted in Master Response 15, the applicant has 
provided a Domestic Well Monitoring Plan to monitor domestic water wells within or nearby the 
predicted 1-ft drawdown isopleth of the project. These 378 properties are listed in Table 1 and 
shown in Figure 1 of Master Response 15. To provide property owners additional assurance, a 
condition of approval will be imposed on the project requiring this domestic well monitoring. 

The commenter states that sophisticated daily monitoring systems must be installed, and 
professional services hired to evaluate the data and that the data must include volume, flow, and 
water quality. Sophisticated groundwater monitoring systems which collect data at once every 1 
to 4 hours are already proposed for the project. Qualified hydrogeologists would evaluate the data 
from groundwater monitoring. Water quality baseline data is already proposed to be collected. 
Volume and flow (well yield) information is not required to be collected in the groundwater 
monitoring program but may be collected, if necessary, as part of the Well Mitigation Plan. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter states that a well thought out plan of action must be created for reporting changes 
or failures of a well when mine dewatering begins. An agency must be established as primary 
contact for this reporting, and immediate water replacement services engaged. A “plan of action”, 
including well monitoring and well mitigation plans, are already required for the project. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. As 
stated in Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) and 4.8-2(b), the Nevada County Environmental Health 
Department is the agency responsible for oversight of well monitoring and well mitigation. 
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Response to Comment Ind 804-4 
The commenter states that NID infrastructure must be in place before any dewatering or mining 
operations begin because the infrastructure (pipelines) is not currently available to many well 
owners and such infrastructure must be ready for immediate service to all wells within the mineral 
rights boundary. As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c), the East Bennett Area must be 
connected to the NID system prior to dewatering. Impacts to other areas are not projected and 
therefore the connection of all properties within the mineral rights is not justified nor required. 
However, mitigation measures are included in the DEIR to ensure that monitoring provides 
sufficient time to predict adverse impacts to domestic wells before they occur so that appropriate 
mitigation measures can be implemented. The commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter states that the performance standard for well mitigation should be equal to the 
well volume (yield) currently available at each well and that the 5/8-inch service connection 
proposed in the Well Mitigation Plan for the East Bennett Area is not sufficient. The Well Mitigation 
Plan has been edited to clarify the performance standards required for Well Mitigation (see 
Appendix D to this Final EIR for an updated Well Mitigation Plan). Performance standards are 
based on actual use of water for similar property types and not the maximum potential of domestic 
water wells. A 5/8” service connection is used by 75% of NID treated water accounts and is 
adequate for the single-family homes located on E. Bennett Road.3  

Response to Comment Ind 804-5 
The commenter states that all costs for well monitoring, NID infrastructure, and monthly service 
charges must be the permanent responsibility of the applicant. These costs are the responsibility 
of the applicant where well mitigation is required. The applicant is not responsible for 
reimbursement of water charges for any party that purchases one of the 30 East Bennett Area 
properties after the installation of the NID connection because that party would purchase with 
knowledge of NID service. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c), which requires the 
applicant to fully fund the connecting of 30 properties in the East Bennett Area to the NID potable 
water system. The commenter is also referred to Appendix K.9 (Idaho-Maryland Well Mitigation 
Plan) of the DEIR.  

The commenter states that water charges must be a permanent responsibility and not end with 
the sale of a property or annexation into the City of Grass Valley. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

The commenter states that NID infrastructure must be in place because there must be an 
immediate replacement available and ready to turn on should a domestic water well be drained 
or damaged. As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c), the East Bennett Area must be connected 
to the NID system prior to dewatering. Impacts to other areas is not projected and therefore the 
connection of all properties within the mineral rights is not justified nor required. However, 
mitigation measures are required in the DEIR to ensure that monitoring provides sufficient time to 
predict adverse impacts to domestic wells before they occur so that appropriate mitigation 
measures can be implemented. The commenter is referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy 
of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

  

 
3 See Table 1 of NID Capacity Charge Update 2014 
https://www.nidwater.com/files/0795f5c27/NIDCapacityChargeUpdate-2-12-14.pdf  

https://www.nidwater.com/files/0795f5c27/NIDCapacityChargeUpdate-2-12-14.pdf
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Response to Comment Ind 804-6 
The commenter states that the applicant must post a massive bond of many millions for possible 
contamination of domestic water wells. The mining activities will lead to the partial drawdown of 
groundwater, rather than direct recharge to the domestic wells; thus, the mining activities at the 
project site should not affect the water quality of the domestic wells. (DEIR, Appx. K.8, p. 14.). 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells, which describes the proposed domestic well monitoring plan, inclusive of water level and 
water quality monitoring. Therefore, a bond for contamination of domestic water wells is not 
required nor appropriate for the project.  

The commenter states the applicant must post a massive bond of many millions for possible and 
damage to residential foundations from underground blasting, that all homes within the “blast 
zones” must be inspected prior to operations, and a plan for claiming damages must be in place. 
As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, ground borne vibrations calculated for blasting of both 
drift round and long-hole stopes, respectively, fall below the U.S. Bureau of Mines' (USBM) 
recommendations and the levels at which structural damage to buildings is possible. Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-4 requires a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program which will ensure that vibrations 
are never high enough to damage buildings. Therefore, a bond for damage to structures from 
underground blasting, pre-inspection of homes and a plan for claiming damages, is not required 
or appropriate for the project.  

Response to Comment Ind 804-7 
The commenter states that the level of water use required for the project is unacceptable during 
a drought. As required by state law, a Water Supply Assessment was prepared for this project 
which found that NID’s existing and additional planned future water supplies are sufficient to meet 
the NID’s existing water demands, including those future water demands associated with the 
project. (DEIR, Appx. N, p. 2.) The project’s water usage will be subject to any applicable water 
demand cutbacks during droughts, similar to other NID potable water customers who are served 
by NID. (DEIR, p. 4.11-42.) The commenter is referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and 
Climate Change. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-8 
The commenter states that the dewatering of the mine will create a backflow of contamination into 
existing wells. The commenter suggests a threshold of significance of zero drawdown due to 
current drought conditions. The selection of the 10% reduction as a threshold of significant is 
discussed in Section 3.2.1, page 80, of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR. Simulations using the Theis 
equation (Domenico and Schwartz, 1990) indicate that reductions in the water column of 20 
percent to 40 percent could cause the production rate of the well to become unstable by 
incrementally decreasing the water column much more than would occur under existing 
conditions. For this analysis, a 100 percent factor of safety is applied to the potential reduction 
resulting in unstable conditions, such that a criterion of 10 percent of the water column is used to 
define wells that might be substantially affected by dewatering of the underground mine workings. 
The commenter is also referred to Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. 

The mining activities will lead to the partial drawdown of groundwater, rather than direct recharge 
to the domestic wells; thus, the mining activities at the project site should not affect the water 
quality of the domestic wells. (DEIR, Appx. K.8, p. 14.) Therefore, a backflow of contamination 
into domestic water wells from mining activities would not occur. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, which describes the 
proposed domestic well monitoring plan, inclusive of water level and water quality monitoring. 
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Response to Comment Ind 804-9 
This comment is general in nature and states that the concerns voiced in the letter are not 
speculative. Responses to specific comments are provided in the responses above. The DEIR 
has extensively analyzed impacts to domestic water wells from mine dewatering and found the 
impact to be less than significant after mitigation measures. (see Mitigation Measure 4.8-2.) 

Response to Comment Ind 804-10 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts is deficient because there is 
insufficient data regarding the presence of asbestos in serpentine rock underground. The 
commenter states that asbestos and crystalline silica will be released into the atmosphere, which 
cannot be mitigated to less than significant. The commenter does not state how the data provided 
in the DEIR is insufficient.  

With regard to air quality, the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the DEIR found that the project 
would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air 
contaminants with the implementation of the required Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b). (DEIR, p. 4.3-
79.) Regarding the commenter’s assertion of insufficient data regarding the presence of asbestos 
in serpentinite rock, the Asbestos, Serpentinite, and Ultramafic Rock (ASUR) Management Plan 
details the methods and data collected. The Project Applicant completed 19 exploration drill holes, 
totaling 67,500 feet of drilling. Forty-two samples from the Idaho-Maryland Mine were submitted 
for asbestos testing in 2019. Forty samples were evaluated for asbestos using both Polarized 
Light Microscopy (PLM) and Transmission Electron Microscopy (TEM). Significant concentrations 
of asbestos were not detected. (DEIR, Appx. E-2, p. 7.) The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 23 – Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling. Regarding the release of asbestos and 
crystalline silica into the atmosphere, the commenter is referred to Master Response 23 – 
Adequacy of Asbestos Sampling, and Master Response 21 – Conservatism of Silica 
Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-11 
The commenter states that exhaust from diesel trucks and heavy equipment operation can only 
be mitigated by electric vehicles and equipment. The commenter states that because this 
technology does not exist, it is impossible to mitigate this impact to less than significant. The DEIR 
found that with the project design measures (i.e., APM-AQ-1 (Exhaust Emission Controls) and 
APM-AQ-2 (Surface Fugitive Dust Controls)), and Mitigation Measures 4.3-1(a) and 4.3-1(b), 
emissions impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, 4.3-73.) Moreover, CEQA requires lead 
agencies to impose feasible mitigation measures. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15041(a); 15126.4(a).) 
The term “feasible” is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21061.1.) Mitigation measures that are technologically 
infeasible are not legally required to be considered in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-12 
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately describes traffic-related impacts to Brunswick 
Road, State Route 174, and Bennett Street, but does not how the DEIR is deficient. The 
commenter also states the DEIR omits any reference traffic generated by 600 employees working 
at the site.  

The DEIR analyzes project trip generation in Chapter 4.12, including trips generated by 
employees and trucks at the project. (DEIR, p. 4.12-31–34.) The DEIR found that, for all segments 
along Brunswick Road, E. Bennett Road, and State Route 174, the project’s traffic-related impacts 
would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.12-67.) The DEIR did find that the Brunswick 
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Road/State Route 174 intersection would be significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 4.12-56.)4 
Regarding the 600 employees, the project’s total workforce is estimated to reach 312 employees. 
(DEIR, p. 4.9-25.) Because a large majority of the workforce would operate in 12-hour shifts, with 
seven days on and seven days off, only 111 employees would be present at the project at any 
one time. (DEIR, Table 4.9-6.) 

Response to Comment Ind 804-13 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to evaluate impacts associated with evacuation from 
wildfire, specifically Greenhorn Road. The DEIR found that the project’s impacts to emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.7-36.) 
The DEIR also explains that in the event that residents of Greenhorn Road would need to be 
evacuated, the County would instruct the Idaho-Maryland Mine to cease all operations, including 
trucking operations. (DEIR, p. 4.7-38.) Residents of Greenhorn Road would utilize Brunswick 
Road to evacuate to the primary evacuation route of State Route 49/20. The commenter is also 
referred to Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones. 

In addition, as stated above regarding the 600 employees, the project’s total workforce is 
estimated to reach 312 employees. (DEIR, p. 4.9-25.) Because a large majority of the workforce 
would operate in 12-hour shifts, with seven days on and seven days off, only 111 employees 
would be present at the project at any one time. (DEIR, Table 4.9-6.) 

Response to Comment Ind 804-14  
The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately describes the wildfire risk of storing fuel and 
explosives on site. The commenter also states traffic generated by the project could interfere with 
any firefighting response during a wildfire. The DEIR found that the project’s impacts associated 
with the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant. (DEIR, 
p. 4.7-22.) As the DEIR notes, the use and transport of explosives for mining operations is tightly 
regulated and has a reputable safety record, with only a handful of incidents in the past 30 years. 
(DEIR, pp. 4.7-23–28.) Moreover, the storage of diesel fuel and other hazardous chemicals at the 
project site would require a number of permits and regulatory approvals, including registration 
with the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), in this case the Nevada County 
Environmental Health Department (NCEHD). (DEIR, p. 4.7-30.) Compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations would minimize the project’s potential to pose a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. (Ibid.) Regarding the potential for traffic to impact 
firefighting operations, the commenter is referred to Master Response 5 – Evacuation Zones, and 
Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-15 
As stated on page 3-46 of the DEIR, the application to rezone the parcels located at the Brunswick 
Industrial Site from M1-SP to Light Industrial with Mineral Extraction Combining District (M1-ME) 
is to allow for surface mining facilities related to the underground mining operations, pursuant to 

 
4 While the impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(b) of the DEIR requires 
the applicant to enter into a Traffic Mitigation Agreement with the County regarding the SR 174/Brunswick Road 
intersection. The Agreement shall require the applicant to pay the project’s fair share contribution toward the 
improvements necessary to improve intersection operations to an acceptable level. The Agreement shall include the 
fair share calculations and total payment amount. Based on the Caltrans methodology to assess fair share, it is 
estimated that the fair share percentage is 14.9%.  While the project is contributing toward addressing its contribution 
of traffic to the SR 174/Brunswick Road intersection, the remaining funding needed to improve the intersection (e.g., 
signalization) is not yet certain, nor secured. As a result, the DEIR conservatively concludes that the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  
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the Nevada County LUDC, Section L-II 2.7.3. The property would remain zoned M1 (light 
industrial) and would not be zoned as M2 (Heavy Industrial). 

Land use and zoning issues are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR. As stated 
on page 4.9-16, subsurface mining is allowed in all base districts subject to the approval of a Use 
Permit. Therefore, rezoning to industrial is not required for subsurface mining. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-16 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not mention the risk of transporting explosives to the 
project site. The commenter also states that the use of explosives in the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
underground workings will cause disturbances to the surface and damage residences. The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 804-14 regarding the safety record of the 
use and transportation of explosives. Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis 
of explosives transport, storage, and use, which are found to have a less than significant impact 
after mitigation. Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis of blasting vibration 
and the effect on structures. As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, groundborne vibrations 
calculated for blasting of both drift round and long-hole stopes, respectively, fall below the United 
States Bureau of Mines (USBM) recommendations and the levels at which structural damage to 
buildings is possible. Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 requires a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program 
out of an abundance of caution, which will ensure that vibrations are not high enough to damage 
buildings. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-17 
The commenter states that inaccurate measurements are found in the DEIR but does not provide 
specifics as to which measurements are inaccurate. Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR provides discussion 
and analysis of noise impacts from the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-18 
The commenter states that vibration has not been addressed properly in the DEIR. However, 
Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis of vibration and is found to have a 
less than significant impact after mitigation. The impact to new residential housing at Brunswick 
and Idaho-Maryland Roads would also be less than significant after mitigation. As stated on page 
4.10-58 of the DEIR, the Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital and Downtown Grass Valley would 
not experience any ground vibration associated with the proposed project. Dental and vision 
offices in Brunswick East were not specifically evaluated. However, other structures/businesses 
in the surrounding area were analyzed to determine potential risk. Analog Devices may 
experience ground vibrations up to a maximum of 0.07 in/s PPV, which is below the limit that 
humans can feel.  

Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis of blasting vibration and the effect on 
structures. As stated on page 4.10-54 of the DEIR, groundborne vibrations calculated for blasting 
of both drift round and long-hole stopes, respectively, fall below the USBM recommendations and 
the levels at which structural damage to buildings is possible. Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 
conservatively requires a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program that will ensure vibrations are not 
high enough to damage buildings. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-19 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 of the DEIR requires a comprehensive noise monitoring program and 
requires all on-site mobile equipment to be fitted with broad-band “growler” type back-up warning 
devices rather than conventional “beeper “devices. 
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Response to Comment Ind 804-20 
The commenter states that the DEIR must fully disclose the potential impacts of dewatering the 
Idaho-Maryland Mine to private groundwater wells. The commenter also states that the potential 
devaluation of property from impacts to groundwater wells must be analyzed in the DEIR. The 
DEIR evaluated the impact of mine dewatering on domestic groundwater wells and the impact is 
found to be less than significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the 
DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. 

Regarding the potential devaluation of property values, economic impacts are not a CEQA issue 
and are not analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-21 
The commenter states very little has been mentioned about impacts to wildlife (including noise 
impacts of wildlife) and endangered species in the DEIR. The commenter also states that the 
discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek will adversely impact riparian habitat. However, Chapter 4.4 
of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis of these issues and the impacts are found to have 
a less than significant impact after mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.4-68, 80.) The project will not result in 
any water discharge to Wolf Creek. Increased flow in South Fork Wolf Creek will not scour the 
banks and remove all forms of invertebrates, bacteria, and other lifeforms. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. Chemical changes in creek 
water will not impact aquatic life or other animals. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. As stated in Appendix M (Blasting Report), the 
anticipated impact from drilling and blasting surrounding the proposed Idaho-Maryland Mine is 
negligible, and in almost all situations will be unnoticeable and undetectable. Blasting would take 
place twice daily between shift changes at 7AM and 7PM. Therefore, there would be no impact 
to wildlife from blasting vibrations. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-22 
The commenter states there is no mention of the Nisenan Tribe in the DEIR. However, the Nevada 
City Rancheria Nisenan Tribe is discussed in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR and cultural and tribal 
resources were analyzed in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-23 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to mention that heavy metals leach from concrete or 
that hexavalent chromium will be used in the Cement Past Backfill (CPB). The commenter also 
states that CPB will contaminate the private wells via groundwater. Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR 
provides discussion and analysis of water quality, including hexavalent chromium, in relation to 
CPB and is found to have a less than significant impact after mitigation. Regarding the assertion 
that the CPB will impact private wells, any water that contacts the CPB 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. 4.8-48.) 

Once mining is completed, dewatering ceases, and the underground workings are allowed to 
flood with groundwater and are anticipated to refill over several years. No further impacts to water 
levels in domestic wells could occur during this period. As discussed on page 119 of Appendix 
K.2, after mining ceases, conditions would return to those that currently exist. The proposed new 
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mining activities would all occur at depths that are comparable to or much deeper than the historic 
mine workings. (DEIR, p. 4.8-49.) 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. (Ibid.) The arbitrary selection of 5 years 
of monitoring after mine closure and reflooding is not supported by the analysis. However, there 
will be water quality specific financial assurances for closure and post-closure maintenance of 
mining units as required by Title 27 section 22510. (DEIR, p. 4.8-30.) This may include the need 
for post closure water monitoring. This issue will be addressed in the approval of the WDR 
required by Mitigation Measures 4.8-1(d) and 4.8-1(e)). 

Response to Comment Ind 804-24 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address how the project might contribute to climate 
change. Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR provides a discussion and analysis of the project’s contribution 
to climate change and is found to have a less than significant impact after mitigation.  

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 25 – Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 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 project’s compliance with EAP strategies has been analyzed and the project 
was found to be consistent with the EAP. (DEIR p. 4.3-90.) 

Response to Comment Ind 804-25 
The commenter states the DEIR fails to discuss a fault running under the project site and must 
be analyzed in connection with blasting. The DEIR concluded that there is likely a fault located on 
or near the site, within 600 feet of the New Brunswick shaft. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31.) 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 #85-7. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31–32.) 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. (Ibid.) 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. (Id. at 4.6-32.) While the analysis shows that an active fault likely does 
not exist, out of an abundance of caution, the County has concluded that a significant impact 
could occur without mitigation. Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 requires that prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, the design recommendations from the Brunswick Industrial Site 
Geotechnical Report (November 18, 2019) shall be incorporated into the Plans to the satisfaction 
of the Nevada County Building Department. 

The commenter states there are many documented incidents of failures involving high explosives 
on and within a seismic fault but does not provide this evidence. The magnitude of the energy 
released during mining excavations by rock removal and rock placement is much smaller than 
the magnitude of energy activation required to trigger the release of a local pre-Holocene fault. 
No analysis was performed nor is necessary, as there is no potential for inducement of seismic 
activity on these faults from the proposed mining activity. The commenter is referred to the NV5 
Memo attached to the Final EIR as Appendix P. 
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Response to Comment Ind 804-26 
The commenter states the project will bring numerous workers employees from outside Nevada 
County and increased law enforcement will be necessary to protect the population from “transient 
workers.” Chapter 4.11 of the DEIR provides a discussion and analysis of the project’s impact on 
public services. As stated on page 4.11-27, the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office services would 
not be adversely affected by the proposed project, and the headquarters would not require an 
expansion to enable the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office to adequately serve the proposed project 
in addition to current demands. Moreover, the commenter’s suggestion that “transient workers” 
would engage in criminal acts is mere speculation. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or 
are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 

The commenter also states that the project will adversely impact private wells in the area, but 
does not provide specific reasons. The DEIR evaluated the impact of mine dewatering on 
domestic water wells and the impact is found to be less than significant after mitigation. Please 
see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR. Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR provides discussion and analysis of noise 
and is found to have a less than significant impact after mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-27 
The commenter states that trucks and industrial equipment associated with the project will create 
adverse aesthetic impacts. Visual simulations and analysis of the aesthetics impacts of the 
engineered fill piles have been analyzed in Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR. The DEIR determined that 
the project has a significant and unavoidable aesthetics impact, in part due to the engineered fill 
piles. The inclusion of industrial vehicles and mining equipment in the aesthetics analysis would 
not change the significance finding. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-28 
The commenter states that the DEIR does not provide for monitoring the various mitigations and 
regulatory standards. The commenter also states the Project Applicant will not self-monitor based 
on experience with the Project Applicant’s prior projects. The mitigations measures for the project, 
as proposed in the DEIR, will form the basis of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR). (DEIR, p. 2-4.) Regarding the comment on the Project Applicant, 
the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-29 
The commenter states that the DEIR should analyze the financial status of the Project Applicant 
with regards to the ability to carry out the project. The commenter also references the Project 
Applicant’s prior mining work in Canada, but does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. 
CEQA does not require an examination of the Project Applicant’s financial status and that 
information is not required to be in the DEIR. A lead agency addresses financial concerns 
elsewhere during the approval process, such as financial assurances in a Conditional Use Permit 
or Reclamation Plan. Regarding the comments on the Project Applicant, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-30 
The commenter states that the Idaho-Maryland Mine is a superfund site and states that the 
Centennial Industrial Site cleanup action must be included in the DEIR. The Idaho-Maryland Mine 
is not a superfund site. The commenter is referred to Master Response 9 - Historical Mine Waste 
at Centennial Site. The Centennial site cleanup project is a separate project. Regarding the 
assertion that the Idaho-Maryland Mine and the Centennial Industrial Site cleanup must be one 
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project, the commenter is referred to Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project 
Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 804-31 
The commenter states that the DEIR should include analysis of alternative projects that have no 
relation to gold mining, such as a visitor center or amphitheater. CEQA alternatives are optional 
ways that the project could achieve most of the project’s basic objectives, while also reducing or 
eliminating environmental impacts. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21002.) The suggested alternatives would 
not meet most of the basic objectives of the project. The DEIR must evaluate a range of 
reasonable alternatives. (CEQA Guideline § 15126.6(a).) What constitutes a reasonable range of 
alternatives will vary with the facts of each project and should be guided only by the purpose of 
offering substantial environmental advantages over the project proposal which may be feasibly 
accomplished in a successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social and 
technological factors involved. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 5 Cal. 3d 
553, 566.) The DEIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(a).)  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 805: TULUM DOTHEE 
 
Response to Comment Ind 805-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses quality of life 
concerns, which are outside the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 806: TURIYA HILL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 806-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses concerns 
regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 807: UNKNOWN (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 807-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 808: UNKNOWN (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 808-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 809: UNKNOWN (3) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 809-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 810: UNKNOWN (4) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 810-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Please see Chapter 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Master Response 35 regarding water pollution concerns. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their 
consideration. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7992 

 
Individual Letter 811 

Ind 
811-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-7993 

INDIVIDUAL LETTER 811: UNKNOWN (5) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 811-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 812: UNKNOWN (6) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 812-1 
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 states the 
project would result in air quality impacts such as asbestos emissions but does not state how the 
DEIR is inadequate. Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) analyzed 
air quality emissions and found the impacts to be less than significant after mitigation. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-2 
The commenter states that the project would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and would 
create a serious risk to health, the environment, and property values, but provides not additional 
information. The project’s proposed hours of operation are described in Chapter 3 (Project 
Description). The project’s operational impacts on the physical environment are evaluated 
throughout the DEIR. The DEIR is not required to evaluate impacts to property values or quality 
of life for local residents. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-3 
This comment does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. No 
response is required. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-4 
The commenter is concerned about the air quality impacts from project trucks but does not state 
how the DEIR is inadequate. The project’s estimated operational air emissions and associated 
impacts are discussed in DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emission, and Energy). 
Emissions from diesel trucks and equipment are included in the emissions modeling conducted 
for the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-5 
The commenter states there is a factory on Brunswick Road in a residential area. This comment 
does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. Potential conflicts with 
existing zoning and other land use designations and policies are addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.9 
(Land Use and Population and Housing). 

Response to Comment Ind 812-6 
The commenter is concerned about rock crushing associated with the project. All rock crushing 
would take place underground as discussed in Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the DEIR. The 
DEIR addresses the project’s operational impacts including those associated with rock crushing. 
The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy). 

Response to Comment Ind 812-7 
The commenter is concerned about impacts from the project’s truck traffic but does not provide 
specifics or state why the DEIR is inadequate. The project’s traffic-related impacts are addressed 
in DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Emissions, and Energy), Chapter 4.10 (Noise and 
Vibration), and Chapter 4.12 (Transportation). Visual impacts are addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.1 
(Aesthetics). 
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Response to Comment Ind 812-8 
The commenter is concerned about underground blasting. The DEIR addresses the project’s 
potential impacts related to proposed blasting in Chapter 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Mineral 
Resources) and Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). 

Response to Comment Ind 812-9 
The commenter is concerned about the dewatering of the mine. The project’s potential impacts 
to groundwater resources are evaluated in DEIR Chapter 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). As 
described in discussion of Impact 4.8-1 on DEIR pages 4.8-41 through -53, mine dewatering water 
would be treated onsite to remove the constituents of concern – iron and manganese. All 
discharges would be in compliance with permits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
which would ensure water quality standards are not exceeded. As described in discussion of 
Impact 4.8-2 on DEIR pages 4.8-54 through -68, modeling of the project’s potential impacts to 
groundwater supplies identified the potential to adversely affect seven domestic water supply 
wells – not hundreds of wells as the commenter asserts. Each of the groundwater related technical 
studies prepared for the project was reviewed by a third party with expertise in the field to ensure 
accuracy and adequacy. 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 812-10 
The commenter is concerned about contaminants of concern in the treated water discharged to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ind 812-9. All 
discharges to South Fork Wolf Creek would be in compliance with permits from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, which would ensure that water quality standards are not exceeded. 
The project’s potential impacts to downstream riparian habitats are addressed in DEIR Chapter 
4.4 (Biological Resources). The commenter is referred to Master Response 35 – Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek, and Response to Comment Grp 25-30 regarding legacy contaminant 
concerns. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-11 
The commenter is concerned about the project’s energy consumption. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-12 
The commenter refers to the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-13 
The commenter states that the project will cause lung cancer. The project’s potential to emit toxic 
air contaminants (TACs), such as asbestos, is evaluated in Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and Energy). The impact is found to be less than significant after implementation 
of mitigation.  

Response to Comment Ind 812-14 
This comment does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
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Response to Comment Ind 812-15 
The comment does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-16 
The comment does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-17 
The commenter states that the project will ruin the peace and quiet for residences surrounding 
the Idaho-Maryland Mine. The project’s potential noise impacts on surrounding residences are 
evaluated in DEIR Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration). The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-18 
The commenter states that the project will conduct underground blasting 7 days a week and 
references the extent of the mineral rights boundary. Regarding the mineral rights boundary, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Regarding the underground blasting, the project’s potential to cause ground borne vibration at 
existing residences is evaluated in Chapter 4.10 (Noise and Vibration), under Impact 4.8-4. The 
impact evaluates potential vibration impacts at various sensitive receptors near the project site. 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 requires implementation of a Ground Vibration Monitoring Program to 
ensure vibration levels remain below 0.4 inches/second at sensitive receptors such as residences. 
The placement of two seismographs would be required at nearby residences. With this mitigation 
measure, the impact was determined to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-19 
The comment does not address an environmental concern or the adequacy of the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master 
Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts 

Response to Comment Ind 812-20 
The commenter references the economic impacts of the project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts 

Response to Comment Ind 812-21 
The commenter asks where project employees from outside of the region will live. An evaluation 
of the project’s potential effects related to population growth and housing is provided in DEIR 
Chapter 4.9 (Land Use and Population and Housing). According to the discussion of Impact 4.9-
3 on DEIR pages 4.9-25 through -27, “[d]ue to Nevada County’s current vacancy rates, Nevada 
County has sufficient available housing stock [12,098 vacant housing units] to accommodate the 
entire estimated workforce for the project” (312 workers). 
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Response to Comment Ind 812-22 
The commenter references the project’s economic impacts. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts 

Response to Comment Ind 812-23 
The commenter references the project’s economic impacts. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic 
Impacts 

Response to Comment Ind 812-24 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-25 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-26 
The commenter references the reputation of the Project Applicant. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 812-27 
The commenter references the financial condition of the Project Applicant. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 813: UNKNOWN (7) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 813-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 814: UNKNOWN (8) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 834-1 
The comment letter does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 815: UNKNOWN (9) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 815-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 816: UNKNOWN (10) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 816-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 816-2 
Please refer to Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, for information related to electricity 
supply, and Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for information related to surface water 
quality. Please also see Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 816-3 
The comment appears to pertain to construction along SR 174 which is not related to the proposed 
project. Please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation, for additional information related to impacts 
associated with truck traffic. Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise 
generated from engineered fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck 
operation (excepting potential jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain 
below the applicable noise standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are 
used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 816-4 
The modeling conducted for the air quality and noise analyses was done using reasonable 
assumptions, which is adequate under CEQA. Engineering level detail, such as actual brands 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 816-5 
Please refer to Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. Additionally, regarding 
water well and drought concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16, which relates to drought conditions. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 816-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comments have been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 817: UNKNOWN (11) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 817-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition to the proposed project. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to 
decision-makers for their consideration.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 818: UTA REIMNITZ 
 
Response to Comment Ind 818-1 
The commenter’s general opposition to the project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter also 
states that the project will diminish the quantity and quality of water from the private well on the 
commenter’s property, but does not explain how the DEIR is inadequate in this regard. The DEIR 
found that the project’s impacts to water quality and groundwater supplies would be less than 
significant. (DEIR, Section 4.8-41, 54.) The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, 
Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 

Response to Comment Ind 818-2 
The commenter states that the project will pollute water resources near the project. Because of 
the comment’s similarity to Comment Ind 818-3, the commenter is referred to Response to 
Comment Ind 818-3 regarding water pollution. The commenter is also concerned about the 
project’s traffic-related impacts. Chapter 4.12 of DEIR concluded that all traffic-related impacts 
would be less than significant after mitigation, with the exception of the intersection of SR 
174/Brunswick Road (level of service impact) and Brunswick Road/Sutton Way (queueing 
impact). (see generally DEIR, Chapter 4.12.)  

Response to Comment Ind 818-3 
The commenter states that the project would result in disturbances and pollution of water. The 
commenter also state that additional chemicals would be released due to the mining process. The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR (Hydrology and Water Quality), Master 
Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, Master Response 35 
- Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek. 
Regarding legacy mining concerns, please see Response to Comment Grp 25-30. 

Response to Comment Ind 818-4 
The commenter states that the benefits of increased employment from the project are outweighed 
by the risks of a “foreign company.” The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 818-5 
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 819: VALERIA KACH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 819-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 820: VICTORIA RUBIALES 
 
Response to Comment Ind 820-1 
The commenter states that the DEIR’s Wildfire chapter is inadequate (Chapter 4.13) because the 
Project Applicant is not undertaking enough measures to mitigate wildfire risk. The commenter 
states that the Project Applicant’s implementing measures such as adhering California Building 
Code standards, implementing a vegetation management plan, or training an on-site EMT crew 
is insufficient. The commenter also states that certain project characteristics exacerbate the risk 
of wildfire, such as the transport of explosives, the storage of diesel fuel, and that the Brunswick 
Industrial Site sits at an intersection used for evacuation by a large neighborhood.  

However, the commenter does not explain how the DEIR fails to address these project 
components in the context of wildfire impacts. For example, the DEIR states that the project would 
have a less than significant impact on substantially impairing an emergency response or 
evacuation plan because in the event of an evacuation, the Idaho-Maryland Mine operator would 
be instructed to cease all trucking operations. (DEIR, p. 4.13-17.) The installation of two, 12,000-
gallon above-ground diesel fuel storage tanks would be located away from vegetation in the 
industrial complex building area and, as a Class II liquid, would be regulated in accordance with 
the California Fire Code (CFC). This CFC requires robust design requirements to minimize fire 
hazard to the maximum extent feasible, including but not limited to requirements for overfill 
protection, spill containment, and dispenser emergency shutoff valve. (DEIR, p. 4.13-24.) The 
DEIR also states that the transport, storage, and use of explosives for underground mining has 
an excellent safety record as it is highly regulated at all levels of government (e.g., federal, state, 
and local). (DEIR, p. 4.7-23–28.)  

Lastly, the commenter does not identify what mitigation measures the DEIR would need to include 
to render the project safe from a wildfire perspective.  

Response to Comment Ind 820-2 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should be reducing ladder fuels on the Brunswick 
Industrial Site currently now rather than waiting for certification of the DEIR and project approval. 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the 
decisionmakers. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 820-3 
The commenter asks whether a fuel treatment effort along East Bennet Road would occur 
because of the need to install the water pipeline or the need to reduce fire fuels where explosives 
will be transported. The project does not propose to remove vegetation for the transport of 
explosives. Moreover, the project does not propose to conduct fuel treatment along East Bennett 
Road and installation of the potable water pipeline is separate from fuel treatment efforts. The 
commenter also asks where the DEIR learned of the fuel treatment effort along Greenhorn Road. 
Data for fuel treatment efforts is sourced from the Yuba Forest Network Stakeholder Mapping 
Project, which is led by the South Yuba River Citizens League's (SYRCL) Yuba Forest Network 
in collaboration with the County of Nevada Office of Emergency Services. (DEIR, p. 4.13-5, fn. 
3.) 

Response to Comment Ind 820-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate with respect to the description of topography 
and vegetation of the Brunswick Industrial Site because of the low elevation of structures on the 
Brunswick Industrial Site. However, the DEIR addresses this on page 4.13-22, noting that the 
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incorporation of defensible space around proposed structures at the Brunswick Industrial Site, as 
well as designing buildings in conformance with Chapter 7A of the CBC, would help to slow the 
spread of wildfire moving through the area. In addition, proposed improvements at both Sites 
would reduce the vegetation fuel load in the area. Nevertheless, vegetation would remain on both 
Sites and would need to be managed on an ongoing basis. In addition, use of hydrocarbon-
powered heavy-equipment on-site could exacerbate wildfire risk. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, 
which includes a vegetation management plan, would reduce this risk to less than significant. 
Nevertheless, the DEIR remains accurate in stating that those topographical characteristics and 
features that exacerbate wildfire risk (e.g., steep-walled canyons) are not as prevalent on-site as 
they are in other regions in Nevada County.  

Response to Comment Ind 820-5 
The commenter states that the certain roads used by project trucks are too narrow for trucks to 
pull off of the side of the road in the event of an emergency or evacuation. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 

Response to Comment Ind 820-6 
The commenter states that because of the transport and storage of explosives to the Brunswick 
Industrial Site and the installation of two diesel fuel storage tanks, a fire may start at the project 
site. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” As already 
discussed (820-1), transport of explosives and design of above-ground diesel storage tanks are 
both highly regulated by the government. 

Response to Comment Ind 820-7 
The commenter provides a narrative on fire safety in the Greenhorn Road area, but does not 
provide a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 5 – Evacuation 
Zones.  

Response to Comment Ind 820-8 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant should install large water tanks at the project 
sites to mitigate fire risk. However, the DEIR’s Chapter 4.13 (Wildfire) already determined that 
wildfire impacts are less than significant after mitigation. As stated on page 4.13-22 of the DEIR, 
the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites have limited steeply-sloping topography that is 
known to exacerbate wildfire risk and spread. Prevailing wind conditions within the surrounding 
area are from the North-East and South-West directions, both of which have forest lands. The 
incorporation of defensible space around proposed structures at the Brunswick Industrial Site, as 
well as designing buildings in conformance with Chapter 7A of the CBC, would help to slow the 
spread of wildfire moving through the area. In addition, proposed improvements at both Sites 
would reduce the vegetation fuel load in the area. Nevertheless, vegetation would remain on both 
Sites and would need to be managed on an ongoing basis. In addition, use of hydrocarbon-
powered heavy-equipment on-site could exacerbate wildfire risk. Without implementation of a 
vegetation management plan, the project could have a significant impact related to exacerbating 
wildfire risks, and thereby exposing project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 would 
reduce the above potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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The commenter asks what the Project Applicant could do to reduce fire risk. As stated on page 
4.13-20, two existing fire service lines extend into the Brunswick site. The project also generates 
approximately 850 gallons per minute of groundwater which is treated and could be available for 
additional water needs if required. As discussed on page 4.11-25 of the DEIR, the mine’s own 
rescue team, which would total 24 members and include five EMTs, would be on call to respond 
to emergencies. Pursuant to MSHA, a minimum of two teams is required to be available within a 
one-hour travel time to respond to the mine site. The mine rescue teams would be fully trained 
and equipped with personal protective equipment, closed circuit rebreather apparatus for 
underground, open circuit self-contained breathing apparatus for surface responses, oxygen and 
equipment supplies, gas testing equipment, thermal imaging cameras, communication devices, 
fire fighting vehicles, hand tools, pumps, hoses, and other equipment. All equipment would be 
kept at the Brunswick Industrial Site and would not require expansion or new emergency response 
facilities. 

Response to Comment Ind 820-9 
The commenter states that the Project Applicant needs to include more measures to address 
wildfire risk. However, the DEIR has already determined that wildfire impacts are less than 
significant after mitigation. The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.13 (Wildfire) and the above 
response.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 821: VIRGINIA MORAN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 821-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 822: WADE LAUGHTER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 822-1 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR is biased because it was paid for by the Project Applicant 
and based on their information. The CEQA Guidelines allow a Project Applicant to prepare a DEIR 
as long as the lead agency, in this case Nevada County, independently reviews the DEIR. (14 
CCR 10584(d)(3); (e).) Not only did the County independently peer review the information 
provided by the applicant, but the County hired Raney Planning and Management to prepare the 
DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 and Master Response 3. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 823: WALT FROLOFF (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 823-1 
The commenter expresses dislike of the project and states that it would only economically benefit 
the Project Applicant while causing harmful environmental impacts to the community. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment is 
noted for the decisionmakers but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and does not 
warrant further response. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-2 
The commenter references the Project Applicant’s CEO and his past business dealings in 
Canada. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and 
Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and does not warrant further response.  

Response to Comment Ind 823-3 
The commenter describes environmental damage caused by historic gold mining in California. 
The comment is noted for the decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to DEIR Chapter 4.8 
Hydrology and Water Quality for a description of the existing water quality conditions in the project 
area and an evaluation of the proposed project’s potential impacts on water quality. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and does not warrant further response. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-4 
The mine was closed in 1956 due to the fixed price of gold at $35 and high-cost inflation. The 
gold price currently trades on the free market. The commenter further describes historic gold 
mining operations. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not address the adequacy of the 
DEIR and does not warrant further response. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-5 
The commenter generally alludes to a variety of environmental impacts that should be considered. 
The DEIR addresses each of the issues listed in this comment in the appropriate sections (see 
DEIR Chapters 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy; 4.7 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials; 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality; 4.9 Land Use and Population and 
Housing; and 4.13 Wildfire). The commenter does not provide any specific comments that 
address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no further comment is warranted. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-6 
The commenter takes issue with the adequacy of the DEIR but does not provide any specific 
details. The commenter refers to the “city council” while the land use authority for the project is 
the County. The commenter asks for analysis of worst-case scenarios; however, California courts 
have consistently held that “an EIR is not required to engage in speculation in order to analyze a 
worst case scenario.” (see Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of 
Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 373.). The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 
- Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not 
provide any specific comments to which a response can be made. 
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Response to Comment Ind 823-7 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to address all of the possible impacts from the project, 
but does not specifically identify why the DEIR is inadequate. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted 
for the decisionmakers. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-8 
The commenter generally states that the economic benefits would accrue to the Project Applicant 
while the community would suffer harmful environmental impacts. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. As a point of correction, the project would 
not be located on an EPA superfund site. The Centennial Site has never been on the National 
Priorities List5 (A “Superfund site”). The Centennial Site has never been proposed to be placed 
on the National Priorities List (NPL). The USEPA has prepared a Site Inspection Report in 2019 
for the Centennial site but did not score the site using the Hazard Ranking System (HRS). The 
HRS is the primary method used to place sites on the NPL6. 

The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR 
and does not warrant further response. 

Response to Comment Ind 823-9 
The commenter states that the only jobs created by the project would be government jobs and 
reiterates his general opposition to the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 
- Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. The comment is noted for the decisionmakers but does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR and does not warrant further response.   

 
5 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-national-priorities-list-npl 
6 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/about-superfund-cleanup-process#pasi 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 824: WALT FROLOFF (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 824-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 823. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 823. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 825: WALT FROLOFF (3) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 825-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 823. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 823. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 826: WALT FROLOFF (4) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 826-1 
This letter is a duplicate copy of Individual Letter 823. Please see comments and responses in 
Individual Letter 823. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 827: WALT FROLOFF (5) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 827-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter asserts that the DEIR is inadequate, but does not provide specific examples. The 
commenter’s specific comments are addressed in Responses to Comments Ind 827-2 through 
Ind 827-31. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-2 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, and Master Response 2 - Social 
and Economic Impacts. 

The standards of significance for the noise analysis of the DEIR are provided in Section 4.10.3 of 
the DEIR.  

Response to Comment Ind 827-3 
The mine was closed in 1956 due to the fixed price of gold at $35 and high-cost inflation. The 
gold price currently trades on the free market. 

The project does not propose to use mercury or cyanide, as clearly stated on page 3-25 of the 
Project Description chapter of the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility. 

As a point of correction, the project would not be located on an EPA superfund site. The 
Centennial Site has never been on the National Priorities List7 (A “Superfund site”). The 
Centennial Site has never been proposed to be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). The 
USEPA has prepared a Site Inspection Report in 2019 for the Centennial site but did not score 
the site using the Hazard Ranking System (HRS). The HRS is the primary method used to place 
sites on the NPL8.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 827-4 
The commenter asserts that the project violates General Plan Policy 17.10, but the commenter 
conflates the General Plan’s policy to consider the socio-economic impacts of the project with 
financial feasibility. General Plan Policy 17.10 does not require a financial analysis for proposed 
projects. Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts, and with regard to 
operator responsibility, see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. Availability of insurance 
is not an environmental issue that requires analysis under CEQA.  

Response to Comment Ind 827-5 
Please see 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 827-6 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

 
7 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund-national-priorities-list-npl 
8 https://www.epa.gov/superfund/about-superfund-cleanup-process#pasi 
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The proposed project is expected to produce mine waste with lower sulfide and metal content 
than those produced historically, and the historic mine waste has been determined to be Group 
C mining waste from which any discharge would be in compliance with the applicable water quality 
control plan, including water quality objectives other than turbidity. Please see Master Response 
9 - Historical Mine Waste at Centennial Site. 

Mitigation measures require the applicant to submit a Report of Waste Discharge (RoWD) and 
receive an approved Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) from the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (CVRQCB) prior to the placement of cemented paste backfill 
(Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(d) and engineered fill (barren rock and sand tailings) (Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1(e)). These requirements will ensure compliance with all applicable water quality 
standards. Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-7 
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. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-8 
Page 4.10-6 shows a figure of Noise and Vibration Measurements. The commenter is likely 
referring to page 4.10-60, which discusses a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
and/or vibration levels associated with the cumulative noise and vibration from all sources of the 
proposed project. As noted in the Noise and Vibration Analysis, future traffic volumes on the 
project area roadways would increase over time relative to existing levels due to general growth 
of the region. However, the project-generated truck traffic would remain constant, and would not 
increase over time. As a result, the incremental contribution to overall traffic noise levels resulting 
from the project would decrease over time. For example, East Bennett Road, west of Brunswick 
Road, currently carries approximately 1,486 vehicles, and the associated noise level is 52.5 dBA. 
With the project contribution of 111 trucks, the noise level is expected to increase to 54.8 dBA, 
for a project-related change of 2.3 dB. However, if future traffic levels from cumulative 
development throughout the region were to increase by ten percent to 1,635 vehicles per day, 
and the project-related traffic remains at 111 trucks, the total transportation noise level would be 
55.0 dBA, but the project-related change diminishes to 2.1 dBA. As a very generic example, one 
truck on a road that carries 1 car per day, would be quite noticeable and would be the primary 
noise generator. However, if the traffic increased to 100 cars per day, or say 1,000 per day, the 
single truck's contribution to total noise would diminish substantially. Because the future project-
related traffic noise level increases would diminish over time and remain below the applicable 
thresholds of significance, the impact is considered to be less-than-significant relative to future 
cumulative traffic conditions.   

Response to Comment Ind 827-9 
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. 

Traffic impacts, including the use of heavy trucks were analyzed in Chapter 4.12 of the DEIR. 
Regarding the possibility of brake failure, 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.” 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8063 

Response to Comment Ind 827-10 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Please see Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds. 

It is also noted that while many of the project-related concerns noted by the commenter were not 
identified as significant and unavoidable in the DEIR, it is noted that under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15043, the County maintains the authority to approve projects despite significant and 
unavoidable environmental effects under certain circumstances. Should the Nevada County 
Board of Supervisors seek to move forward with certifying this EIR and approving the project 
entitlements, due to the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur with 
implementation of the project, the Board would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. The Statement of Overriding Considerations would publicly disclose the 
process by which the Board weighs the environmental impacts of the project against any 
other factors. As enumerated in Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, factors to be 
balanced by the Board when considering projects that would result in a significant and 
unavoidable environmental impact include economic, legal, social, and technological benefits 
of projects as well as region-wide or statewide environmental benefits. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-11 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-12 
The mitigation measures identified by the commenter are similar to mitigation measures used for 
other projects in the County. Similar to other projects, the County has authority to enforce 
mitigation measures, conditions of approval, and the provisions of its County Code. The County 
charges permitted operators to recoup the County costs associated with inspections and 
enforcement. Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-13 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Please see Master Response 3 
– Operator Responsibility. 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR should analyze the worst case scenarios and extreme 
scenarios. However, 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.) While the 
commenter requests analysis of extreme scenarios, CEQA requires analysis of direct impacts or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts, not speculative extreme scenarios. (Pub. Res. Code, § 
2106.) 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 827-14 
The commenter asserts that there may be impacts associated with heavy trucks travelling on one-
lane mountain roads. However, the project does not propose truck traffic on one-lane mountain 
roads. Please see Chapter 3 of the DEIR. 
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Regarding the commenter’s statements on toxic dust, air quality impacts from the project’s use of 
trucks and all other project operations were analyzed in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR using accepted 
standard methods for air quality analysis. 

The commenter asserts that impacts may result from trucks spilling rock over one-lane mountain 
roads. As stated above, the project does not propose truck traffic on one-lane mountain roads. 
Further, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 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. 

Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Please see Master Response 3 
– Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-15 
The Health Risk Assessment is based on conservative assumptions. Please see Master 
Response 22 – Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 

The DEIR concludes that the project could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing 
receptors to substantial concentrations of asbestos and requires mitigation to reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 in 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.  

Response to Comment Ind 827-16 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 827-14. Cancer risk from truck traffic was analyzed in the 
health risk assessment prepared for the DEIR, which found that cancer risk from the project, 
including traffic, was less than significant. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-17 
The commenter suggests that the project’s required mitigation measures are cost prohibitive and 
therefore the project is not economically feasible. The applicant believes the project is 
economically feasible with consideration of mitigation costs. The commenter has not presented 
substantial evidence that demonstrates the project would be economically infeasible. Further, 
CEQA does not require that an EIR demonstrate economic feasibility of a project. Please see 
Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Please see Master Response 3 – Operator 
Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-18 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-19 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Please see Master Response 3 
– Operator Responsibility. Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR addresses presence of faults and impacts 
related to seismicity.  
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Response to Comment Ind 827-20 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Insurance and capitalization are 
not environmental impacts requiring analysis under CEQA. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-21 
Please see Master Response 2 - Social and Economic Impacts. Please see Master Response 3 
– Operator Responsibility. 

Please see Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR regarding air quality impacts and the health risk assessment’s 
analysis of the maximally exposed individual and asbestos exposure. Please see Response to 
Comment Agcy 1-19, Master Response 18 - Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 22 - 
Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions, and Response to Comment Ind 827-17 regarding 
financial feasibility. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-22 
This comment is in regard to the DTSC cleanup plan for the Centennial Site, which is a separate 
project from the Idaho-Maryland Project. Please see Master Response 4 - Historical Mine Waste 
at Centennial Site, and Master Response 4, Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-23 
The mine was closed in 1956 due to the fixed price of gold at $35 and high-cost inflation. The 
gold price currently trades on the free market. Please see Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts and Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. The commenter asserts 
that the project violates General Plan Policy 17.9, which encourages mining of economically 
mineable minerals so the land can be reclaimed for alternative uses, but provides no reasoning 
as to why the policy is violated. Please see Response to Comment Ind 827-17 regarding financial 
feasibility. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues, 
regarding the commenter’s opposition to the project. Please see Master Response 2 - Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-24 
Wildfire impacts are addressed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. Storage of hazardous materials is 
analyzed in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR. The project does not propose to store or use hazardous 
materials in substantially greater amounts than are stored and used at other industrial operations 
throughout the County. The commenter asserts that a fire at the mine site would be “Chernobyl”; 
however, no nuclear power generation is proposed at the project site. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. This comment amounts to speculation, and as stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” The commenter asserts that the DEIR should analyze the worst 
case scenarios. However, 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.)  
 
Response to Comment Ind 827-25 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 827-24. 
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Response to Comment Ind 827-26 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 827-8. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-27 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) approved a water supply assessment, which concluded that 
NID has sufficient water supplies to provide water to the parcels that are expected to be impacted 
by dewatering. The Water Supply Assessment (Appendix N of the DEIR) used a conservative 
water demand for the E. Bennett area of 0.4 gallons per minute (575 gallons per day) per dwelling 
unit. This is significantly larger than the average single-family home unit demand factor of 0.36 
acre-feet per year per connection, which is used by NID for projecting demands (page 18 of the 
NID 2020 Urban Water Management Plan), and is equivalent to 321 gallons per day.  The sizing 
of the potable water line will be determined by NID based on anticipated flow volumes. The Well 
Mitigation Plan (Appendix K.9), which has been revised to clarify performance standards, 
including use of water for irrigation, is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix D. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-28 
As stated on page 4.12-116 of the DEIR, queues in the northbound left turn lanes of the Brunswick 
Road/Sutton Way intersection would exceed the threshold of significance. Re-timing of the 
Brunswick Road/Sutton Way intersection would maintain LOS C conditions (29.5 seconds per 
vehicle) with queues declining for this movement. Following implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.12-10, the queues are shown to decrease to up to 386 feet under Scenario #1 and 434 feet 
under Scenario #2, both of which are less than the Cumulative No Project Condition. As such, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-10 would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-
significant level if implemented. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-29 
The commenter's preference for the No Project alternative is noted. Please see Master Response 
2 - Social and Economic Impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 827-30 
The commenter does not agree with the DEIR that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior 
alternative. Comment noted. The commenter also makes a statement regarding taking of riparian 
rights; however, the commenter does not identify what riparian rights are referenced. Riparian 
rights are water rights associated with properties adjacent to a stream or river and the project 
does not propose to eliminate any such riparian rights.  

Response to Comment Ind 827-31 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 827-8. 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted for the decisionmakers. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 828: WALTER O’DWYER 
 
Response to Comment Ind 828-1 
The comments does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
concerns regarding the proposed project. For concerns related to climate change, please see 
Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. For concerns related to water pollution, 
please see Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and Master Response 35 – Discharge to 
South Fork Wolf Creek. Regarding air quality/toxic fume concerns, please see Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy.  
 
It is also noted that the DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic 
air contaminants, and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy 
metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment 
(HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and has 
determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind speed and 
direction were accounted for in the HRA to determine where and how far emissions from the 
project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA (Appendix E.1 
of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the nearest existing residence to the north of the Brunswick 
Industrial Site. Emissions would be dispersed as distance increases from the emission source. 
Since the HRA presents the health risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all other 
receptors in the vicinity of the project would have less exposure and consequently less potential 
health risk than the MEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 829: WENDY THOMPSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 829-1 
This is an introductory comment. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 829-2 
The DEIR biology and hydrology sections included analysis of treated water discharge into South 
Fork Wolf Creek. DEIR Impact 4.4-2 analyzed potential impacts to special-status species that 
may use South Fork Wolf Creek and the surrounding habitat. DEIR Impact 4.4-3 considered 
potential impacts to the riparian habitat surrounding South Fork Wolf Creek. DEIR Impact 4.8-1 
considered whether treated water discharge would degrade water quality standards. DEIR Impact 
4.8-2 analyzed potential drawdown impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek resulting from dewatering. 
DEIR Impact 4.8-3 considered potential erosions and sedimentation impacts resulting from 
treated water discharge. As demonstrated above, impacts to South Fork Wolf Creek were 
considered and analyzed in the DEIR.  

Please also see Master Response 36 - Flows in South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 32 - 
Temperature of Mine Water Discharge, Master Response 34 - Resident Fish, and Master 
Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, regarding the discharge flow volumes, 
temperature, and quality, potential for erosion, and species impacts. 

Response to Comment Ind 829-3 
As explained in DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) and Appendix F.4, a maintenance and 
monitoring program is identified for transplanted Pine Hill flannellbush. Monitoring will occur every 
six months for the first two years. If transplantation does not meet success criteria, monitoring 
and maintenance will continue until those success criteria are achieved (see Appendix F.4, 
section 6.3.2). Irrigation is not prohibited by the DEIR and could be utilized if determined 
necessary to ensure the success of transplantation. The monitoring and maintenance will 
continue until success criteria are achieved. If those success criteria cannot be achieved, the 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)(5) and the management plan provides alternative maintenance 
transplantation measures to help achieve success criteria. 

Response to Comment Ind 829-4 
DEIR Chapter 4.3 analyzed the project’s impact on energy and greenhouse gas emissions. DEIR 
Impacts 4.3-4 and 4.3-5 specifically analyzed the project’s use of energy and consistency with 
State and local renewable energy plans and determined these impacts were less than significant. 
DEIR Impacts 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 analyzed the project’s contribution of greenhouse gases. The DEIR 
requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-7(a & b) to reduce construction greenhouse 
gas emissions to a less than significant level, and operational greenhouse gas emissions were 
determined to be below the threshold of significance without mitigation. Please see Master 
Response 16 - Drought and Climate Change, and Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy 
Plan.  

DEIR impact 4.8-1 considered whether treated water discharge would degrade water quality 
standards and determined this impact was less than significant after mitigation. Please also see 
Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 

Response to Comment Ind 829-5 
As discussed on page 5 of the Noise and Vibration Assessment (DEIR Appendix L), audibility is 
very subjective and can vary from person to person. Thus, audibility by itself is not used as a 
significance criteria in evaluating noise impacts. In addition, a noise source can be audible without 
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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. 

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. Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 sets forth a similar ground vibration 
monitoring program.  

Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative, regarding quality-of-life concerns. 

Response to Comment Ind 829-6 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR and Administrative Issues.   
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 830: WILLIAM CLARK (1) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 830-1 
The County acknowledges the comment as background information about the commenter. 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 830-2 
As stated on page 10 of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) (Appendix N of the DEIR), the 
water vapor in ventilation air is assumed at 200,000 CFM airflow at 100 % saturation of air at 68 
degrees F. As discussed on pages 10 and 11 of the WSA, the non-potable water demand, 
including water vapor in ventilation, is only 10 percent of the dewatering volume that will be 
needed. Therefore, the proposed project’s non-potable water demands are not discussed further 
in the WSA. Further refinement of the water lost in water vapor from the mine would serve no 
purpose and is not required for the analysis of the EIR. 

The project would not produce clouds of vapor or fog. Please see Response to Comment Grp 7-
95 regarding clouds of vapor or fog from ventilation. 

Response to Comment Ind 830-3 
Workplace health and hygiene at mines is regulated by the US Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA). Mine workers who work in wet environments wear waterproof jackets and 
pants and do not have clothing saturated with “toxic laden water”. Generally, a mine worker 
washes their boots underground before entering the cage, leaves their boots in the locker area 
adjacent to the service shaft building, hangs work clothes in the mine dry on baskets, showers, 
dresses in street clothes, and then exits to the parking lot. The mine facilities are kept clean by 
janitorial services and work clothing is routinely washed. The general layout of proposed buildings 
is provided in submitted drawings below. 

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30392/Service-Shaft  

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30389/Office-and-Water-Treatment  

A description of the detailed operations of the Change Room is not required for the analysis of 
the DEIR, as the amount of rock dust that would be carried on worker’s clothing is imperceptible 
compared to the emissions from other aspects of the project (e.g., hoisting of rock to the surface, 
loading of trucks, placement of engineered fill, which emissions impacts were considered to be 
less than significant after mitigation). The emissions associated with mine worker clothing is 
negligible and would not impact the analysis.    

https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30392/Service-Shaft
https://www.nevadacountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30389/Office-and-Water-Treatment
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 831: WILLIAM CLARK (2) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 831-1 
This is an introductory comment. The commenter’s specific comments are addressed below in 
Responses to Comments Ind 831-2 through 831-33.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-2 
The County acknowledges the comment as background information about the commenter. 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-3 
The commenter questions why air pollutants from underground blasting and mining were not 
addressed in the DEIR. However, criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants associated with 
underground blasting and mining were estimated in the DEIR and mitigated where appropriate. 
Underground blasting and mining does not produce reactive organic gases (ROG) and constitutes 
a minor proportion of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from the project (approximately 15 
pounds per day), as depicted in Table 4.3-17 of the DEIR. The project incorporates design 
features to reduce exhaust from underground equipment, such as the exclusive use of electrically 
powered equipment underground per APM-AQ-1 (please see Master Response 19– NSAQMD 
Criteria Pollution Thresholds during Operations). 

Asbestos and crystalline silica were accounted for in the Health Risk Assessment prepared for 
the project (see Appendix E.1 of the DEIR) and total potential health risk was determined to be 
less than significant after implementation of mitigation. Notably, 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 Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. The measures of the ADMP reduce the 
emissions of dust (PM10 and PM2.5) as well as asbestos. The Health Risk Assessment is based 
on conservative assumptions, as described in Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos 
Assumptions, and Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-4 
The commenter asks how the applicant will address emissions of crystalline silica, and states that 
no analysis, test results or discussion was presented in the DEIR regarding silica health risk. Of 
note, crystalline silica was included in the emissions inventory incorporated into the Health Risk 
Assessment prepared for the project (see Appendix E.1 of the DEIR). As detailed in Master 
Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, the assumed crystalline silica content and 
modelling of respirable silica is conservative and overestimates the relevant exposure in any 
situation. As such, testing of rock from the project site for silica content could not result in a greater 
silica impact than was already assumed in the DEIR. Crystalline silica has potential chronic health 
risk values but no acute or cancer risk values have been established. As presented in Table 4.3-
21 of the DEIR, the chronic health risk impact, which includes risk from crystalline silica, was 
determined to be less than significant without incorporation of mitigation. Finally, measures that 
reduce fugitive dust, such as APM-AQ-2 (Surface Fugitive Dust Controls), will also reduce 
potential emissions of crystalline silica.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-5 
The commenter states that the ambient air pollutant monitoring stations and data provided in the 
DEIR are not representative of the project site. However, the commenter does not suggest any 
stations that would have data more representative of the project site. Of note, the ambient data 
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included in Table 2 in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR, and summarized in Table 4.3-4 of Chapter 4.3 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) of the DEIR, are provided only as context 
for the existing local ambient air quality and are not used as inputs into the air quality model. 
Significance determinations, however, are based on comparison to the NSAQMD thresholds, not 
comparisons to local ambient levels. As discussed on page 4.3-41 of the DEIR, the NSAQMD has 
established thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes to achieve and maintain the National 
and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Because an AAQS is based on maximum 
pollutant levels in outdoor air that would not harm the public’s health, and air district thresholds 
pertain to attainment of the AAQS, a project that complies with the thresholds established by a 
local air district, such as the NSAQMD, would not result in adverse effects to human health related 
to criteria pollutant emissions, which were developed based on compliance with the applicable 
AAQS. Regarding emissions quantification, the DEIR employed industry standard and vetted 
approaches and quantification equations, such as factors developed by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the AP-42 Compilation of Air Emissions Factors and 
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in the OFFROAD and EMFAC models. The 
assumptions and factors incorporated in the analysis are detailed in “Method of Analysis” section 
of Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR, starting on page 4.3-44. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-6 
The commenter questions the percent reduction validity of the fugitive dust mitigation measures 
employed in the DEIR. The majority of dust emissions are derived from factors from the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s AP-42 Compilation of Air Emissions Factors and noted in the 
tables of Appendix E.1. A reduction of dust from vehicle traffic on unpaved access roads and 
unpaved compaction areas by 55% is based on the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) 2016.3.2, which is based on data compiled by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and the WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook (2006). As described in the 
CalEEMod User’s Guide (2017): 

The purpose of CalEEMod is to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land 
use planners, and environmental professionals to estimate potential emissions associated 
with both construction and operational use of land use projects. It is intended that these 
emission estimates are suitable for quantifying air quality and climate change impacts as 
part of the preparation of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In 
addition, individual districts may rely on the model’s emission estimates to show 
compliance with local agency rules.  

CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted methodologies for estimating emissions combined with 
default data that can be used when site-specific information is not available. Sources of 
these methodologies and default data include but are not limited to the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) AP-42 emission factors, California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) vehicle emission models, studies commissioned by California 
agencies such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) and CalRecycle. In addition, 
some local air districts provided customized values for their default data and existing 
regulation methodologies for use for projects located in their jurisdictions. When no 
customized information was provided and no regional differences were defined for local air 
districts, then state-wide default values were utilized. 

Note that reduction of dust of 80% from use of chemical dust suppressants was not applied to 
vehicle traffic on unpaved access roads during operations for purposes of the air quality analysis 
and therefore adds significant conservatism to the modelled emissions during operations. Please 
see Master Response 12 – Chemical Dust Stabilizers for information on the effectiveness and 
composition of chemical stabilizers.  
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Response to Comment Ind 831-7 
The commenter suggests that Public Safety Power Shutoffs (PSPS) are predictable and that 
emissions from emergency generators should be accounted for. Given that it is unknown if/ when 
a PSPS would occur, it is considered a speculative event, and per the CEQA Guidelines, if a 
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and 
terminate discussion of the impact (14 CCR 15145). California courts have consistently held that 
“an EIR is not required to engage in speculation in order to analyze a worst-case scenario.” (see 
Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 
342, 373.). The use of emergency generators is speculative and beyond the reasonable control 
of the applicant. However, criteria air pollutant emissions associated with 24-hour operation of the 
emergency generators is provided in Table 4.3-25 of the DEIR on page 4.3-104 for informational 
disclosure purposes only. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-8 
The Base Elevation for STCK8, STCK9, STCK10 shown in Table 2 are in feet. The units shown 
as meters is an error (typo) in the table. This can be verified in the model output files on page 395 
of the document where these stacks are shown at elevations of 837.71, 838.72, and 759.39 
meters. The correct elevation values were used in the dispersion model. For STCK 8, generators, 
the gas exit temperature, velocity, and flow rate are based on data provided by the manufacturer 
of the generators. SLINE1 through SLINE9 are correctly stated in Table 2 according to what was 
modeled in the HRA. No changes to SLINE1 through SLINE9 are needed. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-9 
The dispersion model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. 
Please see Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. The rural dispersion was 
selected based on the land use procedure as defined by the EPA Guideline on Air Quality Models 
– Appendix W. As less than 50% of the land within 3 km radius of the project site is categorized 
as I1 (heavy industrial), I2 (light-moderate industrial), C1 (commercial), R2 (compact residential), 
and R3 (compact residential), it is appropriate to use the rural option. The terrain characteristics 
used for the site are the most well-defined in terms of elevation details available within the 
AERMOD model. As such, the terrain used is accurate and appropriate for the assessment. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-10 
The dispersion model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. 
Please see Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. Please also see Response 
to Comment Ind 831-9 above for a discussion on the terrain characteristics and use of the rural 
option. It is not appropriate to model the site as urban as discussed above, regardless of Grass 
Valley becoming more urban. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-8 regarding the alleged 
errors in Table 2. Furthermore, the use of the rural dispersion option is conservative compared to 
urban. To account for the dispersive nature of the “convective-like” boundary layer that forms 
during nighttime conditions due to the urban heat island effect, AERMOD enhances the 
turbulence for urban nighttime conditions over that which is expected in the adjacent rural, stable 
boundary layer, and also defines an urban boundary layer height to account for limited mixing that 
may occur under these conditions. The magnitude of the urban heat island effect is driven by the 
urban-rural temperature difference that develops at night.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-11 
The commenter questions why solar energy was not proposed to mitigate energy consumption of 
the project and points to the Nevada County Energy Action Plan (EAP) reduction goals. The 
project does not have a significant impact with regard to energy use; therefore, mitigation is not 
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required. 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 over time. 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. Further, 
compliance of the project with EAP strategies has been analyzed in Table 4.3-22 in the DEIR and 
was determined to be consistent with the EAP. Please see also Master Response 25 - Nevada 
County Energy Action Plan. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-12 
The commenter suggests that GHGs associated with the manufacture of cement should have 
been included in the DEIR. This comment pertains to a “lifecycle” analysis, which is not required 
under CEQA. Please see Master Response 26 – Life Cycle GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-13 
The commenter identifies differences between the analysis in the DEIR and a draft version of the 
Air Quality and GHG Report. Notably, the DEIR is based on the most recent Air Quality and GHG 
Report (dated November 2021) included as Appendix E.1 of the DEIR. Draft versions of this report 
created before the issuance of the DEIR are not relevant to the analysis.  

The commenter states that the DEIR does not discuss ventilation controls, filtration, or other 
methods used to mitigate exposure of workers or the public to asbestos. However, Chapter 4.3 
and Appendix E.1 and E.2 of the DEIR provides extensive discussion and analysis of these 
issues. Also see Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions and Master 
Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. The efficiency of proposed underground 
filtration, including evidence of effectiveness, is provided on page 10 of Appendix E.2. Also see 
Response to Comments 8-133 and 8-151 in CEA letter #1.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-14 
The commenter identifies differences between the analysis in the DEIR and a draft version of the 
Air Quality and GHG Report. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-13 above.  
 
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 prior draft of the Air Quality and GHG report included different measures, but these 
were removed because the same emissions impacts are reduced by the ADMP requirement.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-15 
The commenter identifies differences between the analysis in the DEIR and a draft version of the 
Air Quality and GHG Report. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-13 above.  

The Health Risk Assessment included in the DEIR uses TEM testing which is discussed in detail 
in Chapter 4.3 and Appendix E.1 and E.2 of the DEIR. Also see Master Response 22 - 
Conservatism of Asbestos Assumptions. 
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Response to Comment Ind 831-16 
The commenter identifies differences between the analysis in the DEIR and a draft version of the 
Air Quality and GHG Report and questions the efficiency of proposed air filtration proposed in the 
ASUR Plan. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-13 above.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-17 
The dispersion model in the Health Risk Assessment used the most appropriate data for the HRA. 
Please see Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA. In addition, as shown in the 
Master Response, the prevailing wind direction in Grass Valley is from the northeast. The 
meteorological data includes six years of data, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, which 
includes periods of calm. As such, periods of very stable air as indicated by the commenter would 
have been accounted for in the meteorological data used in the HRA. The discussion regarding 
meteorological data in the HRA report discussed the nearest stations available for use in modeling 
and how they differ compared to the windrose in Grass Valley. This is discussed in more detail in 
Master Response 17 - Meteorological Data Used in HRA.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-18 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-4. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
4. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-19 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-5. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
5. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-20 
The commenter asserts that the Project Applicant should be required to disclose the project’s 
plans to comply with the California Executive Order (EO) N-79-20, which establishes a Statewide 
goal that 100 percent of in-state vehicle sales of new passenger cars and trucks shall be zero-
emission by the year 2035. The applicant, as well as everyone in California, will purchase vehicles 
that are available at the time of that future transaction, which will meet the standards that are 
required based on the date of manufacture. However, as technology and fleet turnover for 
passenger cars and trucks transitions to cleaner battery-electric vehicles over time, GHGs in the 
state will reduce proportionally, which will also result in reductions in the GHGs presented in the 
DEIR for the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-21 
The commenter asks about the various ventilation fans proposed for the project. The project 
includes 3 main ventilation fans, 2 booster ventilation fans, and 10 auxiliary ventilation fans. All 
fans would be located underground once the service shaft is constructed. The fans will be sized 
and placed as needed to provide ventilation flows throughout the mine. These specifications will 
change depending on where mining is taking place. The engineering details of the ventilation fans 
is not necessary for an EIR. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 26.)  

Response to Comment Ind 831-22 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-6. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
6. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-23 
The commenter questions how the applicant will ensure the use of Tier 4 equipment and whether 
dispersion modeling was performed for Tier 3 equipment. The project analysis incorporates 
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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.  

Regarding 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. 
As such, use of Tier 4 engines or alternative sources of power are required even for contractors. 
The mitigated emissions presented in the Air Quality Analysis of the DEIR reflect the lower 
emissions that would be achieved by this mitigation measure. A comparison of mitigated and 
unmitigated emissions of criteria air pollutants and risk from toxic air contaminant exposure is 
already provided in the DEIR (see Tables 4.3-17, 4.3-19, and 4.3-21) and may be reviewed by 
the commenter to understand the consequences of using lower tier engines during construction. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-24 
The commenter expresses concerns that asbestos, silica, and heavy metals are “estimates of 
estimates”. Given that asbestos, silica, and heavy metals are part of the fraction of fugitive dust 
considered PM10 (particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 
microns), the potential mass of these toxic air contaminants needs to be estimated based on the 
individual proportions therein. This is standard industry practice. The assumptions used to 
estimate PM10, asbestos, silica, and metals are provided in Appendix E.1 of the DEIR. Please 
also see Master Response 21 - Conservatism of Silica Assumptions, Master Response 20 - 
Conservatism of Metals Assumptions, and Master Response 22 - Conservatism of Asbestos 
Assumptions. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-25 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-7. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
7. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-26 
This comment is a duplicate of Comments Ind 831-13 and 831-14. Please refer to these 
responses.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-27 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-15. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
15. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-28 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-16. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
16. 

Response to Comment Ind 831-29 
The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measures 4.3-1(a) and 4.3-1(b) do not contain adequate 
descriptions of plans, monitoring, enforcement mechanisms, and also that loopholes are provided 
for use of Tier 4 engines. Contrary to commenter’s assertion, sufficient detail is provided in 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1(a) and 4.3-1(b) to allow for enforcement, and development of any 
required subsequent plans (such as a Construction Exhaust Emissions Minimization Plan). A 
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan is included as part of the FEIR (Chapter 4), and will be 
used by the County to enforce all mitigation measures and conditions of approval. Please see 
Response to Comment Ind 831-23 regarding the alleged loophole in use of Tier 4 engines.  
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Response to Comment Ind 831-30 
The commenter asserts that there are “loopholes” in the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP). 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP to NSAQMD for review 
and approval and is directly transcribed from the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan Guidelines (2004) 
provided by the NSAQMD as “a template for an approvable ADMP”. The NSAQMD is responsible 
for enforcing the ADMP, and the NSAQMD has authority over whether air monitoring will be 
required.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-31 
The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(a) includes a loophole because it only 
requires the use of electrical or alternative fueled construction equipment “where feasible.” This 
is a standard GHG mitigation measure used to help reduce GHG emissions through use of 
available non-diesel technology. However, the availability of non-diesel construction equipment 
is a changing landscape, so it would be infeasible to require the mine operator to use all non-
diesel equipment, when such equipment may not yet be commercially available. Moreover, the 
mitigated GHG emissions presented in the DEIR did not assume any specific reductions based 
on this general requirement to use non-diesel equipment when feasible, so the DEIR presents a 
conservative analysis (see pages 131 through 136 of Appendix E.1 of the DEIR). The commenter 
also asserts that Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) is too long and complicated. The carbon offset 
requirement in Mitigation Measure 4.3-7(b) needs to contain this level of detail to comply with 
legal precedent from California Courts, and to ensure that the mitigation measure is effective in 
mitigating impacts. The commenter notes that the GHG emissions for construction exceed the 
GHG constructions emissions thresholds because the construction period is constrained to one 
year. To provide the most conservative estimate of project construction emissions, many 
construction tasks were assumed to occur simultaneously, while in reality, they may be performed 
in sequence. Please see Master Response 24 - Project Construction Schedule.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-32 
The commenter asserts that the ASUR Plan should be included as a mitigation measure. The 
ASUR Plan is included as APM-AQ-3 in the DEIR and is required as a condition of approval of 
the project, which means that the County will have enforcement authority similar to a mitigation 
measure. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR requires the submission of an ADMP 
to the NSAQMD for review and approval. Components of the ASUR Plan will become part of the 
approved ADMP and other components will be used as company policy and procedures to assist 
with compliance with the ADMP.  

Response to Comment Ind 831-33 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment Ind 831-14. Please see Response to Comment Ind 831-
14.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 832: WILLIAM CLARK (3) 
 
Response to Comment Ind 832-1 
This is an introductory comment. This comment is included in the Final EIR for review and 
consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on the project. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-2 
The County acknowledges the comment as background information about the commenter. 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-3 
The commenter questions the sampling approach conducted by the applicant. Rise completed 19 
exploration drill core holes, totaling 67,500 linear feet, from 2017-2019. Exploration drilling was 
designed to test a variety of mineralization throughput the deposit in areas where mining is 
expected to occur. Notably, prior to underground gold mining, intensive planning efforts will be 
required to meet state and federal regulations and achieve safety, environmental, and economic 
goals. Underground mine planning includes exploratory drilling, geologic mapping, material 
logging, and testing of additional material before mining in a given area commences. These same 
processes also ensure future mining operations avoid and manage rock types that may contain 
naturally occurring asbestos. Please see Section 6.0 of the ASUR Plan (Appendix E.2 of the EIR). 

Regarding asbestos health risk, the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project (see 
Appendix E.1 of the DEIR) is based on conservative assumptions, as described in Master 
Response 22 – Conservatism used for Asbestos Assessment. However, as described in the DEIR 
on page 4.3-80: 

Pursuant to the CARB ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining 
Operations, an ADMP is required to be submitted to the NSAQMD for any project with 
greater than one acre of surface disturbance if any portion of the area to be disturbed is 
mapped as having serpentine or ultramafic rock or if any portion of the area to be disturbed 
has naturally-occurring asbestos, serpentine or ultramafic rock as determined by the 
owner/operator or the Air Pollution Control Officer. Because asbestos was found to be 
present in some of the underground mining material samples that Rise Grass Valley Inc. 
sent for laboratory analysis, an ADMP is required to be implemented to reduce potential 
asbestos exposure and protect public health. 

The DEIR concluded that the project could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing 
receptors to substantial concentrations of asbestos and required preparation of an ADMP per 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The ADMP has 
minimum requirements as described in the mitigation measure. Additional measures, such as air 
monitoring if required by the NSAQMD, would be detailed in the ADMP. The NSAQMD may revise 
the ADMP on the basis of air monitoring. Compliance with the CARB ATCMs for naturally 
occurring asbestos, including development of an ADMP, is the standard approach within CEQA 
documents to address health concerns associated with exposure to asbestos from unpaved 
surfaces, construction and grading operations and quarries where asbestos is found or likely to 
be found in order to ensure potential health risk impacts to the public would be minimized to a 
less than significant impact. Multiple other projects in the NSAQMD jurisdiction, as well as 
throughout the state, have relied upon compliance with these naturally occurring asbestos ATCMs 
in order to control any potential asbestos emissions to the extent possible. As described in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the DEIR, the proposed project shall also comply with all applicable 
criteria in the CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8111 

In summary, the sampling conducted by Rise will continue to occur prior to, and during, 
underground gold mining as part of the rigorous mine planning to meet state and federal 
regulations and any potential asbestos emissions will be minimized through implementation of 
the ADMP, as described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2.  

Response to Comment Ind 832-4 
The commenter questions the efficacy of asbestos testing described in the ASUR Plan based on 
the mass of rock generated during underground mining. Two methods of asbestos testing (PLM 
and TEM) are required under the ASUR Plan. PLM testing is required to comply with the Asbestos 
ATCM for Surfacing and trucks may not transport material without a receipt based on the PLM 
results. Accordingly, in response to the commenter’s question about timing, the PLM testing would 
be conducted prior to transport of rock material from the site. Any materials with detectable 
asbestos would not be allowed to be used for surfacing. Barren rock and mineralized rock would 
be analyzed separately in order to allow the issuance of the required receipt. Barren and 
mineralized rock are placed in different bins of the silo. The Engineered Fill Placement (EFP) Plan 
(Section 8.5 of the ASUR Plan) will include schedules and planned material placement locations 
and haul roads. The EFP Plan will be designed to ensure that Asbestos Containing Material is 
not used for surfacing. The EFP Plan will designate areas which are suitable for the placement of 
Asbestos Containing Material and maintain an estimate of the capacity of these areas.   

The purpose of TEM testing in the ASUR Plan is not to control the fate of the rock and tailings 
after it reaches the surface (that is the purpose of the PLM testing, as described above). The 
Asbestos Inventory (Section 8.3 of the ASUR Plan) based on asbestos content, using TEM 
testing, is to verify that mine planning is effectively minimizing the potential for public exposure to 
airborne asbestos from the project. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-5 
The plans referred to by the commenter are internal plans of the project operators, which are 
utilized to ensure compliance with the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan required for the project. As 
discussed on page 4.3-61 of the DEIR, the average asbestos content of the total mined material 
is of primary concern given that asbestos does not have established acute noncancer effects. 
Health risk from asbestos is calculated on an annual average exposure. Therefore, the 
assumption of a 3-month rolling average in the ASUR Plan is conservative. However, it should 
also be noted that the CARB ATCMs that pertain to naturally occurring asbestos are the 
overarching regulations with which the project is required to comply. The ASUR Plan was 
developed to be consistent with the ATCMs; however, the ASUR Plan does not supersede 
requirements contained within the ATCMs. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-6 
The commenter asserts that asbestos testing records described in the ASUR Plan should be 
retained for the life of the project. Of importance, the ASUR Plan is intended to reflect the 
requirements of the CARB ATCMs that were attached to the ASUR Plan and the project would 
retain records pursuant to these ATCM requirements, as follows: 

Section (e)(5)(A) of the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations requires the maintenance of certain records (including air monitoring) for 7 years 
following the completion of construction or grading operations. Section (f)(5)(A) of the ATCM 
requires the owner/operator of a surface mining or quarrying operation to maintain certain records 
(including air monitoring) for at least 7 years. 
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Section (e) of the Asbestos ACTM for Surfacing requires receipts (verifying the asbestos content) 
to be retained for a minimum period of seven years from the date of supply or use of the material. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-7 
This comment is a duplicate of Comment 15 in Individual Letter 831. See Response to Comment 
Ind 831-15. 

Response to Comment Ind 832-8 
This comment is duplicate of Comment 16 in Individual Letter 831. See Response to Comment 
Ind 831-16.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 833: WILLIAM AND LINDA CULBERTSON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 833-1 
The comment is an introductory statement that does not identify any specific concerns or 
inadequacies in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 833-2 
Please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, for further 
information related to air quality, including impacts related to ozone (ROG and NOX) and smoke 
(particulate matter).  
 
Response to Comment Ind 833-3 
Please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional information related to 
groundwater and wells. Additionally, see 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 833-4 
Please refer to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Master Response 10 – 
Explosives, Reagents, and Brunswick Fill, for additional information related to the use of 
explosives and extraction chemicals. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 833-5 
Regarding hazardous rock materials concerns, please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste 
Characterization. Regarding truck trips concerns, the DEIR analyzes impacts to pavement in 
Chapter 4.12. Specifically, 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 
impacts to pavement. (DEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b).) Regarding truck exhaust pollution, 
the DEIR’s health risk assessment analyzed dust, criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, 
and GHGs. The DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the 
related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment specifically 
addresses health impacts to children. The commenter is referred to Master Response 18 – Air 
Quality Thresholds. Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise 
generated from engineered fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck 
operation (excepting potential jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain 
below the applicable noise standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick 
Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are 
used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

Response to Comment Ind 833-6 
Please see Master Response 7 – Location of Future Mining Areas. 
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Response to Comment Ind 833-7 
The comment lists several general concerns related to mining; however, the level of detail 
provided is insufficient to allow for a detailed response. The commenter’s concerns have been 
noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 833-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 834: WILLIAM HALL 
 
Response to Comment Ind 834-1 
Regarding health concerns, the DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy 
metals and the related impacts were found to be less than significant after mitigation. (DEIR 
Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy).) The health risk assessment 
(HRA) provides the health risk at the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) and has 
determined the health impact at the MEIR is less than significant. Prevailing wind speed and 
direction were accounted for in the HRA to determine where and how far emissions from the 
project would travel. (Appendix E.1 of the DEIR.) As stated on page 27 of the HRA (Appendix E.1 
of the DEIR), the MEIR would be the nearest existing residence to the north of the Brunswick 
Industrial Site. Emissions would be dispersed as distance increases from the emission source. 
Since the HRA presents the health risk levels at the maximally exposed individual, all other 
receptors in the vicinity of the project would have less exposure and consequently less potential 
health risk than the MEIR. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 835: WILLIAM HECK 
 
Response to Comment Ind 835-1 
Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment Ind 835-2 
As discussed in Section 3.3.2 and shown on Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, over 1,200 
Water Well Driller Reports (also known as Well Completion Reports) available from the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR)’s online database for private domestic wells are located 
within approximately one to two miles of the project site. Many of these wells are geolocated by 
property location in the DWR database, while some are only located by the US Public Land Survey 
System (PLSS) township, range, and section. In areas within the predicted 1-foot drawdown from 
the groundwater model, wells with only general PLSS locations in the DWR database were 
matched to properties and plotted. The well database was also augmented with well data from 
the previous applicant Emgold which provides additional well information within the 1-foot 
drawdown isopleth that is not available in the DWR database. All available details about well 
construction and testing in the area of the 1-foot drawdown isopleth were reviewed and tabulated 
from the Well Completion Report or Emgold records and are provided and discussed in Section 
3.3.2 of Appendix K.2., which are available for the majority of properties. The Well Mitigation Plan 
has been clarified to include measures to identify any wells not in the well database and gather 
individual well characteristics should an impact be predicted by the Groundwater Monitoring Plan. 
The revised Well Mitigation Plan is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix D. The commenter 
states that a complete inventory of domestic water wells within and beyond the mineral rights 
boundary is required for the analysis of the DEIR. However, wells outside the 1-ft drawdown were 
not specifically analyzed for impacts from mine dewatering because they would experience 
negligible drawdown and therefore would not be impacted by mine dewatering. More effort in 
including these wells in the well database would not change the analysis nor conclusions of the 
DEIR, nor the require mitigation, and therefore is not required. 

With respect to the commenter’s property specifically, this property is located outside of the 1-ft 
isopleth, as shown on Sheet 12 of Appendix K.2 of the DEIR, and therefore is predicted to 
experience negligible drawdown (less than one foot of drawdown) and impact from mine 
dewatering. Approximately five wells adjacent to the commenter’s property are mapped on Sheet 
12 based on the DWR database information. Nevertheless, the groundwater monitoring plan is 
implemented to ensure that any impact would be predicted and preemptively mitigated if 
necessary. Wells would not be contaminated by mining activities as water would not travel from 
the deep underground workings to the shallower domestic water wells. Please see Master 
Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 

Response to Comment Ind 835-3 
The Well Mitigation Plan has been clarified to explain actions that would be taken for well 
mitigation, if required, in more detail. Please see the revised Well Mitigation Plan attached the 
Final EIR as Appendix D. Well mitigation outside of the E. Bennett area may not include the 
connection to NID potable water depending on the circumstances, as storage tanks and/or well 
deepening may be adequate solutions. Any mitigation required for wells impacted by the project 
would be done so at the cost of the applicant. Please see Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and 
Master Response 7 - Location of Future Mining Areas. 
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Response to Comment Ind 835-4 
Baseline groundwater quality data is required to be collected 12 months before the 
commencement of mine dewatering and will be collected from groundwater monitoring wells, 
which will be representative of the groundwater quality in surrounding domestic water wells. 
Please see Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) 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 835-5 
Mitigation Measures are designed to ensure wells would not be contaminated by mining activities 
and baseline groundwater quality data will be collected and groundwater quality will be monitored 
throughout operations. Please see Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells.  

The comment is noted regarding the commenter’s existing groundwater well. 

Response to Comment Ind 835-6 
Noise from project activities has been analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and is determined to 
be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. As discussed on 
pages 4.10-22 through 4.10-24, the noise analysis used the SoundPlan prediction model which 
includes the consideration of topography, distance, atmospheric absorption, topographic 
shielding, and ground cover. The applicable CEQA threshold of significance for noise impacts is 
not audibility. Furthermore, while the DEIR determined, based on best available data, that the 
project’s operations would not result in noise levels that would exceed the County’s thresholds, 
the DEIR conservatively concludes that the proposed project could result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies, and the project’s noise impacts could be significant. As a result, the DEIR includes 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which requires implementation of a robust, ongoing noise monitoring 
program. The noise monitoring program shall evaluate noise levels at a minimum of five receptor 
locations surrounding the Brunswick Industrial Site. The noise monitoring system shall consist of 
the installation of permanent noise monitors at three to five locations on the Brunswick Industrial 
Site, and one site at the Centennial Industrial Site, to be determined by a third-party noise 
consultant under contract with the County, in coordination with the applicant. The permanent 
monitors shall be provided with a continual power source, and shall include internet connectivity 
technology, to enable electronic retrieval of noise monitoring data at any time by the County’s 
third-party noise consultant. The County’s third-party noise consultant is required to retrieve and 
evaluate mine-related operational noise levels within 30 days of commencement of mining, 
quarterly thereafter for the first five years, and then once per year thereafter for the life of the 
project. If noise levels are found to exceed the County’s standards, then operation of the mine 
shall cease, until additional engineering controls can be implemented as needed.  

Also see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 

Response to Comment Ind 835-7 
Fire evacuation routes are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4.13 of the DEIR. Also see Master 
Response 5 - Evacuation Zones. 
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Truck traffic has been analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 4.12 and Appendix O of the 
DEIR. Please see Figure 3-13 of the DEIR which shows project haul routes. As described in the 
traffic analysis of the DEIR, numerous trucks already use these roads which have sufficient width 
to accommodate on-road truck traffic. 

Response to Comment Ind 835-8 
The applicant does not require a FERC license and no power generation, other than backup 
generators, is proposed for the project.  

No transmission lines are required for the project. As stated on page 4.11-34 of the DEIR, the 
electrical grid system in the project area is well developed. A commercial sawmill that previously 
operated on the Brunswick Industrial Site was serviced by a dedicated 12kV PG&E power line. A 
high voltage power line also runs through the property west of the Brunswick shaft. Electricity for 
the proposed project would be supplied by the existing 12 kV PG&E line along Brunswick Road. 
PG&E provided a will serve letter for the project and has confirmed that there are electric facilities 
available to serve the proposed project in accordance with all applicable design standards, rules, 
and tariffs on file with the State of California Public Utilities Commission. An onsite substation 
would be constructed to convert utility power to the voltage necessary for project machinery and 
equipment (see page 3-40 of the DEIR). 

Response to Comment Ind 835-9 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 836: WILLIAM HUDDLESTON 
 
Response to Comment Ind 836-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general concerns 
regarding applicant statements. Please see Master Response 1. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 836-2 
Please see Master Response 2 as it relates to tourism and economic impacts. Refer to chapters 
4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, and Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, and Master Response 35 for more information related to air and water pollution, 
respectively. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 836-3 
Property value concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Response 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 837: WILLIAM LARSEN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 837-1 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR is a sham but does not provide any specific examples or 
evidence to support this spurious claim. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 838: WILLIAM MAAS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but rather expresses general 
opposition regarding the proposed project. Please see Master Response 1. Impacts related to air 
and water are evaluated in chapters 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, 
and 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. The comment has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-2 
Please see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-3 
Please refer to Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, and, specifically, Impacts 4.11-6 and 
4.11-11, for additional information related to electricity consumption.  
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-4 
Please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional information related to 
groundwater. Additionally, see Master Responses 15 and 16, which relates to groundwater 
pumping and drought conditions. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-5 
Property value concerns are outside the scope of CEQA - please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Ind 838-6 
Regarding haul truck noise, DEIR Impact 4.10-2 concluded all noise generated from engineered 
fill placement and compaction, and noise associated with haul truck operation (excepting potential 
jake brake use) and worker trips during this period, would remain below the applicable noise 
standards. Noise generated from hauling fill from the Brunswick Industrial Site to the Centennial 
Industrial Site could exceed local standards if jake brakes are used. Thus, Mitigation Measure 
4.10-2 is included in the DEIR to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Please refer 
to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, for additional information related to noise and vibration 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 839: YASHA AGINSKY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 839-1 
Please see Master Response 1. Impacts related to visual aesthetics, truck traffic, noise pollution, 
air quality, water supply, and soil are evaluated in their respective chapters of the DEIR. Because 
significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in the DEIR, the County, should it decide 
to approve the proposed project, would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to 
balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including 
region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the 
adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” Such an outcome would 
necessitate a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 840: YVONNE NAVARRO 
 
Response to Comment Ind 840-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. For concerns related 
to creek impacts, please see Master Responses 32, 35, and 36. For climate change concerns, 
please see DEIR Chapter 4.3 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy) and Master 
Response 16 – Drought and Climate Change. For concerns related to well impacts, please see 
Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. For noise concerns, please 
see Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, and Response to Comment Ind 795-1. For general traffic 
concerns, please see Chapter 4.12, Transportation.  The commenter’s opposition to the proposed 
project has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 841: ZOHAR ALEVIZAKIS 
 
Response to Comment Ind 841-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 842: BORELLA/MANN 
 
Response to Comment Ind 842-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1.  
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 843: NAUSBAUM 
 
Response to Comment Ind 843-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 844: SAVELLY 
 
Response to Comment Ind 844-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1. 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTER 845: WALSH 
 
Response to Comment Ind 845-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded 
to the decisionmakers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 1. 
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LATE LETTER 1: CHRISTOPHER CLAYDON 
 
Response to Comment Lt 1-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted 
for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. Quality of life and economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master 
Response 2. 
 
With regards to concerns about drought, please see Master Response 16. 
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LATE LETTER 2: NEALEEN COWARD 
 
Response to Comment Lt 2-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted 
for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
With regard to concerns about air pollution, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. Noise associated with the proposed project is addressed in 
Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8149 

Late Letter 3 

Lt 3-1 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8150 

 
  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8151 

LATE LETTER 3: RICK LARSEN 
 
Response to Comment Lt 3-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted 
for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. With regard to concerns about the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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LATE LETTER 4: ROBER BURBRIDGE 
 
Response to Comment Lt 4-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted 
for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative 
Issues. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
With regard to concerns about the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility.  
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LATE LETTER 5: SEBASTIAN GOTLA 
 
Response to Comment Lt 5-1 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding contamination and depletion of 
groundwater wells, and states that the groundwater model used in the DEIR is flawed and the 
baseline assumptions used are erroneous. With respect to these concerns, please see Chapter 
4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork 
Wolf Creek. 
 
The commenter also expresses general concerns regarding traffic and noise, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding concerns related to increased traffic on local 
roadways, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR. With regard to concerns 
about noise pollution, please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. 
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LATE LETTER 6: VALERIE KACK 
 
Response to Comment Lt 6-1 
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.  
 
Regarding toxic waste, please see Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. With 
regard to concerns about impacts to waterways, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the DEIR and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
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[START NEVADA COUNTY PUBLIC COMMENT 1 

HEARING_IDAHO-MARYLAND MINE_3.24.2022] 2 

[START AT 1:31:22]  3 

AL:  I, I found the, uh, the whole EIR 4 

very complete.  I reviewed the one at Rancho 5 

Seco where I work at the nuclear power plant 6 

and it was very comparable to everything 7 

being covered.  I also have, uh, experience 8 

in the nuclear navy with water treatment 9 

under Admiral Rickover.  And, uh, their 10 

water treatment parallels what we had in the 11 

navy aboard the enterprise to protect our 12 

eight reactors which was two parts per 13 

billion.   14 

Also, with the world situation today, 15 

the minerals that are down there, not only 16 

gold but also tungsten, which is used as 17 

anti-tank munitions, should be considered 18 

strategic materials.  We need those 19 

materials badly and with all the electronic 20 

systems functioning today and with 21 

hypersonic missiles and so on, all needing 22 

gold contacts--remember, gold will carry a 23 
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charge and not corrode.  So it's very 1 

important in all these strategic electronic 2 

systems.  So what we have here is, is 3 

essential to our, our nations future looking 4 

at potential war with Russia and China.  5 

Thank you.   6 

GREENO:  Thank you, Al.  And, again, 7 

I'll just remind if you would please hold 8 

your comments to adequacy of the EIR.  9 

SILVERSTEIN:  Hello, thank you.  I'm 10 

Ralph Silverstein [phonetic], President of 11 

CEA Foundation.  CEA stands for Community 12 

Environmental Advocates.  We are also the 13 

sponsor of MineWatch.  Over a year ago CEA 14 

established a research team composed of 15 

various talented and concerned community 16 

members and representatives from other 17 

community groups.  I'm told there are over 18 

400 people out here.  19 

We have a wide range of expertise 20 

varying from a general building contractor 21 

to people holding MBA degrees, geologists, a 22 

Ph.D. in civil and environmental engineering, 23 
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and master's in computer science, science 1 

teachers, an author, and others are among 2 

our ranks.  We have also expert consultants 3 

to address certain areas and our legal 4 

representative is Houghton Helene Weinberger 5 

[phonetic], who will be submitting detailed 6 

comments on the draft.   7 

Our goal has been to review the 8 

technical studies for the mine project for 9 

the purpose of public education and to 10 

review the draft EIR extensively, to assure 11 

that the EIR is accurate and adequate.  In 12 

summary, we have conducted an extensive 13 

review.  14 

What is most surprising is that after 15 

well over a year in the preparation to 16 

produce a massive document, it has so many 17 

missing elements and so many inadequate 18 

assessments.  Starting with the most 19 

fundamental aspects, a good EIR relies upon 20 

adequate and reliable data in order for the 21 

decision makers, that's you, to be 22 

adequately informed.  Yet, in this draft we 23 
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find almost no useful text--uh, test results 1 

for assessing air or water quality hazards 2 

for mine waste.   3 

For example, to determine air quality 4 

impacts, the results rely upon data that is 5 

collected from inadequate sampling that was 6 

also processed incorrectly.  Hydrology 7 

studies rely upon narrow bands of data that 8 

were collected over 15 years ago and even 9 

these data are misinterpreted in some cases.  10 

Even at the higher level, the project fails 11 

to address important areas of study and 12 

omits the Centennial cleanup on Idaho-13 

Maryland Road.   14 

The extensive mine tailing waste that 15 

is on the Centennial side is currently part 16 

of a cleanup project that is still not even 17 

approved by the Department of Toxic 18 

Substances Control, or DTSC.  The site 19 

contains contaminants such as arsenic and 20 

lead, and more, that pose potential hazard 21 

to people and the environment.  22 

Correspondents from the EPA in 2019 stated 23 
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that the Centennial's site potential 1 

designation as a superfund site was 2 

conditionally deferred because Rise entered 3 

into a cleanup contract with the DTSC.  Yet 4 

this draft EIR is based upon an assumption 5 

that it is already cleaned up.  6 

The examples of inadequacies are 7 

abundant.  Members of our organization will 8 

touch on some of them today and they will be 9 

fully documented in our written comments 10 

which will be submitted on March 30th.  11 

Thank you very much.  12 

GREENO:  Thank you, Ralph.   13 

RAVINES:  Good morning.  Greetings.  I 14 

am Barbara Ravines [phonetic].  I have lived 15 

in Grass Valley for the last eight years of 16 

our 25 years here.  I am a member of the CEA 17 

Foundation and active in many other 18 

organizations in the county.  I think-- 19 

GREENO:  [Interposing] Barbara, will 20 

you give us your address?  21 

RAVINES:  Pardon me?  22 

GREENO:  Address?  23 
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RAVINES:  Oh, 10--thank you.  I may 1 

screw that up.  108 Bridger Court, Grass 2 

Valley, sorry.  I thank the Planning 3 

Commission and Department of--the Department, 4 

actually, for its hard work on this project.  5 

My interest is groundwater impacts and 6 

mitigations.  In the DEIR, groundwater 7 

impacts are concluded to be significant but 8 

avoidable mitigation.  It was the DEIR's 9 

conclusion with inadequate analysis, 10 

unreliable monitoring, unfounded impact 11 

criteria, and mitigation measures that are 12 

of unproven effectiveness.  We need to know 13 

with accuracy what could happen to the 14 

hundreds of residential wells in the impact 15 

area of this vast, underground mine, when it 16 

begins operations over the next 80 years.  17 

Of critical concern, the proposed 18 

project would sig--significantly affect 19 

local groundwater resources by dewatering 20 

the mine, lowering groundwater levels.  The 21 

DEIR recognizes groundwater levels to be 22 

lowered to 242 well owners but then assumes 23 
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that having one's well water go down a 1 

couple of feet is not a problem.  2 

Considering that we are in a long range 3 

drought and worsening climate change, this 4 

arbitrarily low impact threshold is invalid.  5 

The mitigations proposed by the EIR--6 

DEIR are inadequate foremost because there 7 

is a potential impact to well owners in the 8 

area.  A comprehensive monitoring plan must 9 

be implemented prior to dewatering 10 

established--to establish a baseline.  The 11 

monitoring, monitoring should run at least 12 

three years.  The monitoring plan that was 13 

done for the 2008 application is outdated, 14 

does not cover enough area, and has--is 15 

based on only operating for 20 years, 16 

unreliable monitoring.  17 

Models of the groundwater in fractured 18 

rock have serious reliability issues.  The 19 

model used is DEIR is assumes that the rock 20 

mass is homogeneous.  There are too many 21 

faults and too little data to trust that 22 

model to produce valid results.  Plus, the 23 
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model assumes that the mining will be 1 

limited to very narrow region and yet even 2 

in the hydrological model report it shows 3 

proposed mining that extends outside of the 4 

mineral rights zone.  5 

I'm going to say essentially no water 6 

balance assessment was provided as well, and 7 

these issues need to be rectified...  8 

GREENO:  Thanks, Barbara.  And thanks 9 

for working through the little interruption 10 

there.  Cellphones off, please.  That, that 11 

will help.  Welcome.  12 

SCHWARTZ:  Thank you for giving me an 13 

opportunity to speak.  My name is Paul 14 

Schwartz [phonetic].  I live at, uh, 13812 15 

Meadow Drive, Grass Valley, in District I.  16 

Um, I came to, to Nevada City in 1971.  I 17 

have an AA, a BS, and an MBA in business 18 

administration.  I was Director of 19 

Maintenance and Operations for Pleasant 20 

Ridge School District for 19 years and a 21 

capital planner at UC Davis for 10 years.  22 

I was a member of the Grass Valley 23 
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Planning Commission for six years and Parks, 1 

Parks and Recreation Commission for two.  2 

And I'm a volunteer with the Community and 3 

Environmental Advocates Foundation.   4 

We agree with the DEIR conclusion that 5 

the aesthetic impacts of the mine project 6 

would be significant and unavoidable.  We 7 

feel throughout the DEIR our local 8 

conditions are seriously undervalued.  9 

Brunswick Road is concluded to have only 10 

moderate visual sensitivity because it 11 

includes a past industrial site, and a 12 

moderate traffic levels with corresponding 13 

moderate number of viewers.   14 

This ignores the fact that it is a 15 

major entryway into the Brunswick basin.  As 16 

an entryway, it will continue to grow in 17 

importance and traffic volume.  It 18 

represents the first impression for many 19 

guests to our community and should not be 20 

dismissed because it does not have a scenic 21 

designation.   22 

There is a direct link between our 23 

Meet-10 

Meet-9 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8168 

economic success and the natural beauty of 1 

our area.  Brunswick Road will become busier 2 

and busier, and should be recognized and 3 

protected from development that impacts its 4 

future success as an entryway to our 5 

community and a major arterial.  These 6 

issues should be added to the DEIR.   7 

Mitigation 4.1-3, the DEIR concludes 8 

that the mine project will not create a new 9 

source of substantial light and glare which 10 

would adversely affect day or nighttime 11 

views in the area.  We disagree.  Regardless 12 

of previous industrial activity at this 13 

location, decades have passed since their 14 

departure and the area is now predominantly 15 

rural, residential, and quite dark at night.  16 

The new level of light from project lighting 17 

and the nighttime hauling described in the 18 

DEIR would be unacceptable given the current 19 

low, very, very low ambient night lighting 20 

of the area.  Dismissing these impact is 21 

unacceptable and analysis that recognizes 22 

these impacts must be part of the EIR.  The 23 
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impact is likely unavoidable.   1 

The DEIR describes the no project 2 

alternative in terms that maximize the 3 

development of the Brunswick property.  As a 4 

result, the alternative use option was not 5 

considered.  In reality, an industrial mixed 6 

use project is a distinct option and in the 7 

future that might include utilities, 8 

manufacturing, information, RND, real estate, 9 

professional, the arts, entertainment, 10 

recreation.  All of these would create more 11 

jobs, use less energy, have lower carbon 12 

footprints, and generate more local wealth 13 

than the Rise Gold proposal.  The 14 

alternative sections in the DEIR need to be 15 

more honest and profession in describing 16 

alternatives to the Rise Gold proposal.  17 

Thank you.  18 

GREENO:  Thank you, Paul.   19 

CLARKE:  Good morning.  I'm Bill Clarke 20 

[phonetic].  I live at 324 Vistamont Drive, 21 

Grass Valley.  I'm a member of the CEA 22 

Foundation.  I'm a 21-year resident of Grass 23 
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Valley and a retired aerospace engineer with 1 

a master's degree in systems analysis and 2 

electrical engineering.  My experience has 3 

been in systems analysis and systems 4 

integration, and as a past member of the 5 

Nevada County - - I was involved in the 6 

publication of a report on the air quality 7 

in Nevada County.   8 

Nevada County current gets an F rating 9 

when it comes to air quality and we have 10 

twice the state average of lung disease.  11 

Fugitive dust from rock crushing and 12 

transport, diesel exhaust from constant 13 

truck traffic, and the presence of asbestos 14 

fibers and dust will make a bad situation 15 

much worse.  The DEIR does not adequately 16 

discuss these impacts.  17 

The issue of controlling fugitive dust 18 

during construction activities is not 19 

adequately addressed beyond keeping the 20 

roadways wet or suspend operations when the 21 

wind blows.  The issue of diesel exhaust 22 

from constant truck traffic is not 23 
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adequately addressed beyond using equipment 1 

with tier 4 engines, but only on equipment 2 

owned by Rise Gold.   3 

There will be pollutants and toxic 4 

particles generated underground by drilling 5 

and blasting that may be exhausted from the 6 

headframe vent stack.  Those pollutants 7 

consist of toxic airborne contaminants, 8 

asbestos fibers, and silica dust.  9 

Mitigations are proposed to prevent this but 10 

they are not adequate.  The ASUR plan 11 

attempts to minimize asbestos fibers and 12 

fragments from being carried to the 13 

surrounding environment but this is a plan, 14 

not a mitigation.   15 

Rise Gold owns more than 2,500 acres of 16 

mineral rights and has drilled 19 17 

exploration drill holes for asbestos 18 

sampling and ore assessments.  The sampling 19 

analysis and test results are questionable.  20 

There is an inadequate discussion of the 21 

sampling process itself.  How are tons of 22 

rock left sitting in a silo until testing 23 
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has been completed be kept safe from the 1 

release of toxic materials?  What happens 2 

when multiple loans of--loads of mine 3 

materials exceed the asbestos threshold?   4 

Finally, additional air quality 5 

monitoring stations have not been proposed 6 

to accumulate pollution data, to measure how 7 

well the mine is performing with respect to 8 

air quality criteria.   9 

This is just the tip of the iceberg 10 

considering air quality impacts.  To the 11 

county staff and Planning Commission, you 12 

must continue your due diligence... 13 

GREENO:  Thank you, Bill.  We 14 

appreciate your, your comment.   15 

HUBBARD:  Good morning.  My name is Bob 16 

Hubbard [phonetic].  I am a resident of 17 

Grass Valley, living on property directly 18 

adjoining the Brunswick industrial site.  I 19 

am a retired symphony musician, taught at 20 

Stanford University.  And I am also a 21 

machinist operating a small manufacturing 22 

business.  So I fully understand both sound 23 
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and measurement.  I am a member of CIA--CEA, 1 

pardon me.  2 

[Laughter] 3 

HUBBARD:  The DEIR noise evaluation is 4 

riddled with inaccurate data, false 5 

assumptions, and pure conjecture used to 6 

invent conclusions about reality.  For 7 

instance, the ambient sound levels measured 8 

and used for the study date back to 2017-18.  9 

This is inaccurate data.  The ongoing 10 

consequences of this project will not be 11 

known until after the initial construction 12 

is finished and the operation of the mine 13 

commences, easily four to five years in the 14 

future.   15 

The studies should look at projected 16 

future neighborhood growth and make a 17 

reasonable evaluation of additional noise in 18 

the context of future ambient conditions in 19 

which the mine will be operating.   20 

The study chose to measure the sound 21 

levels of the nearest receptors, the 22 

neighboring parcels of the property owners 23 
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homes, which are located the greatest 1 

distance from the source of the sound.  The 2 

true impact of the noise on these parcels 3 

can only be determined by measuring at the 4 

property boundary.  According to the county 5 

general plan, the decision to measure at the 6 

boundary is a county decision.  So I am 7 

asking the county to make this a requirement.   8 

The wording of the study is such that 9 

any level of noise that would not get the 10 

operated cited for a noise violation is 11 

acceptable.  I have measured the noise level 12 

of the garbage truck collecting my garbage 13 

at 39 decibels inside my house.  The study 14 

says the constant and continuous noise level 15 

of the Brunswick site will be 85 decibels, 16 

more than 20 times that loud, from 6 a.m. to 17 

10 p.m., seven days a week.  Think about how 18 

far away you can hear that garbage truck and 19 

ask yourself if you want that noise to be a 20 

constant part of your life.   21 

The study dismisses the nighttime noise 22 

levels as not significant but that 23 
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conclusion once again is based on estimated 1 

data, and does not take into account that 2 

nighttime is a rural--in a rural residential 3 

area is not the same as nighttime downtown.  4 

It gives the surrounding community eight 5 

hours of lesser noise each day.  So you 6 

better get to sleep at 10 if you want to get 7 

your rest.  We retired folks don't live on 8 

the clock.  We have a quiet, rural 9 

neighborhood.   10 

Despite the study's denials, there is 11 

wildlife living on our property and the mine 12 

property.  Deer wander the neighborhood 13 

freely.  There is a resident owl who hoots 14 

softly in the evening.  We have a 15 

neighborhood bear that visits from time to 16 

time.  The operation of this mine will drive 17 

the wildlife away, and that and the 18 

associated noise will totally change the 19 

character of the neighborhood and much of 20 

Grass Valley from a peaceful, rural setting, 21 

to a noisy urban industrial complex, totally 22 

unlike it is today.   23 
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The DEIR must be redone to address 1 

these and other issues.  Thank you.  2 

GREENO:  Thank you, Bob.  Cellphones, 3 

there's an off switch on the side of them.  4 

Please use it.   5 

MALE VOICE:  Could you have the speaker 6 

microphone turned up?  It's very hard to 7 

hear.   8 

GREENO:  Did you get that, Shelly or 9 

Jeff?  If we can bring the speaker's 10 

microphone up?  11 

SHELLY:  Unfortunately that is the 12 

volume of the speaker for the feedback.  So 13 

if we can get everyone to just speak a 14 

little bit higher, please?   15 

GREENO:  Or pull the microphone in.  Go 16 

ahead, sir.  17 

RAVINES:  My name is Don Ravines 18 

[phonetic].  I've lived in Nevada County for 19 

18 years.  I have now lived at 108 Bridger 20 

Court in Grass Valley for the last eight 21 

years.  I worked as a system analysist for 22 

44 years managing the software company 23 
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consulting with large banks and Conservation 1 

Chair at Sierra Foothills Audubon Society.  2 

I am a member of the Nevada County and Grass 3 

Valley Energy Action Plan working groups, 4 

Coordinating Chair of Nevada City 100% 5 

Renewables Committee.  And I'm a member of 6 

the Community Environmental Activist 7 

Foundation.   8 

In 2018, Nevada County adopted an 9 

energy action plan to assist the county in 10 

implementing the energy goals and policies 11 

in the county's general plan, and inform the 12 

community of best practices that will help 13 

them save energy and money.  The energy 14 

action plan calls for a 51% reduction in 15 

greenhouse gas emissions for electric use--16 

electricity use by 2035, which is in close 17 

alignment with state goals.  The plan 18 

forecasts residential energy reduction 19 

savings from building efficiency of 42 20 

million kilowatt hours per year.   21 

The DEIR states that the amount of 22 

electricity required to operate the mine 23 
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would be approximately 49 million kilowatt 1 

hours per year, which would erase any 2 

residential electricity savings obtained by 3 

the plan.  Even more stunning when you know 4 

that the total nonresidential electric use 5 

of the county in 2017 was 53 million 6 

kilowatt hours a year.  So this one mining 7 

project would almost match all other 8 

nonresidential electricity use in the county 9 

and wipe out the projected nine million 10 

kilowatt hour a year's nonresidential 11 

efficiency savings.  12 

Asking residents and business owners to 13 

cut down their use of electricity while 14 

allowing the electricity use of the mine 15 

would be highly counterproductive.  The DEIR 16 

must explain how the project intends to 17 

comply with the goals of the Nevada County 18 

Climate Action Plan.  19 

Emissions standards, for the years 2033 20 

to 2102, the DEIR shows 9,000 metric tons of 21 

annual greenhouse gas emissions and declared 22 

them to be under the threshold of 23 
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significance.  The DEIR seeks to justify its 1 

chosen significant threshold of 10,000 2 

megatons of CO2 for operational greenhouse 3 

gas emissions by looking to other air 4 

district standards.  This standard from 5 

other air districts was based on old 6 

California requirements and is not 7 

consistent with SB-32 statewide greenhouse 8 

gas reduction goals for 2030 and beyond.   9 

The DEIR must use a significant 10 

threshold that will achieve California's new 11 

statewide greenhouse gas reduction goals 12 

over the proposed 60 year lifetime of the 13 

project.  Considering state goals and the 14 

severity of climate change, any operational 15 

greenhouse gas emissions over existing 16 

conditions are significant.  The project 17 

should be net zero, so it will not mitigate 18 

these critical impacts below the significant 19 

level.   20 

GREENO:  Thank you, Don.   21 

BRIARS:  Morning.  My name is Ray 22 

Briars [phonetic] and I live on Northview 23 
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Drive in Nevada City.  I've got a BASC in 1 

electrical engineering, 38 years of 2 

engineering experience in the TV products 3 

industry, and I've been 14 year in 4 

retirement.  CEA is one of my volunteer 5 

activities.   6 

Water quality, the hydrology report 7 

repeatedly uses discharge screening limits 8 

and data from the new Brunswick shaft to 9 

define water treatment criteria.  10 

Unfortunately, this information is outdated 11 

since it was from only one sample.  The same 12 

report's analysis show that water flow from 13 

the near, near the surface seeps into that 14 

shaft, goes down into the mine, and flows, 15 

flows out over a mile away from the point 16 

where the mine drains into Wolf Creek near 17 

Centennial Drive.  A more accurate sampling 18 

would be from locations where the water has 19 

actually flowed through a part of the mine.   20 

A couple of sample sets were taken from 21 

the drains in a single month of 2018.  These 22 

samples indicated higher--high levels of 23 
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iron, manganese, arsenic, aluminum, and zinc, 1 

than the new Brunswick shaft samples.  These 2 

values today exceed safe water quality 3 

standards and the contaminated water 4 

continues to flow into Wolf Creek.   5 

The DEIR has not provided enough 6 

information to correctly assess the 7 

potential water quality impacts from the 8 

mine.  The only accurate way involves 9 

testing samples from regions within the mine 10 

itself.  The current DEIR assessment of 11 

water quality impact is inadequate.  12 

Concerns must be evaluated and recirculated 13 

for public review.   14 

Explosives, on page 4.7-28, the DEIR 15 

specifies no mining proposed closer than 500 16 

feet from the surface.  Thus, explosives in 17 

transit would be at least as far from the 18 

surface.  This makes no sense since one of 19 

the more--one or more years of construction 20 

activity will require explosives prior to 21 

the construction of the longer term storage 22 

facilities underground.  The DEIR fails to 23 
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identify quantity, type, or management of 1 

early phase explosives during construction.  2 

This must be identified as a significant 3 

impact that cannot be mitigated.   4 

28,000 pounds of explosives would be 5 

stored underground at any given time.  6 

Approximately every two weeks, trucks 7 

carrying explosives will be taking the 8 

offramp from Highway 2049 at Brunswick Road 9 

and driving through the heavily used 10 

intersection, past the new Loma Rica 11 

development, and then under the airport.  12 

This is defined in the EIR as a significant 13 

impact which can be mitigated but the 14 

mitigations are inadequate.  It must be 15 

listed as significant and unavoidable.   16 

There is substantial community concerns 17 

about impacts to the airport and the air 18 

tankers that keep us safe during fire season.  19 

Many other significant issues with 20 

explosives cannot be mitigated.   21 

GREENO:  Thank you, Ray.  We will be 22 

breaking for lunch at 12:00.  How are you 23 

Meet-24 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8183 

guys doing for that schedule?  We'll make 1 

it?  Okay, go ahead.  2 

BLANCHARD:  Good morning, Commissioners.  3 

My name is Jillian Blanchard [phonetic] and 4 

I'm a member of CEA.  My home is 19159 River 5 

Crest in Grass Valley.  And thank you for 6 

taking the time to listen to us today.  I 7 

have been a land use attorney for over 20 8 

years and I have grave concerns with this 9 

draft EIR.  I'll send a comment letter with 10 

details but I want to focus today on two 11 

fatal flaws.  First, the failure to identify 12 

and analyze the full project.  And, second, 13 

the use of a future baselines that assumes 14 

the cleanup of Centennial has already 15 

happened but it hasn't.  16 

CEQA requires the draft EIR to identify 17 

the whole of the action as a single and 18 

complete project, to analyze all potential 19 

impacts.  It prohibits expressly any attempt 20 

to separate out a portion of the project 21 

mainly because doing so leads to an 22 

underestimate of impacts and does not inform 23 
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the public of the actual damage this project 1 

will cause.  The draft EIR fails this basic 2 

CEQA requirements by segmenting out the 3 

Centennial cleanup from the project which 4 

results in an undercounting on impacts.   5 

The draft EIR approach feels a bit like 6 

a bait and switch from what was promised to 7 

the public originally.  The NOP identified 8 

the Centennial cleanup originally as a, 9 

quote, "essential part of this project that 10 

would be analyzed in this CEQA document."  11 

The project involves, as you know, placement 12 

of mine waste onto 44 acres of the 13 

Centennial site which can only happen once 14 

it's cleaned up by Rise.   15 

So it's a necessary part of this 16 

project.  But, incredibly, the draft EIR 17 

removes this huge component of the project 18 

and assumes that all of the grading, truck 19 

traffic, air quality impacts associated with 20 

the cleanup at Centennial, including impacts 21 

to four acres of wetlands, has magically 22 

already happened.   23 

Meet-26 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8185 

During this--doing this allows the 1 

draft EIR to ignore critical impacts 2 

including cumulative impacts of the 3 

Centennial cleanup.  For example, the draft 4 

EIR assumes that half of the Centennial site 5 

has already been disturbed by the cleanup, 6 

which conveniently cuts the biological 7 

impacts in half.  The design itself may 8 

change.  It is still under review by DTSC.  9 

It has not been approved.  And the cleanup 10 

definitely has not yet happened.   11 

CEQA requires the whole project to be 12 

reviewed together, to get an accurate 13 

picture of impacts from the mine waste.  14 

What's worse, the draft EIR assumes that the 15 

cleanup has been completed for five 16 

environmental impacts, but then assumes it 17 

hasn't been done for the remaining eight.  18 

This approach is dangerously inconsistent 19 

and does not comply with CEQA.   20 

In over 20 years of land use practice, 21 

I have never seen this done.  It exposes the 22 

county to significant legal liability and 23 
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allows Rise to play a shell game, hiding 1 

impacts between the two projects.  To 2 

protect itself and this community, the 3 

county must include the Centennial cleanup 4 

and recirculate this draft EIR.  Thank you.   5 

GREENO:  Thank you, Jillian.  Good 6 

morning.  7 

OBERHOLZER:  Lori Oberholzer [phonetic], 8 

310 Nevada Street.  I'm a CEA board member 9 

and a 37-year resident of Nevada City.  I 10 

served on the City Council and Planning 11 

Commission for 19 years with the term as 12 

mayor.  And I'm also a city and 13 

environmental planner.  And as a consultant 14 

I have written many EIR's throughout 15 

northern California for the past 30 years. 16 

You've heard a number, many of our 17 

members just now, conclude that the DIR--18 

DEIR has underestimated the impacts of the 19 

mine and these extension--extensive 20 

additional reexamination, analysis, and 21 

mitigation measures.  So here is a quick 22 

summary of some of the points we've just 23 
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made.   1 

Surface water quality impacts are 2 

underestimated, including drainage reaching 3 

Wolf Creek with excessive levels of iron, 4 

manganese, arsenic, aluminum, and zinc.  5 

Groundwater and well impact discussions are 6 

inadequate, including ignoring the impacts 7 

to most well owners and an unreliable 8 

groundwater model in our fractured bedrock 9 

system which affects groundwater flow, as 10 

many of us know firsthand.   11 

The air quality section lacks adequate 12 

mitigation to protect workers and the public 13 

from adverse health impacts associated with 14 

the most feared constituents of mine dust, 15 

asbestos and silica.  The greenhouse gas and 16 

energy use sections are also severely 17 

lacking.  The DEIR neglects to make it clear 18 

that this one mining project using 49 19 

million kilowatts per hour of electricity 20 

would erase any residential electricity 21 

savings attained by the Nevada County Energy 22 

Action Plan.   23 
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Nighttime noise and vibration and sleep 1 

disturbance, plus impacts to residents from 2 

a substantial increase in the very quiet 3 

ambient noise in the area are dismissed.  4 

And also long term impacts to 24 hour noise 5 

exposure over the entire lifetimes of area 6 

residents has also been not evaluated.  7 

The DEIR also needs to explore a wider 8 

range of alternatives, including an 9 

alternative land use that better reflects 10 

our community needs and which can eliminate 11 

these impacts and the many other impacts 12 

that are likely to be revealed in the final 13 

EIR after the comments received today are 14 

evaluated.   15 

And finally, again, we simply do not 16 

understand the complete exclusion of the 17 

Centennial waste cleanup site from the DEIR 18 

discussion.  This is a major flaw.   19 

The DEIR clearly will need 20 

recirculation after it is revised.  I do 21 

hope that the Planning Commissioners will 22 

also take the opportunity today to ask the 23 
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consultants to bring back additional 1 

evaluation that you personally think is 2 

particularly needed.  And we hope that our 3 

comments today will help you to be better 4 

informed on this community changing project.  5 

Thank you.   6 

GREENO:  Thank you.   7 

HUBBARD:  Hi, I'm Christy Hubbard 8 

[phonetic].  My address is 12966 Mink Court, 9 

in Grass Valley.  Today I'm talking as a 10 

representative of the Wells Coalition.  And 11 

we're a group of well owners in the vicinity 12 

of the mineral rights area of the Idaho-13 

Maryland mine.   14 

After reviewing the DEIR, we feel the 15 

well mitigation plan is not adequate.  A key 16 

concern is that the county has failed to 17 

adequately define the true area of potential 18 

impact.  The report repeatedly acknowledges 19 

the high level of uncertainty in 20 

hydrological models.  You've heard a lot 21 

about that today and you'll hear more I'm 22 

sure.  And yet the applicant has a 23 

Meet-32 

Meet-31 

Meet-33 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8190 

mitigation plan for only 30 properties.  1 

There's no acknowledgement of risk or plan 2 

to safeguard domestic wells in the 3 

surrounding area.   4 

Since public records tell us that there 5 

are roughly 525 private wells within a half 6 

mile of the mineral rights boundary, this is 7 

a significant concern.  Bear in mind that 8 

this project is asking for an 80 year use 9 

permit and there's no reason to believe that 10 

Rise Gold will constrain their mining to one 11 

small area for the entire amount of the time.   12 

Consider this scenario.  One day a 13 

homeowner turns on the tap and there is no 14 

water.  It would be nearly impossible to 15 

prove that the mining operation caused 16 

damage because there is no plan to keep a 17 

reliable record of the well use or the well 18 

history.  Neighborhoods would need to find 19 

immediate funding for water trucks and 20 

likely hundreds of thousands of dollars to 21 

connect to NID for a long term solution.  22 

And based on current estimates it would take  23 
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years to get--to restore that water service.  1 

And, furthermore, selling their home during 2 

that time would not be an option because a 3 

home without water is of no value whatsoever.   4 

This is not the first time Nevada 5 

County has faced concerns about wells in the 6 

area of the mine.  The last time it happened, 7 

however, the county provided a much more 8 

comprehensive system of safeguards for 9 

nearby residents.  In 1996, Emperor Gold was 10 

granted a use permit to dewater the mine for 11 

exploration, which was--which required 12 

protections for wells in a designated study 13 

area.   14 

In addition to the NID hookups for the 15 

homes on Bennett Road, it included multiple 16 

years of well monitoring, a community 17 

relations program, retention of an 18 

independent groundwater consultant, 19 

preapproval of all NID connection permits, 20 

and cash, bonds, and security to cover 21 

expenses for replacement water.  All of this 22 

was done for a five year--for five years of 23 
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exploration.  It didn't include 80 years of 1 

mining.   2 

On behalf of myself and well owners in 3 

the vicinity of the mine, we respectfully 4 

request that the final report provide 5 

significantly better safeguards for well 6 

owners.  The potential impacts to well 7 

owners has been recognized by experts and 8 

these impacts must be addressed by CEQA.  9 

The final report must fully identify the 10 

potential impact area and articulate a 11 

complete set of safeguards.  This county has 12 

done better for us in the past.  Given the 13 

enormous scope of the project, we need a 14 

much more comprehensive plan for the future.  15 

Thank you.   16 

GREENO:  Thanks, Christy.   17 

GERWIG:  Good morning.  My name is 18 

Katherine Gerwig [phonetic].  I live at 19 

11147 Squirrel Creek Road in Grass Valley.  20 

I've done extensive traveling all over the 21 

country.  I settled in Grass Valley because 22 

it's one of the nicest little towns I've 23 
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been in.  I like it here and I'd like to 1 

stay.   2 

However, the noise level, I don't think 3 

anyone in grass valley that lives here knows 4 

when the fair is here or doesn't know when 5 

the fair is here.  And they stay below the 6 

noise level.  You can still hear them and 7 

all those trucks.  You can still hear them.  8 

Below noise level, fine, but not low enough.  9 

And we'll have to replace the roads as well 10 

because of all those roads--those trucks.  11 

The iron, mercury, cyanide, and arsenic 12 

are important to be able to separate the 13 

rock from the gold, and will be used.  Too 14 

bad Erin Brockovich isn't here today because 15 

if you want to drink that water after it's 16 

been purified, go ahead.  That's going to be 17 

going down Wolf Creek, right in the middle 18 

of Grass Valley.  And that's a little 19 

poisonous to me.  And I'm sure you can find 20 

a DEIR where that may be good.  It may be.  21 

Do you want to drink it?  22 

The noise level, I mentioned that.  I'm 23 
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trying to do this fast.  The fault, at one 1 

of the first meetings we went to with Mr. 2 

Muscleman [phonetic] and his group showed a 3 

diagram with - - a big fault where they're 4 

going to be blasting.  I said, "Mr. 5 

Muscleman, isn't there a fault there?  Isn't 6 

that an earthquake fault?"  He said, "Oh, 7 

it's not important.  We won't put it on 8 

anymore maps.  We didn't mean to put it on 9 

that map."  Well, that will solve that.  10 

Right?    11 

I've had people tell me they're--12 

they're having sinkhole problems on their 13 

property, their land right now.  They're 14 

adjacent to his mining because the testing 15 

their doing.  This--they haven't even 16 

started yet and they're already having 17 

sinkholes.   18 

I'm sorry.  This is not a good idea.  I 19 

like this little town and I'd like to stay 20 

here but I can't stay here with all the dirt 21 

that's going to be there, with the new roads 22 

we have to put in, the noise levels.  And 23 
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the jobs--sorry, the jobs are going to be 1 

truck drivers.  They're going to import 2 

their own people.  They're going to import 3 

their own food.  It won't help grass valley.  4 

It will help them, not us.  And will he 5 

continue it?  I don't know.  Thank you very 6 

much.  I don't want this mine here.  7 

GREENO:  Thank you, Katherine.   8 

GRANT: Hi there.  My name is Kellan 9 

Grant [phonetic].  I live at 10006 Parkview 10 

Lane in Penn Valley.  I'm a homeowner.  I'm 11 

here to share my--share my grave concerns 12 

about the proposed DEIR which was supposed 13 

to provide critical real world information 14 

to the Planning Commission and to the 15 

community at large about the real impacts of 16 

this proposed mine and that it will have on 17 

our air, on our water, on noise, and in 18 

general on our quality of life here in 19 

Nevada County.   20 

These impacts are not theoretical.  We 21 

have a lot of historical data about the 22 

impacts of hard rock mining, much of it from 23 
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right here.  Concerns about these very real 1 

impacts are what brought me here today and I 2 

think a lot of these people.  And yet the 3 

DEIR, in an effort to provide--as an effort 4 

to provide real world data, is woefully 5 

inadequate.   6 

It vastly underestimates the impact to 7 

local wells, certainly in the number of 8 

wells.  Even the NID board expressed doubts 9 

about a number of wells effected as low as 10 

30.  It decouples the theoretical proposed 11 

cleanup of the Centennial site, considering 12 

it a fait accompli, a separate matter, 13 

throwing the impacts of that site completely 14 

out the window.  The noise pollution 15 

assessment takes into account initial 16 

construction but what about blasting, 17 

hauling, dumping 1,000 tons of wastewater 18 

and tailings a day?   19 

The data in this report does not 20 

reflect reality.  It has to be revised and 21 

it has to be recirculated.  We have data on 22 

how air quality affects kids lungs.  We have 23 
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data on how mine waste destroys groundwater, 1 

destroys streams, contaminates.  We also 2 

have a lot of data about Rise Gold and their 3 

history of broken promises, of fudged data, 4 

and of environmental disasters that they've 5 

left behind and just walked away from.  We 6 

have data about their disregard for the 7 

concerns of local communities.  8 

GREENO:  We, we do need to keep this on 9 

the DEIR.  10 

GRANT:  Absolutely. 11 

GREENO:  Thank you.  12 

GRANT:  Look, the impact on groundwater 13 

alone, water is more precious than gold in 14 

Nevada County.  It just is.  And the impact 15 

on water alone warrants a reevaluation, a 16 

reassessment, and a recirculation of this 17 

report.  We cannot get this wrong.  If we 18 

get it wrong, it will be an absolute 19 

disaster not just for Grass Valley but for 20 

the whole county.  The report does not 21 

reflect reality.  It's inadequate and it 22 

needs to be revised.  Thank you.   23 
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GREENO:  Thank you, Kellan.    1 

BAKER:  Yeah.  I'm Steve Baker 2 

[phonetic], 13975 Wings of Morning Drive up 3 

in Nevada--in Nevada City, top of Banner 4 

Mountain.  I've lived there for 26 years on 5 

a well.  I'm commenting on the risk to the 6 

private domestic water wells created by this 7 

project.  My background is unique to the 8 

issue of private wells.  I'm a California 9 

registered geologist, certified 10 

hydrogeologist, been doing hydrogeologic 11 

work for 42 years.  Completed a ten-year 12 

groundwater study in our county, Nevada and 13 

Placer counties, and looked at the domestic 14 

well vulnerabilities.  Also, I submitted the 15 

draft EIR comments for the Banner Mountain 16 

Homeowners Association back in 2009, when 17 

Emperor Gold attempted to open the mine.   18 

Based on what I've read in the draft 19 

EIR, I am concerned about the community.  20 

Dewatering the mine and its impacts on 21 

domestic wells is currently, based on this 22 

draft EIR, undefinable, unpredictable.  23 
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There are some fundamental data sets that 1 

are biased, that were used and they're 2 

hanging their hat on.  And the monitoring 3 

data is not long enough in duration and its 4 

resolution is not nearly good enough to be 5 

useful for answering these types of 6 

questions.   7 

I'll first answer what's wrong or 8 

missing, and then we'll go into what we can 9 

do about it.  Okay?  Rise Gold has four data 10 

sets.  They used the Emperor Gold's 11 

groundwater monitoring data, '95 to 2007.  12 

2002 was missing.  The problem is they only 13 

sampled water levels once a month.  That's 14 

not enough.  You need high resolution data 15 

to get any useable, reasonable information 16 

out of it.  And you've got to remember this 17 

is an 80-year project.  Okay?  We need long 18 

data sets if we're going to make predictive 19 

opinions, provide predictive opinions.   20 

The precipitation data and the water 21 

levels in the Rise Gold mineshafts, okay, 22 

they used daily precip data and then they 23 
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used 15 water level readings throughout a 16 1 

year period of time and concluded that there 2 

wouldn't be an issue.  Same problem, the 3 

resolution, the frequency of sampling, it's 4 

not long enough.   5 

The computer numerical model, though 6 

you've heard about by some past people here, 7 

it's not the right model.  It's the wrong 8 

tool.  I mean if you--if you have a job that 9 

requires a hammer but all you have is a 10 

screwdriver, I think they use a screwdriver.  11 

It doesn't help solve the problem.  The mine, 12 

the numerical groundwater mines--or models 13 

are great for answering some of the 14 

questions on this project but not this 15 

question.  They're, they're of no value.   16 

We need details on this one.  And what 17 

is missing is they use well completion 18 

reports and they use static water level 19 

readings.  What they needed to look at was 20 

the pumped water level dips and the shallow 21 

most productive fracture dips.  Those are 22 

the critical data points and that wasn't 23 
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even talked about, not even considered.  1 

Lastly, Rise Gold, they followed the 2 

conclusions of the USGS back in 1984 3 

regarding groundwater in fractures.  And, 4 

and if you would reiterate that, 70--25% or 5 

more of the wells that were producing 6 

greater than five gallons a minute were 7 

actually below 215 feet.  Thank you.  8 

GREENO:  Thank you, Steve.   9 

MALE VOICE:  Chair Greeno, may I just 10 

ask to check in and see what number speaker 11 

we are on for information for people outside 12 

of this room?  13 

GREENO:  You're--14.  14 

BEAR:  Commissioners and staff, I am 15 

Jim Bear [phonetic], 128 Sierra Blanca Court, 16 

Grass Valley.  And I'm honored to see you 17 

again and I particularly empathize with you 18 

because as a former Planning Commissioner 19 

for Grass Valley I think you have a hell of 20 

a job ahead of you.  I'm--I've been a 21 

scientist at Stanford Research Labs and Bell 22 

Labs, and have applied my experience to 23 
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evaluating the DEIR.  I'm also a business 1 

owner in Nevada County.   2 

Rise Gold is claiming that science and 3 

the DEIR proves their proposal is safe for 4 

Nevada County.  Several scientists, 5 

including myself, find that to be false.  6 

Our extensive analysis of the DEIR concludes 7 

that numerous mitigation measures will not 8 

lower the impacts to less than significant 9 

as claimed.   10 

For me, the most important impact is 11 

air pollution because it will endanger many 12 

people far from the mine, miles from the 13 

mine operations, just as wildfire smoke 14 

affects the whole region.  While diesel 15 

exhaust will have unmitigable negative 16 

impacts, it is asbestos and silica that are 17 

most dangerous to us.  Airborne asbestos 18 

leads to cancer and eventual death.   19 

So there will be harmful--will there be 20 

harmful airborne asbestos?  The DEIR finds 21 

asbestos in about 32% of the drill hole 22 

samples, represent--representing rock that 23 
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will be brought to the surface, but 19 drill 1 

holes providing 40 samples cannot possibly 2 

represent 2,085 acres of mineral rights.  3 

That's one sample per 65 acres.  That's 4 

generalization from insufficient sampling.  5 

There's probably a lot more.  6 

Unfortunately, asbestos fibers are very 7 

small, about five--about .5 microns.  Being 8 

submicroscopic leads to harm.  Asbestos 9 

cannot be filters, can travel indefinitely 10 

in the air, and penetrates deeply into the 11 

lungs.  The DEIR mitigations treat asbestos 12 

as dust that can be kept out of the air by 13 

spraying water, washing vehicles, tarping 14 

the hauling trucks, etcetera.   15 

The proposed mitigations are actually 16 

copied from the California Asbestos Airborne 17 

Toxic Control Measure which is for visible 18 

dust emissions.  I suggest no one will see 19 

particles one millionth of a meter long.  20 

Dust is visible.  Asbestos is not.   21 

There are dozens of other issues such 22 

as the need for testing the three million 23 
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pounds of rock excavated every day.  I 1 

conclude as a scientist and a 20-year county 2 

resident that air pollution from the 3 

proposed project cannot be mitigated.  4 

Thanks.  5 

GREENO:  Thanks, Jim.   6 

SHAY:  Morning.  My name is Mike Shay 7 

[phonetic].  I live at 11069 Cedar Ridge 8 

Drive.  So the mine is in my backyard.  The 9 

other side of my backyard fence is the mine 10 

property.  So I'm going to talk a little bit 11 

about noise.  I know it's been covered but 12 

I'm going to give you some specifics about 13 

why the draft EIR is insufficient.   14 

So according to the noise and vibration 15 

study that was used to create the draft EIR, 16 

figure three shows my house as number 28.  17 

Table 6 in that study says the ambient 18 

daytime noise at my house is 51 decibels.  19 

And according to the study, the engineered 20 

fill operation is going to take place 500 21 

feet behind my house.  And currently there's 22 

just forest back there.  There's no 23 
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mechanical activity.  There's no human 1 

activity.  So the 51 decibels that I'm 2 

hearing has got to be from Brunswick Road 3 

because that's the only place that noise can 4 

be coming from.   5 

So the study says the following 6 

equipment is going to be used to place the 7 

engineered fill.  So diesel haul chucks--8 

trucks that are going to dump between 50 and 9 

100 20 ton truckloads out of steel beds 500 10 

feet behind my house, bulldozers, motor 11 

graders, excavators, compactors, water truck, 12 

a front-end loader, and mobile auger 13 

blending plant.  And Table 17 of the study 14 

predicts that all of this equipment will 15 

generate only 47 decibels. 16 

[Laughter] 17 

SHAY:  So, so that's, that's less than 18 

what I'm hearing now.  I find that 19 

inconceivable.   20 

And I'll go on.  According to the noise 21 

and vibration study, the mineral processing 22 

will take place 2,000 feet from my house.  23 
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Table 6 says the nighttime noise at my house 1 

is 44 decibels.  Well, I didn't know that.  2 

I thought it was quiet.  I'm going to have 3 

to shut my window at night now because it's 4 

so loud.  I didn't even realize it.   5 

Table 22 has predicted the cumulative 6 

noise from all nighttime mine operations 7 

will between--will be between 26 and 29 8 

decibels at my house.  Once again, it's 44 9 

decibels now with no mine, but when the mine 10 

is there it's going to be even quieter.  11 

Isn't that wonderful?   12 

[Laughter] 13 

SHAY:  You can call me dumb, but I 14 

don't understand how hoisting over a half a 15 

ton of rock per minute--so if it's 1,000 16 

tons per day, if you do the math, it comes 17 

out to a little bit over a half a ton a 18 

minute.  They're going to take half a ton a 19 

minute, 85 feet above the surface, drop it 20 

into the steel lined concrete silo, then put 21 

it on a conveyor 335 feet to a processing 22 

plant, grind it down.  And all of this is 23 
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going to be quieter than it is now.  Doesn't 1 

make sense to me and I maintain that the 2 

noise study that this--these figures came 3 

from are, are inadequate.  They need to be 4 

redone.  Thank you.   5 

GREENO:  Thank you.   6 

COLBY:  My name is Ricky Colby 7 

[phonetic] and I live in District III.  I 8 

did live in District V for 45 years and I 9 

want to tell you in my experience dealing 10 

with an underground gold mine called Siskon 11 

Gold Corp.  Labor Day weekend, 1995, we 12 

heard the sound like an explosion.  It 13 

rocked my house.  A short time after the 14 

Siskon deepened Grizzly Hills Well, the day 15 

they tested Grizzly Hill Well to see how 16 

fast it recovered, my well started having 17 

problems.  On September 17th, in the a.m., I 18 

had horrible, undrinkable water.  And by 19 

afternoon I had no water at all.  So I'm 20 

that person that I was a well owner who 21 

turned on their tap and there was no water.   22 

We had an Environmental Impact Report 23 
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that sounded a whole lot like this 1 

Environmental Impact Report.  Siskon Gold 2 

Mine was always out of--out of step with 3 

their--the way they were supposed to handle 4 

things and they let it slide.  This story 5 

goes on and on and on, and I can't tell you 6 

all of it.  7 

But this mine is going to operate for 8 

80 years.  Just think what they can do.  9 

Siskon had one accident.  It blew a hole in 10 

our aquifer, an F-16 fault.  And they're 11 

going to go on for 80 years.  How many 12 

accidents like that can they have in that 80 13 

years?  And how are they going to fix it?  14 

They're not.  They're going to have a big 15 

accident like Siskon did.  Then they didn't 16 

have enough mitigation money to cover all of 17 

our expenses.  And they're going to pack up, 18 

go away.  Siskon took out bankruptcy.  We 19 

ended up having to clean up their mess.   20 

The cost of water NID is going to raise 21 

just because of the drought, let alone the 22 

amount of money that they're going to take 23 
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for this.  At least Siskon was able to plug 1 

the hole and some of the old wells come back 2 

and some of the new wells revived.  And what 3 

they did when they revived is the clay 4 

turned to powder while it was being 5 

dewatered.  And the heavy minerals, when the 6 

water came back in, rushed into our wells.  7 

And I had to go through chelation for two 8 

years for aluminum poisoning that filled my, 9 

my new well up.  I had to have two 10 

filtration systems.  11 

GREENO:  We, we appreciate your comment.  12 

The project comment will come later.  If you 13 

have anything else on the EIR, please 14 

present that at this time.  15 

COLBY:  Well, I don't think their water 16 

plan is adequate, basically.  I, I think 17 

there's surprises and I think that my 18 

Planning Commission at that time didn't 19 

realize what kind of damage could really be 20 

done.  And I wanted you to know that there 21 

can be... 22 

GREENO:  Thank you so much.   23 
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TURNER:  My name is Martha Turner 1 

[phonetic] and I live at 10860 Dolores Drive, 2 

Grass Valley, supervisor District III.  I'm 3 

a retired nurse practitioner, nurse midwife, 4 

and I am not, as Dawn Rogers [phonetic] 5 

referred to as a busybody.  I've lived most 6 

of my--most of my time in Nevada County 7 

since 1960.  I was a forest service 8 

firefighter as a young adult and in 2015 we 9 

lost our fire--our home, rather, to a forest 10 

fire.  This--which makes this subject dear 11 

to my heart.   12 

My DEIR comment today is condensed from 13 

ten pages that I've written as a written 14 

comment on the chapter of 4.13, titled, 15 

"Wildfire."  And I request that the 16 

following matters be further reviewed by the 17 

Planning Commissioners before a 18 

recommendation is made to the Board of 19 

Supervisors.   20 

I was not reassured by what I learned.  21 

The report suggests that the mine site is 22 

immune to dangers of a wildfire and yet 23 
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there is forest on both sides.  And the 1 

Bennett fire in fact burned a number of 2 

acres on the Centennial site just last year.   3 

The report minimizes the risk of fire 4 

in our region.  In fact, there have been 16 5 

fires in our--in Nevada County since 2015.  6 

The report does not adequately address how 7 

mass evacuation of residents, along with the 8 

additional 312 mine employees, will be 9 

handled.   10 

Quite disturbing is a statement that in 11 

the event of a wildfire fire officials will 12 

request that the mine shut down.  What sort 13 

of authority or enforcement is in the word 14 

"request?"   15 

While fire--while truck traffic is 16 

recognized elsewhere in the DEIR as 17 

significant, in this part of the DEIR it 18 

states that the impact of truck traffic is 19 

less than significant in the event of a 20 

wildfire.  This makes no sense.   21 

There is no discussion in relationship 22 

to wildfire about the trucks carrying the 23 
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explosives through town, or the transferring 1 

of these explosive materials before they are 2 

stored underground.  The report contends 3 

that the vegetation management plan become--4 

makes wildfire danger insignificant.  Our 5 

home had a well defined defensible space and 6 

it still burned to the ground.   7 

The report states that the presence of 8 

24,000 gallons of diesel fuel on the site 9 

will have no potential for fire danger or 10 

environmental catastrophe, no potential.   11 

It also states there will be less than 12 

significant risk of flooding, even though it 13 

acknowledges that mine tailings do increase 14 

water runoff.  What happens to the homes 15 

located along Mill Street, that we see along 16 

Wolf Creek?  We've all seen those backyards 17 

being flooded when the creek rises.  Yet 18 

there is no consideration of the impact of 19 

an additional 1.2 to 3.6 million gallons of 20 

water each day going into the creek.   21 

I ask that my--I focus this analysis on 22 

the chapter and along with common sense 23 
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tells me that what it's saying is not 1 

accurate.  Thank you. 2 

GREENO:  Thank you, Martha.   3 

HALL:  My name is James Hall, HALL.  I 4 

live at the intersection of Mink Court and 5 

Beaver Drive, just south of the mine site.  6 

I became aware of the arrival of Rise Gold 7 

into the area in the spring of 2017, when I 8 

was awakened at night by two loud explosions. 9 

Spent me weeks to find out that Emperor Gold 10 

was gone and we had a new company.   11 

I spoke about noise problems that I was 12 

having in the fall of 2017 before this Board.  13 

They have been ongoing ever since then.  My 14 

concern is lack of sleep and how it affects 15 

the body.  Not mine so much.  I'm 95 years 16 

old and I won't hear it much longer but my 17 

neighbors and children will.   18 

It's a continuous, ongoing rumble under 19 

the house.  I've attempted to contact my 20 

supervisor without any luck but I'm not 21 

quite sure of what the answer is.  I'm not 22 

satisfied that Rise Gold says that they're 23 
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going to mitigate the problem since I've had 1 

the problem for five years and supposedly 2 

there's not even anything going on 3 

underneath the house.  But it goes on, on 4 

the average of 12 to 16 hours a day on a 5 

nightly basis.  And I think it's going to 6 

need to be stopped.   7 

It's just going to be--if we're having 8 

this much trouble with no mining, I hate to 9 

think of what it will be when it gets on in 10 

the future.  So I hope that this 11 

organization and the people can do something 12 

about it.  Thank you, very much.  13 

GREENO:  Thank you, James.   14 

PEROZI:  Hello.  My name is Gary Perozi 15 

[phonetic].  I live at 13997 Emerald Court 16 

in Grass Valley.  I'm a well owner and my 17 

home is located above the Idaho-Maryland 18 

Mine mineral rights area.  I've lived int 19 

hat peaceful and beautiful area for over 30 20 

years and I'm also a member of the Wells 21 

Coalition.  I live in District III.  22 

After reviewing the DEIR well 23 
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mitigation plan, I'm concerned about impacts 1 

to my well and other wells in the area of 2 

the mine.  The report provides protection 3 

for up to 30 wells along East Bennett Road 4 

but it doesn't lay out a mitigation plan for 5 

the few hundred other wells in the area.  6 

The report doesn't even acknowledge a risk 7 

to the other wells in the area.   8 

The DEIR will--well mitigation plan 9 

states, quote, "All potentially impacted 10 

wells are located in the East Bennett Road 11 

area.  Domestic wells outside this area will 12 

not be impacted."  The re--end quote.  The 13 

report fails to demonstrate that this 14 

statement is true.  There can never be 100% 15 

certainty in a hydrogeologic model and what 16 

wells will and will not be impacted by 17 

dewatering of the mine.  That's because the 18 

model is based on assumptions and 19 

predictions.   20 

The hydrology predictions are a best 21 

guess effort because we really don't know 22 

for certain what the groundwater response to 23 
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dewatering in the mine will actually be, 1 

especially in fractured rock.  Even the 2 

principal hydrologist for Itasca that worked 3 

on the hydrologic model for Rise Gold said 4 

in the February NID board meeting, quote, 5 

"With fractured rock there will always be 6 

uncertainty.  And during my career there 7 

won't be any 100% confidence in 8 

predictions," end quote.   9 

The DEIR is inadequate in that it does 10 

not sufficiently account for the uncertainty 11 

in the hydrologic--hydrogeologic models and 12 

assumptions, and fails to acknowledge the 13 

risk to all wells in the area.  It also 14 

doesn't present an attainable plan on how to 15 

mitigate for those wells that fail, get 16 

contaminated, or are impacted due to the 17 

dewatering of the mine.  We don't want a 18 

repeat of what happened in 1992 when the San 19 

Juan Ridge Mine hydrology report stated, 20 

quote, "Water wells and the water supply 21 

well surrounding the site are predicted to 22 

undergo very little or no impact to mine 23 
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dewatering," end quote.  The hydrology 1 

assumption proved to be false and created 2 

disaster when three years later, the mining 3 

operation tapped a high pressure water-4 

bearing fault line and flooded the mine and 5 

depleted groundwater.   6 

GREENO:  Thank you, Gary [phonetic].   7 

HANSON:  Good morning, members of the 8 

planning commission, staff, and members of 9 

the community.  My name's Jennifer Hanson.  10 

I'm the general manager for the Nevada 11 

Irrigation District.  I am here on behalf of 12 

the district as well as on behalf of our 13 

board this morning.  We do have a comment 14 

letter that we will be submitting regarding 15 

the draft DIR, but we also thought it 16 

prudent to make our comments in person as 17 

well.  The draft EIR did depict a potable 18 

water line being constructed in the East 19 

Bennett area in order to serve water to the 20 

30 residents I did apply to be potentially 21 

impacted by the project.  However, NID will 22 

also request that there is an 23 
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interconnection in the Whispering Pines area 1 

that was not contemplated in the draft EIR.  2 

And we would like to see that portion of the 3 

project be included.   4 

Secondly, we have um, concerns related 5 

to the mitigation measures for the 30 6 

properties that were identified to be 7 

potentially impacted through mine dewatering 8 

activities and specifically related to the 9 

mitigation measure related to requiring the 10 

applicant to pay for water consumption for 11 

those parcels.  In the water supply 12 

assessment, it was indicated that it was 13 

estimated that each one of those parcels 14 

utilized approximately .4 gallons per minute 15 

per dwelling.  And in the draft EIR, the 16 

mitigation measure for consumption, for 17 

payment consumption is limited or capped at 18 

400 gallons per day.  And the .4 gallons per 19 

minute per dwelling is actually 576 gallons 20 

per day.  Additionally, we do not feel that 21 

it is appropriate that the mitigation 22 

measure be essentially expired at sale of 23 
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the property.  And instead of running with 1 

the parcel owner, we would like the 2 

mitigation measure to run with the parcel 3 

itself.   4 

We have additional concerns related to 5 

the estimated 30 wells that were estimated 6 

to be impacted through the water supply 7 

assessment as well as the hydrology work 8 

that was completed.  As previous speakers 9 

have said, um all modeling is based off of a 10 

number of assumptions as well as data and 11 

unknowns that have to be included into the 12 

model.  And so we would like to see the 13 

extension of the area of impact to be 14 

addressed through requiring the project 15 

applicant to provide financial assurance or 16 

some type of surety, whether through money 17 

in escrow or through the um, securing of a 18 

bond to also address any wells that would be 19 

potentially impacted in the areas of Wood 20 

Rose, Greenhorn, and Beaver areas.  We have 21 

estimated that this potential cost if these 22 

wells were to be impacted would be in the 23 
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$14 million range.  So we therefore 1 

respectfully request that the draft EIR 2 

require a mitigation measure that the 3 

applicant secure a bond to pay for any 4 

potential impacts in that amount for the 5 

five-year dewatering period.  Additionally, 6 

since the operation of the mine will far 7 

exceed the initial dewatering period, it 8 

would be prudent to also include-- 9 

[Crosstalk] 10 

HANSON:  Oh, my time… 11 

FEMALE VOICE:  Five minutes.   12 

HANSON:  - - five minutes.  I'm told I 13 

get five more minutes.   14 

GREENO:  Two more minutes, yes. 15 

HANSON:  Two more minutes, two more 16 

minutes.  I can talk fast. 17 

GREENO:  Thanks, Jennifer.   18 

HANSON:  We also request that the, okay, 19 

we also request that the groundwater 20 

management plan require that the monitoring 21 

wells also be placed in the area and be 22 

placed at the average depth of those wells.  23 
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And then lastly, our final comment is 1 

related to the Wolf Creek discharges.  We do 2 

serve well over 700 irrigation customers, 3 

and obviously water quality is utmost 4 

important to us.  But we also request that 5 

mitigation measure be placed within the 6 

draft EIR.  That requires um, daily 7 

monitoring and public availability of water 8 

discharge data so that we can ensure there 9 

are no storm water impacts associated with 10 

capacity.  There is limited capacity on Wolf 11 

Creek.  And if we are not monitoring those 12 

discharges, it can easily become overwhelmed 13 

during a storm event.  And with that, I 14 

sincerely appreciate your time, and thank 15 

you for the extra two minutes. 16 

GREENO:  Thanks, Jennifer.   17 

HUCK:  I'm short.  Um hi, my name is 18 

Theresa Huck [phonetic].  I live at 11536 19 

Lower Circle Dr. in Grass Valley.  I am 20 

speaking to today on a different subject 21 

that is located in 4.7-1 in the summary 22 

table of the draft EIR regarding the impacts 23 
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of human health.  There are significant and 1 

unavoidable impacts to human health that 2 

cannot be calculated by this draft EIR.  I 3 

rented a home on the Lava Cap Mine site in 4 

2010 when it was filed as a Superfund site.  5 

At that point in time, someone was supposed 6 

to knock on my door and tell me that I was 7 

living on such a site, but that did not 8 

happen.  And my son and I as a result, ended 9 

up with life-altering mercury poisoning and 10 

will be living with that for the rest of our 11 

lives.   12 

This draft EIR cannot possibly look at 13 

80 years of mining and how that will impact 14 

human health.  And the main and concise 15 

point I would like to make to you today is 16 

that we are no longer an industrial 17 

community that can continue to mine at the 18 

expense of the residents who live here.  I 19 

would like to thank you very much for the 20 

effort you put forth and for honoring our 21 

rights as citizens.  And I would really, 22 

really like to request that the draft EIR be 23 
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redone in whatever way, I'm not educated in 1 

these matters, to truly look at the impacts 2 

of human health, not only in dewatering of 3 

mines, but in groundwater modeling, 4 

understanding that a storm changing that can 5 

change the flow of mercury and arsenic, 6 

cadmium, chromium, and lead in our water.  7 

We are already living with that legacy, and 8 

we as a community do not know how to deal 9 

with the impacts from a legacy 100 years ago.  10 

So I ask you, please do not even reconsider 11 

this project until we know how to deal with 12 

that.  Thank you. 13 

GREENO:  Thank you, Teresa.   14 

NELSON:  Hello, my name's Allison 15 

Nelson, and I'm a resident of District 4.  16 

I'm a biologist with a master of science, 17 

and I'm the director of Gold Country Avian 18 

Studies, so I respectfully request the full 19 

five minutes.   20 

Um, the um, our organization focuses on 21 

avian research and education in the Sierra 22 

Foothills.  The Idaho-Maryland Mine project 23 
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DEIR is deficient in that it does not 1 

adequately address significant impacts to 2 

the stretch of South Fork Wolf Creek that 3 

passes through Empire Mine State Historic 4 

Park and the meadow the creek transects, 5 

known as the Bennett Street Grasslands.  6 

More specifically, it does not address 7 

significant impacts to the 98 native bird 8 

species that my organization has captured or 9 

detected in the grasslands, all of which are 10 

protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  11 

This list includes four rare special status 12 

species, including the critically endangered 13 

willow flycatcher.  The DEIR is also 14 

deficient in that it does not address the 15 

simultaneous impacts of a 300-plus unit 16 

housing development currently under review 17 

by the city of Grass Valley, which is 18 

proposed on Bennett Road between the 19 

Centennial site and the grasslands.  The 20 

DEIR's biological surveys of the South, 21 

South Fork Wolf Creek riparian area were 22 

also severely lacking.  My understanding 23 
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from appendix F10 is that the only 1 

biological survey that occurred was a VES, 2 

during which two people walked the creek on 3 

August 29th, 2019.  Not only is it likely 4 

that many amphibians were missed during this 5 

late hot dry time of year in a warming 6 

climate, but also there is no evidence that 7 

any bird survey was attempted.  If so, bird 8 

vocalizations are almost nonexistent at that 9 

time of year, and locally breeding migrants 10 

could have already departed. 11 

Since December 2016, I have run a year-12 

round bird monitoring program in the Bennett 13 

Street grasslands, performed with a permit 14 

from the park and in conjunction with Bear 15 

Yuba Land Trust.  The land trust holds a 16 

conservation easement on approximately 7 17 

acres within the grasslands along South Fork 18 

Wolf Creek.  At the grasslands, we perform 19 

detection surveys and run a monitoring 20 

station where we operate ten mesh nets to 21 

passively capture wild birds, then band and 22 

release them.  The grasslands are a rich 23 
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biodiverse ecotone that connects a conifer-1 

covered hillside, a riparian creek corridor, 2 

and a very wet meadow which drains from the 3 

hill where the Centennial site is located.  4 

At the Brunswick site, the project proposes 5 

to put its untreated wastewater into a 6 

vibrant pond rich with wildlife.  After 7 

treatment, it will be, the water will be 8 

discharged into the creek, which flows 9 

downstream through the grasslands, where we 10 

run the monitoring program. 11 

On page 471, the DEIR states California 12 

black rail is the only special status 13 

species that was identified as potentially 14 

occurring on the sites.  And the technical 15 

memo for the biological resource assessment 16 

states the habitat associated with South 17 

Fork Wolf Creek does not provide suitable 18 

habitat for other CESA-listed species.  This 19 

is absolutely incorrect.  On at least 15 20 

separate occasions, we have captured or 21 

detected California special status species, 22 

including yellow breasted chat, yellow 23 
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warbler, olive-sided flycatcher, and the 1 

critically endangered willow fly catcher, 2 

which as long ago as 2003 was estimated to 3 

have only 400 remaining breeding pairs.  4 

During four out of the past five years, we 5 

have captured more than seven willow 6 

flycatchers in the creek vegetation.  In my 7 

NOP comment letter of August 2020, I listed 8 

three special status species observed in the 9 

grasslands, including willow flycatcher.  10 

And in March 2021, I also submitted to the 11 

county, to the county planning department a 12 

folder of all our California natural 13 

diversity database special status species 14 

submissions.   15 

Therefore the DEIR is deficient because 16 

it does not acknowledge significant impacts 17 

to the, these special status species, and 18 

the analysis is also deficient because it 19 

did not consider relevant facts known to the 20 

county.  Given that the grasslands are 21 

located between the Centennial site and the 22 

Brunswick site and across the street from 23 
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the proposed housing development, extensive 1 

additional studies need to be performed 2 

regarding the significant impacts that the 3 

project will have on the grasslands and the 4 

riparian corridor.  These should include but 5 

are not limited to general surveys, general 6 

bird surveys, surveys of special status 7 

species, willow flycatcher-specific surveys 8 

during breeding and migration periods, 9 

research on impacts of temperature change 10 

and flooding that the creek may have on 11 

invertebrates, and studies on the effects of 12 

flooding on ground-nesting birds, of which 13 

there are numerous resident and migrant 14 

examples.  Additionally, we have 15 

documentation of birds, bobcats, bear, 16 

coyote, mountain lions, and other wildlife 17 

moving freely between the grasslands in the 18 

area of the proposed housing development and 19 

the centennial site.  And additional studies 20 

must be performed to identify the 21 

significant impacts that the additional 22 

traffic and noise created by the proposed 23 
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housing development and the mine project 1 

would have on wildlife, their migration 2 

corridors, and the aesthetics of the 3 

grasslands of Empire Mine State Historic 4 

Park. 5 

I also want to clarify that a second 6 

meadow located on the Brunswick property 7 

also rich with bird life, and I have a photo 8 

here, uh lies directly to the east of the 9 

vibrant pond where the project will pump its 10 

untreated wastewater.  Studies must be 11 

performed to determine if diverting water 12 

from this pond into a-- 13 

GREENO:  Thank you, Allison.  And uh, 14 

we will take ten more uh folks before we 15 

break for lunch, so if you would let the 11th 16 

person back know that we will reconvene, uh 17 

I'd like to do a 30-minute lunch break if 18 

that's acceptable to the other commissioners.   19 

NELSON:  I just want to let you know I 20 

have photographs of the - - and for all the 21 

commissioners, I have… 22 

GREENO:  Those will go in the EIR, 23 
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thank you, yes. 1 

MALE VOICE:  What number are we on?  2 

GREENO:  What number are we on?  23?   3 

You're 24?  4 

GILLESPIE:  I'm 26, and 25 is right 5 

behind. 6 

GREENO:  That's great, great. 7 

GILLESPIE:  My name is Becky Gillespie 8 

[phonetic], and I reside in District 1 at 9 

14130 Banner Lava Cap Rd.  I grew up in 10 

Nevada County and moved back here with my 11 

husband and children in 2016.  I'm here 12 

today speaking on behalf of Earth Justice 13 

Ministries, a local nonprofit that brings a 14 

spiritual and moral perspective to bear on 15 

issues of our day and links concern for 16 

creation with concern for human well-being.  17 

We echo the concerns of everyone who is 18 

speaking out on the inadequacies of the 19 

current draft EIR.  Today we focus on what 20 

is called aesthetics, the mine's cumulative 21 

impacts, and the need to repair harm done.  22 

Aesthetics are downplayed as a concern in 23 
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the draft EIR, but beauty is a value.  1 

Beauty touches people's hearts and minds.  2 

It is Nevada County's natural beauty that 3 

brought so many of us here and that brings 4 

so many visitors, the sights, the sounds, 5 

the smells of this place, the taste and feel 6 

of clean water, the fish in the streams, and 7 

the wildlife.  People come here to 8 

experience the beauty of the natural world, 9 

to experience a deeper reality that puts 10 

things in perspective.  To many, that 11 

natural beauty is like church, reconnecting 12 

us to what is most meaningful in life.  The 13 

draft EIR must adequately list in detail the 14 

mind's specific aesthetic impacts.  15 

Mitigations listed in the draft EIR will not 16 

overcome the mine's cumulative impacts, 17 

which would work together to decrease our 18 

quality of life by increasing air and water 19 

pollution, dewatering wells, harming Wolf 20 

Creek, increasing greenhouse gas emissions, 21 

injuring plants and animals, raising noise 22 

levels, damaging roads, and yes, wounding 23 
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the beauty of this place.  The final EIR 1 

must list in detail how these specific 2 

impacts act together and how Rise Gold 3 

addresses this cumulative damage.   4 

Finally, there's still much damage to 5 

repair from the gold rush, including 6 

genocide committed against the Nisenan 7 

people and other nearby tribes.  The earthen 8 

people were so damaged that the toxic legacy 9 

continues today.  Healing from the past 10 

includes respecting the earth that gives us 11 

life, making reparations for harms done, 12 

restoring the land and air, and changing our 13 

ways so that we are in a right and good 14 

relationship with this place, its people, 15 

and creatures.  We cannot heal from the past 16 

if we continue adding to the harms by 17 

opening this mine, thank you. 18 

GREENO:  Thank you, Becky. 19 

KANE:  Good morning, my name is Jeff 20 

Kane [phonetic].  I've lived in Nevada 21 

County most of my life.  I'm a medical 22 

doctor, and I'm very concerned about air 23 
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quality.  Our county's air quality as you 1 

might know is already terrible.  Uh, the 2 

American Lung Association gives us an F 3 

grade for our ozone levels.  We've all been, 4 

long been considered uh Sacramento's 5 

tailpipe as vehicle emissions there funnel 6 

to here.  And wildfires, which will 7 

intensify, cause entire weeks that our air 8 

quality management district labels very 9 

hazardous.  If you look at the DEIR table 10 

4.3-19, it's on page 366, it's a list of 11 

toxic airborne substances that the mine will 12 

emit daily while all mitigations are in 13 

place.  In other words, this is the best 14 

case scenario.  Do the math, and you'll see 15 

that despite all mitigations, however 16 

effective, the mine will release 8.5 half 17 

million lbs. of substances known to be toxic 18 

and carcinogenic into our air over the next 19 

80 years.  We can't take this; we can't take 20 

this.  Our mortality rate from chronic lung 21 

disease in this county is already double the 22 

statewide rate.  One especially vulnerable 23 
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group is seniors, whose numbers are three 1 

times the statewide rate.  Another 2 

vulnerable group is our children.  They will 3 

absorb more toxic airborne pollutants than 4 

adults do because of their more rapid 5 

respiratory rate and their longer exposure 6 

during these eight decades.  The report 7 

ignores impacts on the thousands of Nevada 8 

County residents who will be born during the 9 

operation of this mine and have no say in 10 

the issue. 11 

The many mitigations that the DEIR 12 

specifies are too numerous for any agency to 13 

monitor or enforce or more importantly, to 14 

afford.  In any case, the mining industry 15 

itself has a record of neglecting or 16 

circumventing mitigations as you probably 17 

already know.  Again, we can't take this.  18 

The DER table 4.3-19 states that even if all 19 

mitigations are effective, the mine will 20 

significantly poison our air, inevitably 21 

sickening us.  Nevada County cannot tolerate 22 

any additional air poisoning, thank… 23 
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GREENO:  Thank you, Jeff. 1 

ENGEL:  Hi, my name is Larry Engel 2 

[phonetic].  I'm at 12116 Horseshoe Ln.  Uh, 3 

that's above the mind that's underground in 4 

2,500-plus acres that nobody's talking about 5 

sufficiently in the DEIR.  Uh, they're going 6 

to remove my groundwater.  This isn't an 7 

abstract question.  Each of us on Banner 8 

Mountain owns our own groundwater.  We have 9 

a right to compete for our water that's in 10 

the ground that they're going to ship 11 

24/7/365 somewhere down the Wolf Creek, 12 

which is one property away from mine.  Uh, I 13 

have filed a 120-page objection or am filing 14 

a 120-page objection, I'm waiting for some 15 

biology data, uh with 50 fatal flaws, and 16 

I'm going to mention just a couple of them.  17 

And I'm often using in that, which I urge 18 

you to read, the DEIR's own words against 19 

them particularly matched up against what 20 

they haven't talked about, which is the Rise 21 

uh Gold Corp. 10k and 10q they've filed with 22 

the SEC.  They got to have consistent 23 

Meet-91 

Meet-92 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8236 

messages, and if they're telling the SEC one 1 

thing and they're telling us something else 2 

in the DER, that's not good. 3 

Uh, why consider my analysis?  Uh, I'm 4 

a retired bankruptcy lawyer.  Uh, I've 5 

worked at the, one of the nation's leading 6 

law firms with decades of experience in 7 

failed mines.  I know as much about anybody 8 

as bankrupt mines.  You want to know why 9 

there are 40,000 abandoned mines in 10 

California today that are on the EPA list?  11 

Go check it.  I can tell you, and they start 12 

with failed uh mines with unrealistic uh 13 

DEIRs that become EIRs.  And there's no 14 

economic feasibility.  I know you don't want 15 

to talk about economic feasibility, but the 16 

courts will when we get to that.  Uh, the uh, 17 

let me hit the first flaw.  I'm speaking 18 

quickly because I'm concerned about my time.  19 

The, the draft uses hexavalent chromium.  20 

Nobody's talked about that, CR plus 6.  Uh, 21 

you may remember the old movie the horror 22 

reality movie Erin Brockovich.  They killed 23 
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Hinckley, California with hexavalent 1 

chromium.  You know, so they showed you this 2 

morning cement paste that they're going to 3 

put in the mine to shore up uh the, the old 4 

mine and the new mine, 24/7/365 for 80 years 5 

they're going to use this toxic hexavalent 6 

chromium.  They don't talk about that.  7 

There's not a single mention of that 8 

chemical in the hazardous section of the EIR.  9 

Why is that?  Why are they hiding that?  Uh, 10 

if you if you Google hexavalent chromium, 11 

you'll find an infinite number of horror 12 

stories.  If you check the EPA website, 13 

there are hundreds of - -.   14 

GREENO:  Thanks, Larry.   15 

PRICE:  I'm Charles E. Price [phonetic], 16 

Charles Price.   17 

GREENO:  You're on, Charles.   18 

PRICE:  I'm getting an echo.  Am I 19 

getting an echo?  Uh, I'm at 12655 Little 20 

Deer Creek Ln. in Nevada City, not the city 21 

proper, but the county.  Um… 22 

GREENO:  Charles, I was uh informed 23 
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that you have a song, is that right that uh… 1 

PRICE:  Yeah, I do.  2 

GREENO:  Brings the EIR question to uh 3 

music? 4 

PRICE:  Yes, and I, I just want to uh 5 

say a little statement before I perform it 6 

that it clarifies.  Uh COVID generated a 7 

work, uh place experiment, and corporations 8 

and workers alike have seen the benefit from 9 

working at home.  Now Nevada County is 10 

competing for these well-employed 11 

professionals and their families who are 12 

migrating out of the state's urban areas.  I 13 

don't see this draft document addressing the 14 

effect of proposed mitigations in total on 15 

our county's overall quality of life uh, for 16 

its residents, attracted to visitors, and 17 

potential new residents.  Grass Valley and 18 

Nevada City are the cultural heart of Nevada 19 

County.  Please demand a study addressing 20 

the total effect of putting a big mining 21 

operation in that heart.   22 

Sorry, I got to sit to do this, but I 23 Meet-96 
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ran my hand over a table saw and I can't 1 

play guitar like I used to, so now I'm 2 

playing slide on my lap oh.  Uh, going to 3 

have to do it fast here.  Taking years and 4 

years to recover from the terrible, terrible 5 

gold mining scars.  Generations of good 6 

folks working together to recover this 7 

beautiful county of ours.  They'll pollute 8 

our water, pollute the sky.  Homes will lose 9 

value; wells will go dry.  43,000 gallons of 10 

water a day here where droughts often come 11 

our way.  Toxic waste don't get bigger by 12 

the hour, another big drain of our electric 13 

power.  Don't let--sorry, don't have the 14 

time to finish this.   15 

GREENO:  Thank you, Charles. 16 

PRICE:  If you uh, go to Charlie Price, 17 

uh the YouTube, you can hear it.   18 

GREENO:  We know where it is, thank you.   19 

O'CONNELL:  Hello, uh good morning 20 

commissioners.  Uh, my name is Itera 21 

O'Connell [phonetic].  I live in District 1, 22 

and I've lived in Grass Valley for 20 years.  23 
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And I uh, travel on Brunswick uh, next to 1 

this proposed mine project at least twice a 2 

day, so I'm extremely concerned about the 3 

truck traffic that will be unloaded onto our, 4 

our street.  This will divide our community, 5 

so the environmental impact report does not 6 

really address how this will divide our 7 

tourist section from a major industrial uh, 8 

endeavor.   9 

So we currently have uh, this area 10 

zoned as light industrial, and they want to 11 

uh waive that to be a major industrial.  To 12 

me it should have stopped right there.  This 13 

is a neighborhood, and this shouldn't even 14 

be something we're dealing with but here we 15 

are.  This is also Nisenan on land.  It is 16 

sacred, and I didn't see any interview with 17 

the Nisenan tribe.  I've spoken with the 18 

Nisenan tribe, and they're opposed to mining 19 

this gold and taking this out of the country 20 

and taking resources out of our sacred land.  21 

So um, I would like to see the uh draft 22 

environmental impact report address the 23 
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Nisenan people.  Uh, and that is under the 1 

uh, section of cultural and tribal cultural 2 

resources.  It's a little line in the draft 3 

EIR, but it's not really dealt with. 4 

Okay, so we also have, uh the trucks 5 

are not listed under the aesthetic section, 6 

but obviously a truck every 10 minutes at 7 

minimum would be um, definitely not 8 

aesthetic in our community.  Uh, they list 9 

the evacuation of these people as not 10 

significant or less than significant, and I 11 

beg to differ that 600 people trying to get 12 

out of a mine in an emergency and unloading 13 

onto one of our uh, roads that would for an 14 

evacuation, would be a significant issue.  15 

The height variance has already been decided, 16 

no, no larger than 45 ft., and they want to 17 

go 165 ft.  End of story, not happening, get 18 

the hell out of here.  We don't want a 165-19 

story building in our community.  Uh, and 20 

also we don't want lights all night in our 21 

community.  And they talk about that as not 22 

being significant.  So this will put our 23 
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community at risk, uh that's already 1 

suffering from decades of mining, and it's 2 

time to put an end to this project, thank 3 

you for your time  4 

GREENO:  Thank you, Itera. 5 

COULTER:  Matthew Coulter [phonetic], 6 

Nevada County.  I'd like to give each of you 7 

a lead pamphlet, a couple of lead pamphlets 8 

that came out at the--hello, you guys there?  9 

Howdy.  I'm here; I'm right here.  I took my 10 

day to come over here, okay. 11 

FEMALE VOICE:  They can hear you. 12 

COULTER:  Yeah, but are they even 13 

watching; do they even care?  And that's 14 

what I want to start out with.  So here's a 15 

lead document for you guys.  Grass Valley's 16 

water doesn't even meet federal lead 17 

standards as it is, okay.  We want to keep 18 

dumping toxic shit into our environment.  19 

Let's start with the meetings.  No chairs, 20 

people sitting in the sun, many disabled 21 

elders, no parking.  I watch the county 22 

stifle the citizens by doing this type of 23 
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thing and using attrition as a way to get 1 

rid of people that have a legitimate comment 2 

and a legitimate concern. 3 

Much like the marijuana issue and the 4 

Centennial Dam issue with NID, this process 5 

is severely flawed.  My personal history on 6 

Brunswick Road growing up, the spring for 7 

South Fork Wolf Creek started in our 8 

property there at Cedar Crest.  Growing up, 9 

there were two 24/7 sawdust burners going at 10 

the mill.  Would we consider doing that 11 

again?  'Cause we do need a logging industry.  12 

But we probably wouldn't consider putting 13 

that stuff into the air.  But here we are 14 

doing it.  Exploratory drilling, while they 15 

were here just doing their practice stuff 16 

and just looking around for the mother lode.  17 

They were fined for water, air, soil, tree 18 

violations, noise.  So they couldn't even do 19 

the initial process.  You would think when 20 

someone would come in and want to open up 21 

something really big, they'd do something 22 

really good at first to like show how 23 
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capable they are.  These guys screwed up 1 

even the exploratory drilling. 2 

And then we go into local mine watch, 3 

Allison Ranch Road.  I was the one that 4 

reported all that toxic stuff running into 5 

the creek that enabled that project to be 6 

done on Allison Ranch Road.  Water 7 

infrastructure, last night in Grass Valley, 8 

a house had to be ventilated for several 9 

hours because of chlorine in the water 10 

because of a water faux pas that the city 11 

had by Memorial Park. 12 

Our infrastructure is so antiquated and 13 

falling apart in this town, and we want to 14 

add more, more, more, more, more houses, 15 

more people, more traffic, more everything.  16 

Go outside and look at the parking.  And I 17 

just have a feeling that as the planning 18 

commission, this is a done deal 'cause I've 19 

watched this project for a long time with 20 

the previous owners too.  And I watched NID 21 

put in infrastructure for it.  I watched 22 

that development on Greenhorn go in, all the 23 
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stuff that's going to benefit the mine way 1 

before they even applied.  And I watched the 2 

board of supervisors be literally giddy 3 

about this. 4 

GREENO:  Thank you, Matthew. 5 

MACHADO:  My name is Mark Machado 6 

[phonetic].  I'm currently residing in 7 

District 1 at 13640 Canterbury Dr., 8 

approximately 1 mile due east of the 9 

proposed Brunswick mine site on a welled 3-10 

acre parcel with NID nowhere in sight.  11 

Professionally I'm a semi-retired general 12 

contractor and a licensed professional 13 

engineer in this state.  I've lived here for 14 

22 years now.  While I feel the draft EIR is 15 

inadequate for a host of reasons, not 16 

including the sheer absurdity of reopening a 17 

very large hard rock mine a mere 2 miles 18 

from the town center of Grass Valley, a town 19 

that has 13,000 residents, let's, let's 20 

compare that to when the mine was reopened 21 

in 1919 by Aaron McBoyle [phonetic].  Back 22 

in those days, there were 5,000 people in 23 
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Grass Valley.  Interestingly, when he closed 1 

the mine in 1957, there were 5,500 people in 2 

Grass Valley, an increase of 500 people, 3 

obviously not a big boon for the coal mine.  4 

The draft EIR does not address any of the 5 

adverse, potential adverse effects of the 6 

gold mine on those 13,000 residents who live 7 

and breathe and have businesses and count on 8 

tourism to support their cause. 9 

My main concern relates to the 10 

inadequacy of the draft, is water.  The 11 

initial dewatering is estimated at 2,500 12 

gallons a minute for 160 days.  Doing the 13 

math, that equates to over one-third of a 14 

billion gallons of total water.  After the 15 

groundwater, seepage will require continuous 16 

pumping of approximately a thousand GPM per 17 

the draft.  That's per minute.  In a month, 18 

that's over 43 million gallons a month, 19 

every month for the next 80 years.   20 

Now my well.   I live about a 20-minute 21 

walk from the site of this massive 22 

dewatering.  The thought that this 23 
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dewatering is going to have no effect on my 1 

well professionally is just hard to believe.  2 

The draft EIR needs to better explain, 3 

better model, which is computer speak for no 4 

proof what's going on.  Thank you. 5 

GREENO:  Thank you, Mark. 6 

DIETRICH:  Reduce this down a little 7 

bit, I'm short.  Good afternoon and thank 8 

you for taking the time to hear your 9 

constituents here in Nevada County.  My name 10 

is Teresa Dietrich.  I am the legislative 11 

affairs chair for the Nevada County 12 

Association of Realtors.  We have five areas 13 

of concern regarding the draft EIR, first 14 

being water.  Um, many people have been 15 

talking about water, and I certainly don't 16 

want to beat a dead horse.  However, we're 17 

very concerned about uh, the fact that the 18 

water is going to be pumped out of the 19 

ground, which could cause subsidence.  We 20 

didn't see any notations in the draft EIR 21 

addressing the potential for subsidence 22 

because of the water table being changed by 23 
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all the dewatering.   1 

Um, we're very concerned about traffic, 2 

and um that doesn't seem to be um, 3 

sufficiently addressed in the draft EIR.  Um, 4 

specifically there's so much current traffic 5 

congestion, and we're wondering how that's 6 

going to affect uh, public services, 7 

emergency services, and schools and school 8 

buses.  Um, the habitat and contaminants, 9 

we're really wondering how the amount for 10 

the bond for restoration was determined, and 11 

is that truly adequate to return that site 12 

to a natural and healthy state in the future.  13 

That's a big concern.  Um, it doesn't seem 14 

like um, it actually says what that state 15 

would be in the draft EIR. 16 

Additionally we're concerned about 17 

noise.  Um, it didn't seem like the draft 18 

EIR really covered sufficiently the noise 19 

levels created by 24 hours of operation and 20 

all the truck traffic.  And then um the 21 

electric, the electricity situation, um it, 22 

it doesn't seem like the draft EIR is 23 

Meet-115 

Meet-116 

Meet-117 

Meet-118 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8249 

addressing the need to decrease utility 1 

usage in Nevada County based on the climate 2 

action plan.  And we'd like to know if you 3 

guys could ask that to be updated.   4 

And in closing, I just like to say that 5 

housing and workforce supply are not topics 6 

addressed in this EIR, yet the Association 7 

of Realtors encourages the county to ensure 8 

that they are included under further study 9 

in the economic impact report.  We will be 10 

submitting um, a letter with more details, 11 

and we just want to thank you for, for 12 

contacting us for, with the further 13 

information after this meeting.  Thank you 14 

so much. 15 

GREENO:  Thank you, Teresa.  All right, 16 

so we're at uh, we're at that point where 17 

we're going to uh, recess for lunch and 18 

bathroom and we will reconvene at 12:30. 19 

[Short break] 20 

GREENO:  Okay, we will reconvene for 21 

the afternoon session at 12:32 if we can 22 

yeah, close that door, thanks Tyler.  I'd 23 
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like to start out, I'll pause you just real 1 

quick please, thank you, um I'd like to 2 

start out by thanking everyone.  Um the uh, 3 

the unique nature of uh, of the comments and 4 

everyone holding their comments to uh 5 

pertaining to the draft EIR, um that's 6 

really appreciated.  And uh, and also the um 7 

quiet applause, it uh it's really kept the 8 

meeting on track, and, and we've gotten to 9 

hear from your team constituents, your 10 

constituent teams.  Uh, so with that, we 11 

will, we'll press on. 12 

GRIFFITH:  My name is Gary Griffith 13 

[phonetic].  I've lived at 11010 Gold Hill 14 

Dr. for 23 years.  I've worked as a teacher 15 

at Nevada City School of the Arts for 21 16 

years.  I'm currently on the board of Wolf 17 

Creek Community Alliance, and I've been the 18 

lead stream monitor for South Fork Wolf 19 

Creek for 18 years, the creek in question 20 

much of the time in this document.  And our 21 

organization will be submitting detailed 22 

comments, but I just want to highlight a 23 

Meet-120 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8251 

couple general points.  The Wolf Creek 1 

headwaters in which this proposed project 2 

would take place is a crucial component of 3 

our watershed.  We Wolf Creek Community 4 

Alliance are concerned that the DER is 5 

deficient in a number of ways.  Two general 6 

comments.  First, we're surprised that the 7 

cultural resources identified in the draft 8 

are all mining sites.  Not a single pre-9 

mining site is identified in spite of 10 

archaeological sites well known to the state 11 

park existing in the area of potential 12 

impacts as detailed in the draft and public 13 

maps showing the existence of Nisenan 14 

village sites on both the South Fork and 15 

Wolf Creek itself.  The draft, that the 16 

draft simply records outreach to tribes 17 

without succeeding in actually consulting 18 

with them speaks more to the failure of the 19 

draft than to the absence of knowledge of 20 

important sites on the part of trial 21 

communities.  The draft needs to adequately 22 

survey for archaeological and traditional 23 
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sites and fully consult with local tribes. 1 

Secondly, the environmental setting 2 

should be framed more accurately.  The 3 

proposed project sits within areas with some 4 

of the highest biological diversity in the 5 

county.  A network of undeveloped land 6 

provides heavily used wildlife corridors as 7 

mentioned by a previous speaker and rare 8 

refugia for significant species.  Aquatic 9 

resources continue to provide crucial 10 

ecological functions to the watershed 11 

downstream.  Instead of being characterized 12 

primarily as disturbed industrial zones 13 

suitable only for further development, they 14 

more accurately should be seen as biological 15 

resources that though damaged by long 16 

history of mining, continue to be resilient 17 

and over time have shown remarkable ability 18 

to recover. 19 

South Fork Wolf Creek is a perennial 20 

stream starting above Brunswick Road, not 21 

out of a metal culvert.  The pond downstream 22 

is not a mere collector of storm water but a 23 
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consequence of the natural hydrology of the 1 

valley and a productive biological resource.  2 

The wetland habitats at the Centennial site 3 

that the draft seeks to ignore are important 4 

hydrologically for the headwaters and 5 

contain species of special concern. 6 

Further, as the proposed permit is for 7 

80 years into the 22nd century, impacts 8 

should be fully analyzed for predicted 9 

change changes we'll see due to drought, 10 

wildfire, and climate change in those 80 11 

years.  Given the severity of that future, 12 

the criteria should be not just to minimize 13 

negative impacts, but to ensure the 14 

continued recovery and resilience of 15 

biological function-- 16 

FEMALE VOICE:  Four minutes - -. 17 

GREENO:  Thank you Gary, thank you.  18 

The, the five-minute folks are all 19 

identified in advance, so if you if, if you 20 

think you want to have five minutes, we 21 

should probably know about it, should have 22 

known about it already. 23 
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STOUT:  Okay, uh my name is Teri Stout 1 

[phonetic].  I live at 101 Bawden Ave., 2 

Grass Valley, and I have been a resident of 3 

Nevada County for uh, 46 years.  Um, I'm a 4 

retired educator and uh with a BS in biology 5 

and a master's in renewable resources.  So 6 

I'm following um, the opening for Wolf Creek 7 

Community Alliance that just happened.  8 

Regarding biological resources, we see six 9 

areas where the impact should be changed 10 

from less than significant to significant.  11 

I'll address special status plant and 12 

wildlife species as well as riparian wetland 13 

and other sensitive habitats. 14 

Regarding the special status plant 15 

species, the draft does not adequately 16 

address potential impacts to Stebbins 17 

morning glory, chaparral sedge, finger rush, 18 

and Sierra brodiaea.  The management plan 19 

fails to protect the endangered Pine Hill 20 

flannel bush.  It's on the endangered 21 

species list for California.  Botanical 22 

surveys do not take place during blooming 23 
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seasons and dismiss portable, probable I'm 1 

sorry, occurrence in spite of suitable 2 

habitat.  The flannel bush management does 3 

not incorporate sufficient buffers, plans 4 

for treatment with prescribed burning, and 5 

to show that transplanting would be 6 

successful, does not address those at all. 7 

Two, special status wildlife species, 8 

the draft does not consider impacts to 9 

monarch butterflies and showy milkweed, 10 

which are in really low numbers at this 11 

point and so important for us throughout the 12 

whole western side of the Rockies.  Um, and 13 

both of them present, are present at the 14 

Centennial site, as you've heard about for 15 

the yellow-breasted chat and also the 16 

California spotted owl present close to the 17 

Brunswick site.  It fails to adequately 18 

consider impacts to Foothill yellow-legged 19 

frogs and red-legged frogs, western pond 20 

turtles, Cooper's hawks, willow and olive-21 

sided flycatchers, which you heard about 22 

this morning.  Surveys are inadequate and 23 
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mitigations for impacts to western pond 1 

turtles and raptors do not adequately 2 

protect breeding habitat. 3 

Um and the third one I'm addressing, 4 

there'll be more uh to follow up then, the 5 

third area is riparian wetland and other 6 

sensitive habitats.  The draft does not 7 

include the full length of South Fork Wolf 8 

Creek or the pond at Brunswick, at the 9 

Brunswick site for the aquatic or biological 10 

resources.  It excludes impacts to wetlands 11 

as they currently exist at the Centennial 12 

site.  It does not adequately address 13 

impacts downstream to South Fork Wolf Creek 14 

due to dewatering, including areas within 15 

the state park.  Entire reaches of South 16 

Fork Wolf Creek are not studied for basic 17 

hydrology or biological resources.  Benthic 18 

macroinvertebrates, BMIs okay, benthic 19 

macroinvertebrates, that's the, that's the 20 

food and… 21 

GREENO:  Yeah, thanks Teri.  And, and 22 

uh public comment can be done in writing too 23 
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if you feel like you'd like to continue. 1 

STOUT:  Thank you.   2 

CRAWFORD:  My name is Josie Crawford 3 

[phonetic].  I live at 17627 Vintage Dr. in 4 

District 2.  I'm the executive director of 5 

the Wolf Creek Community Alliance.  I'm a 6 

biologist with a master's in biology, and I 7 

am an 18-year resident on Wolf Creek.  Um, 8 

so uh addressing mitigation 4.4-4, the 9 

movement of native fish or wildlife.  By not 10 

characterizing perennial reaches of South 11 

Fork Wolf Creek as being aquatic resources, 12 

the DEIR neglects to consider the movement 13 

of fish and other aquatic species within the 14 

full length of the stream.  The level of 15 

impact should be changed to significant.  16 

Mitigation 4.4-6, cumulative impacts, the 17 

DEIR does not address the loss of forest or 18 

wildlife habitat or cumulative impacts due 19 

to chronic stress for species, air quality, 20 

noise, risk of system failure over time, 21 

wildfire, and climate change.  The level of 22 

impact should be changed to cumulatively 23 
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considerable.   1 

Appendix C, reclamation plan 5.12, um 2 

the section removal and closure activities, 3 

very brief by the way, fails to address how 4 

Rise Gold will protect the community from 5 

heavy metal contamination once the mining 6 

company has ceased operations, which could 7 

happen in six months or 80 years.  There's 8 

no plan and no way to mitigate for the 9 

leaking effluent that inevitably leaks from 10 

underground tunnels into the creeks years 11 

after closure.  When sulfides, which co-12 

occur with gold, contact water and air, they 13 

form sulfuric acid, which leeches heavy 14 

metals from the rocks.   Arsenic, manganese, 15 

iron, cadmium, and lead are the leading 16 

toxins. When the mines close, tunnels fill 17 

with water.  Eventually the water and the 18 

tunnels bust loose somewhere, we don't know 19 

where, we can't predict it, and begin 20 

draining into the creeks in difficult to 21 

predict places.  Acid mine drainage is 22 

considered the most serious threat to 23 
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streams.  It doesn't matter how green the 1 

mining process.  As long as the tunnels fill 2 

with water, they will leach toxic metals.  3 

The Idaho-Maryland Mine Empire Mine and 4 

North Star Mines operated for about a 5 

hundred years.  Today, 68 years after the 6 

mines closed in Grass Valley, the community 7 

and the environment are still paying for 8 

what happens after those mines closed.  9 

There are brownfield sites all over the 10 

county from these hard rock mines.  Magenta 11 

Drain, the Drew Tunnel, and Little Wolf 12 

Creek are three big examples of uh, how we 13 

have toxins in the soil and the water that 14 

are very, very expensive to clean up.  The 15 

Idaho-Maryland Mine is currently draining 16 

water into Wolf Creek out of four sites on 17 

the Idaho-Maryland Road uh, with arsenic and 18 

manganese levels above acceptable range for 19 

recreational waters according to state 20 

standards.  This mine will need, this water 21 

will need to be treated forever. 22 

GREENO:  Thanks, Josie. 23 
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KEAN:  Uh good afternoon.  I wrote good 1 

morning, but now it's afternoon.  So uh 2 

thank you for this opportunity.  Uh my 3 

name's Jonathan Kean [phonetic].  Um, my 4 

wife and I live in District 3 at 11741 Alta 5 

Vista Ave.  Uh we also own two other 6 

properties in Grass Valley, and I also own a 7 

house in District 4 up near um, North 8 

Columbia.  Uh, our place up there is on 9 

property adjacent to the now defunct Siscon 10 

gold mine.  Uh, but I've lived and worked in 11 

Nevada County since 1970.  I'm a licensed 12 

building contractor and owner of Kean 13 

Construction, in business for close to 50 14 

years here.  Um, I currently serve as 15 

president of the Wolf Creek Community 16 

Alliance.   17 

So in getting ready to address you this 18 

morning about the DEIR and that you're uh, 19 

you are looking at and assessing its 20 

adequacy, um I looked at the staff report 21 

that you probably have before you.  And a 22 

sentence jumped out at me.  It's like on the, 23 
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page two, and it's a sentence that's 1 

repeated in the DEIR also in the project 2 

description.  And it's, when it's quoted, it 3 

says, "A new aboveground pipe would convey 4 

treated water from the water treatment plant 5 

along an existing dirt road to the planned 6 

discharge point at South Fork Wolf Creek."  7 

Well, um the reason that jumped out at me is 8 

that um, uh the pipe is an important pipe.  9 

It's the pipe that they're going to pump uh, 10 

put the water back into, into South Fork 11 

from, but it's not the pipe that I want to 12 

bring to your attention.  It's the wording, 13 

existing dirt road, 'cause that is not a 14 

road, it's a path.  Um, I know this area 15 

pretty well.  Our organization has 16 

monitoring sites just upstream and 17 

downstream.  For years before Rise bought 18 

the property, oh dear, I'm probably not 19 

going to have time, um uh lots of creek 20 

neighbors and creek lovers enjoyed walking 21 

and birdwatching on the trails in that area.  22 

Um, there are trillium, equisetum, and a 23 
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surprising orchid called rattlesnake 1 

plantain that are on this supposed dirt road.  2 

It's not a road.  Um, at least that's what 3 

it was last time I was there, about three or 4 

four years ago, so I don't know if the 5 

applicant has since built a road there.  Um, 6 

but if so, there would be permits available 7 

to see that construction.  So why does the 8 

DEIR and your staff report call it an 9 

existing dirt road?  Uh, whoever wrote those 10 

words apparently wanted it to sound like oh, 11 

no big deal, this area is already degraded, 12 

it's fine to just put a pipeline right there.  13 

It's a small detail, but it's indicative of 14 

many other passages in the DEIR that 15 

minimize or--so thank you very much. 16 

GREENO:  Thank you, Jonathan. 17 

TUTTLE:  Good afternoon.  Dear planning 18 

committee and staff, my name is Anita Wall 19 

Tuttle [phonetic].  I live at 6 Rockwood Dr. 20 

in Grass Valley and was a business owner up 21 

in Nevada City for 28 years.  I'm opposed to 22 

the reopening of the Idaho-Maryland Mine.  I 23 
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have reviewed articles in the local 1 

newspaper and have also checked those 2 

sections of the environmental impact report 3 

regarding special concerns of mine.   4 

When I came to Grass Valley 33 years 5 

ago, it was quiet and peaceful but had the 6 

desire to change the image in order to 7 

attract tourists and draw as a destination 8 

for those wanting a restful place to enjoy 9 

all the arts.  It has been quiet successful 10 

but now we face a problem.  In perusing the 11 

immense EIR, I found very little addressing 12 

the problems of noise and vibration which 13 

Rise Gold has hailed as significant and 14 

unavoidable.   15 

They project that there would be a 16 

substantial temporary or periodic increase 17 

in ambient noise levels in the project 18 

vicinity and offer no ideas for mitigation.  19 

In regard to vibration, they propose a 20 

ground vibration monitoring program that 21 

should be implemented and additional 22 

protective measures be available.   23 
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The EIR does require mitigation in 1 

order to ensure that the aforementioned 2 

impacts are reduced to a less than 3 

significant level.  I'm hopeful that the 4 

Board of Supervisors will carefully question 5 

this portion of the EIR.  Our concerts, 6 

plays, and other programs depend upon quiet 7 

observance for happy audiences.  Portions of 8 

the EIR are directly contrary to the 9 

standard of review stated in County Policy 10 

17.14, and Policy 17.24.  Thank you very 11 

much. 12 

GREENO:  Thank you, Anita.   13 

PULMAN:  My name is Fred Pulman 14 

[phonetic].  I live at 55 Rockwood Drive in 15 

Grass Valley.  The prospect that a 16 

stunningly large list of mitigations in the 17 

draft Environmental Impact Report extended 18 

over 80 years will be consistently resolved 19 

is naïve and disingenuous.  Mitigation is 20 

defined as the diminution of anything 21 

painful, severe, afflictive, or calamitous.  22 

The DEIR for the proposed Idaho-Maryland 23 
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Mine identifies dozens of negative impacts 1 

that it claims can be mitigated.  There are 2 

several that cannot, aesthetics, noise, and 3 

traffic, and section six, page seven, should 4 

be enough to prevent the project from moving 5 

forward.  6 

Among those that the report claims can 7 

be mitigated are the generation of pollution 8 

emissions that would exceed Northern Sierra 9 

Air Quality Management Districts applicable 10 

thresholds, potential seismic hazards at the 11 

Brunswick industrial site, potential 12 

elevated arsenic levels, a possible 13 

significant hazard to the public or the 14 

environment through the routine transport, 15 

use, or disposal of hazardous materials, 16 

possible negative impacts related to water 17 

quality, and impacts exacerbating wildfire 18 

hazards.  All these impacts are referenced 19 

in section six, pages five through seven.   20 

The many presentations today reveal 21 

that the DEIR's mitigations are extremely 22 

inadequate.  Allowing a ponderous extraction 23 
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within the--extraction industry within the 1 

city of Grass Valley invites a multitude of 2 

risk to the health, stability, and 3 

sustainability of our community.  The risk 4 

to health and environment are numerous and 5 

include damage from toxic mining dust, 6 

diesel exhaust, and toxic residue such as 7 

mercury, cyanide, and lead in our downstream 8 

ecosystems.   9 

Those living close to the mine will be 10 

forced to suffer the noise and congestion 11 

from 100 trips per day of trucks hauling 12 

waste rock and incur well water depletion or 13 

perhaps even loss of their wells, wells.  At 14 

their last meeting, the NID board members 15 

expressed their concerns of this becoming a 16 

bigger problem than the DER--DEIR presents.   17 

As you deliberate on the DEIR's merits 18 

and shortcomings, please consider this as 19 

not just a Grass Valley matter but as a 20 

county matter.  Our town--and I repeat, our 21 

town is a vital component of the county's 22 

financial wellbeing, one of its major hubs 23 
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for the arts and culture, and a launchpad 1 

for people who come to explore the county's 2 

natural beauty.  Help keep it so.  3 

GREENO:  Thank you, Fred.   4 

PAPANUK:  Good afternoon.  My name is 5 

Catherine Papanuk [phonetic].  I'm a 6 

resident of--on Footwall Drive, Grandview 7 

Terrace, Grass Valley.  I'm adjacent to 8 

Bennett Meadow.  First, I am extremely 9 

impressed by the caliber of our comments 10 

today.  I think we have a lot of really 11 

talented people here in Grass Valley.  I am 12 

not a scientist, nor am I a lawyer.  So 13 

we're here today to talk about whether a 14 

specific business, the gold mining business, 15 

as opposed to any other business, is in the 16 

best interest of the citizens of Nevada 17 

County.   18 

This is a heavy industrial, hard rock 19 

mining business and we're talking about 80 20 

years, 80 years of 24/7 mine operation.  21 

Your children will live their whole lives 22 

with this, and their children will still be 23 
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enduring the torment of this mine, still 1 

listening to rumbling below their house or 2 

the thunder of trucks carrying waste rock 3 

down the street.  They will breath the toxic 4 

dust, listen to the nonstop crushing mill, 5 

drive on destroyed roads, watch habitats 6 

disappear, and our natural beauty fade.  7 

GREENO:  Catherine?  8 

PAPANUK:  Yes.  9 

GREENO:  You're addressing the project.  10 

Today we're just talking about the draft ERI.  11 

Is--are you going--getting to that?   12 

PAPANUK:  Okay.  These are my concerns.  13 

First of all was the sulfuric acid going 14 

into the groundwater.  I'm concerned because 15 

we--these guys are proposing to have the 16 

excavated rocks stored in two gigantic 21-17 

acre and 37-acre flat-topped piles up to 70 18 

feet high.  That's a lot of sulfuric acid 19 

that that's going to generate.  I don't know 20 

how you're going to control unless there's 21 

like a plastic liner under it or something.  22 

I don't see how that's going to be mitigated.  23 
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GREENO:  We're just--but we're talking 1 

about the, the document today.  The project 2 

will be reviewed later.  3 

PAPANUK:  Okay.  4 

GREENO:  And that would be the time for 5 

these comments.  6 

PAPANUK:  I don't see how there's going 7 

to be any mitigation to dumping 15 and a 8 

half valley--Grass Valley municipal swimming 9 

pools worth of water into South Fork of Wolf 10 

Creek.  I don't believe it can handle that 11 

capacity.  There's a lot of native grasses 12 

there that I don't think that the--as one 13 

other speaker said previously that wasn't 14 

included in the Environmental Impact Report 15 

of what's in Bennett Meadow and what's going 16 

to happen in Bennett Meadow.   17 

I'm concerned about who is going to 18 

take care of us after Rise Gold disappears 19 

and the person that started Rise Gold or the 20 

next person.  And given these and other 21 

environmental concerns, I don't know how 22 

it's possible that a heavy industrial mine 23 
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is of greater benefit to Grass Valley, 1 

Nevada County, than any other type of 2 

business.   3 

I--we, the people, assume all the risks, 4 

while those with no interest in our quality 5 

of life leave with all of the gold.  I hope 6 

that your commission can... 7 

GREENO:  Thank you, Catherine.  Thank 8 

you for modifying your comments to address 9 

the EIR as well.  I appreciate that.   10 

BLAIR:  Hello.  My name is, excuse me, 11 

Maryanne Blair [phonetic] and I live at 12 

12182 Sunset Avenue, Grass Valley.  I 13 

believe that's District III.  And thank you 14 

for your patience with all of us today.  I 15 

really appreciate all the previous comments.   16 

I bought my home in Grass Valley nine 17 

years ago and retired here less than a year 18 

ago.  I moved away from the bustle of a 19 

large urban area to this lovely, peaceful 20 

community, to retire here.  As a consumer, I 21 

spend my hard earned pension on property 22 

taxes, goods, and services in the area.  I 23 
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care deeply about this community and I vote.  1 

In my 15-year career in a large water 2 

agency in Santa Clara County, I worked as 3 

biologist and engineering technician, a 4 

field operations administrator, and a 5 

vegetation specialist.  Literally boots on 6 

the ground through heat and cold, flood and 7 

drought.  I saw a lot of changes brought on 8 

by climate change to the creeks and the 9 

reservoirs during that time.  My education 10 

in three degrees in science, including a 11 

master's degree in environmental studies, 12 

have taught me much, including how to 13 

analyze data and the conclusions drawn from 14 

them.   15 

I will say flatly that the min--the 16 

analysis and the mitigation measures are not 17 

adequate in this DEIR.  More specifically, 18 

when reading it, I was chagrinned by the 19 

subterfuge within it which is used to 20 

minimize impacts or flat-out deny them.  For 21 

example, in lieu of mitigation for impacts 22 

on the Centennial site, there are frequent 23 
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references to remediation in the Department 1 

of Toxic Substances Report which other 2 

people have touched on which is not even 3 

published yet.  The same goes for the 4 

economic impacts of the project.  We are 5 

still waiting for that economic study which 6 

a conscious member of the Board of 7 

Supervisors requested.  8 

I was also stunned by the convoluted 9 

logic used to justify the conclusions in the 10 

DEIR that many, many impacts are less than 11 

significant.  They are not.  In the face of 12 

climate change where air, water, and our 13 

very lives depend--are threatened even, even 14 

without this impactful project, there is no 15 

excuse for this.   16 

Here are a few of the examples of the 17 

erroneous logic in this report.  First by 18 

categorizing the first two years of the 19 

operation as construction and the following 20 

78 years as operations, Rise Gold Corp would 21 

only have to purchase carbon offsets to 22 

mitigate for the carbon emissions for the 23 
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first two years.  After that, they wouldn't 1 

mitigate for any of the carbon dioxide they 2 

produce annually.  Unacceptable.   3 

What is really a slap in the face to us 4 

is that Rise Gold Corp's consultants think 5 

that this plan is acceptable, acceptable 6 

because the citizens of California have cut 7 

their carbon footprint since 2006, working 8 

hard to reduce carbon emissions and 9 

greenhouse gas in our communities.  How dare 10 

they?  11 

This DEIR mistakenly concludes that a 12 

few more decibels of noise in an area that 13 

is greater than what is currently tolerated 14 

seems acceptable with some mitigating 15 

measures.  Decibels are measured in a log--16 

on a logarithmic scale, just like the 17 

Richter earthquake scale where on numeral 18 

higher on the scale is ten... 19 

GREENO:  Thanks, Maryanne.  And, 20 

Maryanne, if you didn't finish, please 21 

submit in writing.  22 

BLAIR:  A lengthy one in writing.  23 
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GREENO:  Okay.  1 

BLAIR:  Thank you.  2 

CAPPA:  Hello.  My name is Paul Cappa 3 

[phonetic].  I reside in District III, at 4 

12859 Bradford Drive, Grass Valley.  I want 5 

to touch on a part in Chapter 3, page 33.  6 

And this would be the potable water line 7 

that's going to be ran to homes that may be 8 

compromised by the mine.   9 

In the DEIR there is no mention of any 10 

backflow prevention devices that will be 11 

needed for every resident that accepts water 12 

from this pipeline to protect the water 13 

pipeline--potable water from being 14 

contaminated upstream of it.  Within that, 15 

those devices will need to be tested, 16 

certified every year that they're working 17 

properly, maintenance, replaced, or whatever 18 

has to happen with them.  And that should 19 

not go on the price tag of the homeowners 20 

accepting this water that they once didn't 21 

need before.  And they also need to be 22 

protected from freezing, tree limbs falling 23 
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on them.  So a cage would have to be built 1 

around all these devices.   2 

Also, I don't understand why there's so 3 

much water that's going to be interjected 4 

back into Wolf Creek.  The, the mine is 5 

going to be buying water from NID to use for 6 

toilet and sinks and showers.  Why can't 7 

they use this treated water?  Turn it back 8 

around and use it for their own facility.  9 

It makes no sense to me.   10 

It should be in the acceptance plan.  11 

There were four different acceptance plan.  12 

They, they talked about the spoils of the 13 

rock and stuff coming out in different 14 

scenarios on what to do with that but nobody 15 

is talking about all this water.  The water 16 

is the most precious thing there and nobody 17 

is talking about how to really conserve with 18 

the water.  19 

I know a little bit about the plumbing 20 

and water usages.  I'm a retired plumber.  21 

So that's why I chose to speak on this part 22 

where I feel like the DEIR report is 23 
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insufficient with its report.  It, it seems 1 

like there's a section in there on the water 2 

usage of what the mine needs to use.  It is 3 

a little unclear.  If they could go back to 4 

that and revise it, and make it a little bit 5 

clearer for the known amounts of water that 6 

they're going to need outside of the weather 7 

that they're dewatering from would be good 8 

to know because to me it's very vague.  And 9 

before you know it they're using a whole 10 

heck of a lot of water.  Thank you.   11 

GREENO:  Thank you, Paul.   12 

JOHNSON-VAUGHN:  I'm Gail Johnson-13 

Vaughn [phonetic], 11793 Lower Colfax Road, 14 

a 40-year resident of our county.  I hold a 15 

doctoral degree in organizational psychology 16 

with a special interest in behavioral 17 

economics and the psychology of decision 18 

making.   19 

You are tasked with an awesome 20 

responsibility to recommend to our Board of 21 

Supervisors whether this project 22 

sufficiently benefits our county to outweigh 23 
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the consequences of the negative impacts now 1 

and for the next four generations.  You have 2 

been provided with a draft EIR that fails to 3 

give you adequate analysis you need to make 4 

that recommendation.   5 

Psychologist Daniel Kahneman was 6 

awarded the Nobel Prize for economics for 7 

his work on the psychology of judgement and 8 

decision making.  He tells us that intuition 9 

cannot be trusted in the absence of 10 

environmental regularity.  At no time in our 11 

human history has there been a greater 12 

absence of environmental regularity than 13 

what we're experiencing now.   14 

The draft EIR relies on intuition in a 15 

number of ways.  It is a sort of intuition 16 

that concludes that assumptions of 17 

environmental impact based on historical 18 

data are sufficient to predict the full 19 

negative impact of this project as we sit at 20 

the 11th hour of life threatening climate 21 

change.   22 

It is the kind of intuition that argues 23 
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that although Dr. Lu [phonetic], the draft 1 

EIR expert hydrologist states that it is not 2 

possible to create a predictive hydrology 3 

impact model that takes climate change into 4 

consideration, it is still acceptable to 5 

base the EIR analysis of well integrity and 6 

water quality for the next 80 years on 7 

historical data that assumes a cycle of a 8 

few dry years followed by many wet years.   9 

It is the kind of intuition that argues 10 

that it is acceptable to assume that the 11 

consequences of a project are not--the air 12 

quality consequences are not significant 13 

even when added to our county's already 14 

failing air quality, as has been previously 15 

discussed.  It is--that it is acceptable to 16 

allow these negative impacts to exacerbate 17 

the impacts of climate change, even that we 18 

are now experiencing the unprecedented 19 

ongoing drought and horrific smoke 20 

smothering wildfires.   21 

It is this kind of intuition that 22 

permeates the draft.  The science supporting 23 
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an EIR is only as good as the accuracy of 1 

its assumptions. Based on the greatest--2 

perhaps the greatest inadequacy of this 3 

draft is basing the analysis on a single set 4 

of assumptions rather than the multiple set 5 

of assumptions which take into consideration 6 

the continuum of possible and... 7 

GREENO:  Thank you, Gail.  And, Gail, 8 

can you tell me what number you were?  9 

JOHNSON-VAUGHN:  40.  10 

GREENO:  40?  Thank you.  And is this 11 

41 by chance?   12 

VAUGHN:  I'm 41.  13 

GREENO:  Perfect.  14 

VAUGHN:  I’m actually older than that 15 

now.   16 

[Laughter] 17 

VAUGHN:  My name is John Vaughn 18 

[phonetic].  I've been a resident of Nevada 19 

County since 1967.  My wife Gail and I live 20 

at 11793 Lower Colfax Road.  Our well is 21 

approximately 100 yards from the southwest 22 

edge of the Rise Gold mineral rights area.  23 
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We are District III voters.   1 

The last ten years of my career I was 2 

the senior vice president of manufacturing 3 

and logistics at a nonprofit in Roseville 4 

with responsibilities including a 5 

distribution contract for the world's 6 

largest printer manufacturer, shipping 7 

millions printer parts per year all over the 8 

world.  9 

I have many concerns with the draft EIR 10 

and am submitting my written comments today.  11 

One that stands out is the lack of inclusion 12 

and review of a previously approved use for 13 

the Idaho-Maryland site, which is the Nevada 14 

County Business and Industrial Center.  As 15 

already approved and zoned, this alternative 16 

could include 54,000 square feet of business 17 

park, 242,000 square feet for service 18 

business and light manufacturing, and 19 

238,000 square feet for industrial uses.   20 

The draft EIR wrongly concludes a 21 

negative impact and rejects this alternative, 22 

assuming the impact would be the same or 23 
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worse than the Rise Gold mine.  Unlike Rise 1 

Gold, in virtually all cases in the real 2 

world for the types of businesses that would 3 

actually locate there, the traffic would be 4 

comprised largely of passenger cars and 5 

small trucks operating in the daytime, 6 

mostly weekdays, and not 24/7.  Diesel truck 7 

traffic would be substantially less than the 8 

236 trips per day for the Rise Gold project.   9 

The scale and location of this site 10 

would not support large distribution 11 

facilities, auto dismantlers, or plaining 12 

mills, as claimed in the draft EIR.  13 

My written comments include more 14 

specific details about why the draft EIR 15 

conclusions regarding the business and 16 

industrial center alternative are inadequate.  17 

To reject this alternative without a more 18 

detailed review using real world scenarios 19 

and real world outcomes makes no sense.  20 

You've heard "makes no sense" a few 21 

times today.  I believe an adequate review 22 

will find that the business and industrial 23 
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center is in fact the environmentally 1 

superior alternative.  This is the wrong 2 

project for Nevada County.  Thank you very 3 

much for the work you are doing and for your 4 

time today.  5 

GREENO:  Thank you, John.   6 

LYND:  Hi.  Thank you for this 7 

opportunity to bring forward concerns.  I 8 

appreciate that you're here and that you're 9 

hearing us.  My name is Debbie Lynd 10 

[phonetic].  I reside at 642 Partridge Road 11 

in Grass Valley.  I'm a 34 resident of this 12 

county.  I raised my two children here.  I 13 

have a bachelor's degree in business 14 

management.   15 

I won’t repeat what has already been 16 

said but most of the concerns that have been 17 

brought up I equally share. I would like to 18 

bring one up that was not emphasized enough 19 

either in comments today or in the report.  20 

It's an economic impact of property values.  21 

I have the largest investment in my life in 22 

my home, as do many of the people that have 23 
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spoken here this morning.  We have a realtor 1 

next door to us that has said already he is 2 

being impacted because he's having to 3 

disclose the potential for this mine and 4 

it's causing people to turn away.  So I am 5 

concerned of what's going to happen to the 6 

largest investment that I have made in this 7 

county.  Thank you for your time.  8 

GREENO:  Debbie, thank you and I 9 

appreciate the unique change to your script 10 

there very much.   11 

HECHT:  Good afternoon.  Thank you all 12 

very much for being here.  My name is Ricky 13 

Hecht [phonetic].  I am a homeowner.  I live 14 

at 13641 Greenhorn Road.  I'm a thousand 15 

feet from the mineral--from the mine 16 

entrance and my home is exactly over the 17 

mineral rights area.   18 

I appreciate all of the comments that 19 

I've heard today.  I have a number of 20 

concerns but I'm going to--I'm going to 21 

consolidate them.  I also happen to sit as a 22 

Nevada Irrigation District Board Member.  So 23 
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the comments that were made earlier by our 1 

general manager, she had to condense.  And I 2 

wanted to add a couple other things for the 3 

purposes of this hearing.   4 

The NID Board of Directors expressed--I 5 

have to find this now--expressed serious 6 

concerns that the number of impacted wells 7 

could far exceed the 30 estimated by the 8 

draft EIR.  NID proposed that the applicant 9 

conduct a more extensive and robust well and 10 

groundwater monitoring effort prior to and 11 

during any dewatering.  Should the number of 12 

private wells impacted exceed the 30 that 13 

the applicant is estimating, NID believes 14 

the applicant should guarantee and include 15 

in its proposed mitigation for potable water 16 

for each well that is impacted.   17 

The draft EIR also includes a 18 

mitigation measure to pay for consumptive 19 

water use for the parcels along the East 20 

Bennett Road that connect to NID or that 21 

would eventually connect to NID.  However, 22 

the applicant we believe at NID--and this is 23 

Meet-173 

Meet-174 

Meet-172 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8285 

in our letter, that the applicant should 1 

cover the cost of the consumptive use for 2 

each impacted well for a period of 24 months 3 

after the project is complete or abandoned. 4 

I believe they wanted to pay until the 5 

property was sold.  This includes the 6 

initial mine dewatering as well as the 7 

continued mine operations.   8 

And in order to establish a baseline of 9 

the number and quality of wells outside of 10 

the East Bennett area, NID suggests the 11 

applicant undertake advances sampling of 12 

both water quality and production for the 13 

wells located in the Wood Rose, Greenhorn, 14 

and Beaver Lane areas.   15 

Now, let's see where am I on my thing.  16 

Oh, I'm so sorry.  There's a couple other 17 

things I wanted to bring up very quickly.  18 

One is fire evacuation routes.  Okay?  In 19 

the traffic study that the applicant did, it 20 

is so inadequate that the fire evacuation 21 

routes were not even mentioned in the 22 

traffic study.  This is a big deal.  23 
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Greenhorn is--at Brunswick, that's a 1 

chokepoint.  There's one way in and one way 2 

out.  And that needs to be further sorted 3 

out in terms of the numbers of cars and 4 

employees that will be impacting that.   5 

Lastly, I want to talk about collapsing 6 

tunnels.  No one here has mentioned that.  7 

GREENO:  Thank you.    8 

FLEMING:  My name is Jan Fleming 9 

[phonetic].  I'm the President of Iron Horse 10 

Homeowners Association.  11 

GREENO:  Can you pull that down, Jenna?  12 

FLEMING:  Yes.   13 

GREENO:  Thank you.  14 

FLEMING:  My name is Jan Fleming.  15 

GREENO:  Or Jan, thanks. 16 

FLEMING:  I am President of Iron Horse 17 

Homeowners Association.  My address is 130 18 

Iron Horse Place, in District III.  And I am 19 

representing the owners from Iron Horse 20 

Place.   21 

With our homes located approximately 22 

one mile from the mine, we are specifically 23 
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addressing air quality, noise, and the 1 

likely release of hazardous materials.  With 2 

respect with air quality, greenhouse gas 3 

emissions, and energy, the mitigation 4 

measures for construction do not include a 5 

specific time period.  This could go on for 6 

many, many years.  The construction stage 7 

should include a specific time period and 8 

substantial penalties for noncompliance.   9 

Due to the complexity of the emissions 10 

standards and types of equipment allowed, 11 

the DEIR should include onsite monitoring by 12 

a representative of Nevada County to ensure 13 

compliance.  All the specific mitigation 14 

items under hazards and hazardous materials 15 

include reports that must be submitted to 16 

Nevada County Planning Department prior to 17 

underground storage, transportation, or use 18 

of hazardous materials or explosives on site.   19 

The mitigation measures should state 20 

that the mine shall be responsible for 21 

providing sufficient funds to Nevada County 22 

for review, approval, and oversight of all 23 
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of these activities.   1 

The project will generate a substantial 2 

permanent increase in noise levels in the 3 

vicinity.  If noise standards are exceeded, 4 

operation should cease immediately until 5 

additional engineering controls can be 6 

implemented.  Additionally, there should be 7 

specific, substantial, clearly defined 8 

financial penalties if standards are 9 

exceeded.   10 

The DEIR should include an annual 11 

review of the project to ensure that 12 

mitigation measures are in compliance with 13 

the most current environmental greenhouse 14 

gas and air quality regulations.   15 

Additionally, rather than an 80 year 16 

agreement, there should be a full review in 17 

five year increments.  Providing individuals 18 

living near the mine to have some respite 19 

from the constant noise and vibration is 20 

important for both physical and mental 21 

health.  We recommend that hours of 22 

operation be limited to eight--to 7--to 7 23 
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a.m. to 9 p.m.  Thank you.   1 

GREENO:  Thank you, Jan.   2 

FROMM:  Hello.  My name is Peter Fromm 3 

[phonetic].  I live at 14006 Liquidambar 4 

Lane, about a half a mile from the Brunswick 5 

site.  So I'm really concerned.  And I know 6 

a lot of people have talked about water and 7 

I'm going to continue that theme a little 8 

bit here because, according to recent 9 

studies, the current megadrought is the 10 

worst it's been in 1,200 years.  I'll let 11 

that sink in, 1,200 years.   12 

It should be obviously but during a 13 

drought water levels in lakes, streams, 14 

reservoirs, and aquifers goes down.  In 15 

addition, our friends at Rise Gold intend to 16 

remove water from the tunnels to the tune of 17 

millions of gallons per day.  Show of hands.  18 

Who thinks this is a good idea?   19 

GREENO:  If, if you could keep it to 20 

the EIR specifically?  21 

FROMM:  The DEIR states because the 22 

rate of groundwater discharge and the rate 23 
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of groundwater recharge are generally within 1 

the same range, the groundwater in storage 2 

within the bedrock fractures is in balance 3 

and there should be no long term trends of 4 

increasing or decreasing groundwater levels 5 

outside of normal seasonal fluctuations.  No 6 

increase or decrease, I don't think so.  7 

When that water is pumped out, more 8 

water will backfill to replace it.  And the 9 

source of that backfill will be the aquifers 10 

which feed our local wells.  Rise Gold has 11 

offered to connect 30 properties to the NID 12 

system.   13 

DIR--DEIR states if it is determining 14 

that mining operations are resulting in a 15 

significant impact to any wells, the project 16 

applicant shall be responsible for providing 17 

a comparable supply of water to such homes 18 

or business whose wells are significantly 19 

impacted and, if necessary, providing an 20 

immediate water supply.   21 

I am betting that their idea of 22 

"immediate" and mine are somewhat different.  23 
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And while we're waiting for that immediate 1 

time period to pass, what do we do in the 2 

meantime?  A lot of us are seniors on fixed 3 

income and cannot afford the alternative.  I 4 

checked with NID to determine the costs and 5 

timeframe required to connect to their 6 

system.  As it turns out, the cost is really 7 

high.  In my case, approximately $150,000.  8 

And because of the multiple easements and 9 

right of ways required, the timeframe will 10 

be many months, if not years.   11 

So all the affected homeowners are 12 

asked to subsidize Mr. Mossman [phonetic] 13 

and his environmentally destructive 14 

operation.  And even though he's making the 15 

claim of a bunch of high paying local jobs, 16 

a suspect claim at best, guess who is really 17 

paying for them?  That's right.  It's us.   18 

So if I'm being forced to pay for this 19 

folly, do I get a piece of the action?  20 

Don't answer.  Thank you.   21 

MERTZ:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  22 

My name is Kako Mertz [phonetic] and I'm a 23 
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resident of District I.  However, today I'm 1 

here to speak on behalf of the South Yuba 2 

River Citizen's League, affectionately known 3 

as SYRCL.  I'm also here to speak on behalf 4 

of our network of 3,500 volunteers and 5 

members.   6 

SYRCL has been formally opposed to the 7 

mine since 2021, due to negative impact this 8 

project will have on our community and the 9 

environment.  We're a community based 10 

organization focused on protecting and 11 

restoring the Yuba Watershed.  We will 12 

submit written comments, so today I'll 13 

highlight just a few major flaws.   14 

First, looking at the biological 15 

resources, the DEIR concludes many special 16 

status plants and wildlife are unlikely to 17 

occur in the project area but in many cases 18 

uses outdated or flawed information such as 19 

surveys from the 70's or surveys that 20 

occurred outside of seasons where a special 21 

status species may be present or 22 

identifiable.  It's unscientific and 23 

Meet-187 

Meet-186 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8293 

unreasonable to conclude that a species has 1 

low likeliness to occur if underlying data 2 

is flawed.  Many other conclusions were made 3 

without any site specific data at all.   4 

Hydrology and water quality is another 5 

poorly analyzed resource in the DEIR.  The 6 

hydrologic analysis only considers existing 7 

conditions but doesn't consider the planned 8 

additions of impermeable materials such as 9 

parking lots and buildings, which means 10 

water would move faster through developed 11 

areas of the project site and have less 12 

opportunity to be absorbed into the soil.  13 

For an accurate understanding of project 14 

effects on hydrology, these changes should 15 

be accounted for.   16 

Additionally, historic precipitation 17 

rates were used that didn't account for 18 

climate change.  The science tells us that 19 

our local hydrology in the Sierra Nevada's 20 

will change from snow dominated to rain 21 

dominated.  Modeling efforts need to account 22 

for extreme variability, especially 23 
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considering the 80-year lifetime of this 1 

project.   2 

Lastly, the water supply assessment is 3 

deeply flawed.  First, the claim that Rise 4 

Gold would be a net water producer is false 5 

and misleading, and ignores the body of 6 

science that proves groundwater and service 7 

water are fundamentally linked.  Together, 8 

these sources of water constitute the water 9 

bank for our community.  With a large number 10 

of well owners per capita and continued 11 

drought in the county, mining activities are 12 

likely to have a major impact on water 13 

security in the region.  14 

The assessment claims, without 15 

reasonable evidence, that operations would 16 

only impact 31 wells, while past analysis to 17 

reopen the mine estimated an order of 18 

magnitude more wells with an even smaller 19 

project.   20 

Given these issues and numerous others, 21 

SYRCL asks that the Commissioners require 22 

more information where there are 23 
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deficiencies and reject any conclusions in 1 

the DEIR that are not clearly linked to the 2 

best available science and data.  To protect 3 

our precious community, the environment, and 4 

the culture of Nevada County, please ensure 5 

all due diligence is done to understand the 6 

full extent of all potential environmental 7 

impacts.  Thank you for your time today.  8 

GREENO:  Thank you.   9 

KIRSTIN:  Hello.  My name is Suzie 10 

Kirstin [phonetic] and I work for REMAX Gold.  11 

I am a realtor.  I live at 13233 Lost Lake 12 

Road in Grass Valley.  And I have several 13 

concerns with the EIR.  I'm going to mention 14 

a couple here and then I'll elaborate on 15 

those.   16 

But, first of all, what's--it seems 17 

like it was grossly understated in terms of 18 

the environmental impact.  And I'm going to 19 

give you an example.  So, for example, in 20 

the EIR it does not identify Idaho-Maryland 21 

as a superfund site.  And even though it's 22 

not an open superfund site, once you have a 23 
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superfund site status from the federal 1 

government, you're always going to be a 2 

superfund site.  What happens is the DTSC 3 

comes out and does testing.  And if for some 4 

reason you happen to be clean, then you can 5 

get rid of that status.   6 

But we were in the process, the DTSC 7 

was in the process of testing the Idaho-8 

Maryland superfund status when, you know, 9 

Rise Gold came out.  And they decided to 10 

stop their process, thinking that Rise Gold 11 

would be working with--they went under some 12 

protection program to continue checking into 13 

its superfund status.  14 

So my comments today--and I don't know 15 

if people realize this.  We have a lot of 16 

superfund sites in our community today.  And 17 

they're all residual effects from having 18 

tailings and water.   19 

And once you have that superfund status, 20 

you have to disclose that for the life of 21 

the property.  I've sold superfund sites 22 

before.  It's not pleasant for the people 23 
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that live there.  They don't get their full 1 

complement of, you know, price that they 2 

think.  We have a lot of people in our 3 

community that this is their only nest egg.  4 

Their house is their only nest egg.   5 

And so now, on top of that, you're 6 

going to be throwing--which I didn't even 7 

know it was 80 years until I got here today.  8 

That is unfathomable to me that we would 9 

consider doing 80 years of gold mining.  But 10 

just the fact that you're moving to a place 11 

where they're going to mine for 80 years, 12 

your property value is going to go straight 13 

down.  People are not going to put up with 14 

that because, A, it takes away from your 15 

life.  Right?  Your life expectancy when you 16 

look that up online, you're going to die 17 

sooner.   18 

And, by the way, arsenic, when the gold 19 

mine opens, arsenic is in those parent rocks 20 

that they're going to crush to get that gold.  21 

And so when arsenic is--gets so refined, 22 

it's like asbestos.  It's in the air.  It's 23 
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in the water.  It travels everywhere.  You 1 

can't control it.   2 

So what's interesting to me is that 3 

we're going to open a super--a known 4 

superfund site from the federal government 5 

and we're going to suck water in from all 6 

the water in the community... 7 

GREENO:  Thanks, Suzie.   8 

ERWIN:  Hello.  9 

GREENO:  Hi.  10 

ERWIN:  I'm-- 11 

GREENO:  [Interposing] Addressing the, 12 

uh, EIR?  13 

ERWIN:  Yes. 14 

GREENO:  Okay.  15 

ERWIN:  Absolutely.  16 

GREENO:  Thank you.   17 

[Laughter] 18 

ERWIN:  I'm Jeff Erwin [phonetic].  I 19 

live at 10407 South Ponderosa Way, Rough and 20 

Ready.  Yeah.  The, the DEIR obviously based 21 

on all the testimony I've heard today--I've 22 

learned so much today--is completely 23 
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fraudulent, I feel.  At the very least it's 1 

a gross underestimation of the impact that 2 

this mine would bring to our community, not 3 

only our property values but also the health 4 

risks.  I mean if any health risks would be 5 

acceptable, which they're not, you know, the 6 

DEIR does not adequately express those.  7 

And the main thing for me is that it 8 

doesn't address the impact on the planet and 9 

on humanity as a whole.  And so I've written 10 

a song that addresses that aspect of how it 11 

doesn't work.  Here is a portion.  12 

You might say your--you might say your 13 

mining claim is what everybody needs.  14 

Beneath your lying promises is a heart of 15 

your greed.  We won't let you slip it into 16 

the ground beneath our feet, rape our land 17 

of treasures that our people sorely need.   18 

Well runs dry and people are thirsty.  19 

Wells run dry and the people awake.  Wells 20 

run dry and the people are thirsty.  Wells 21 

run dry and the people awake.   22 

Would you please do us the decency of 23 
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not pretending like you care when you fill 1 

our space with toxic waste and contaminate 2 

our air?  Rivers have no memory of poison in 3 

their veins.  We will fight for every drop 4 

till you abandon all your claims.   5 

Wells run dry and the people are 6 

thirsty.  Wells run dry and the people awake.  7 

Wells run dry and the people are thirsty.  8 

Wells run dry and the people awake.  Wells 9 

run dry and the people are thirsty.  Wells 10 

run dry and the people awake.  Wells run dry 11 

and the people are thirsty.  Wells run dry 12 

and the people awake.   13 

It's time to put the planet back to the 14 

place where it belongs.  Sacred righteous 15 

architect of each and every song.  Take 16 

dominion exploitation and greed without 17 

remorse.  Bring harmony and dignity and 18 

honoring our songs.   19 

Wells run dry and the people are 20 

thirsty.  Wells run dry and the people awake.  21 

Wells run dry and the people are thirsty.  22 

Wells run dry and the people awake.  Wells 23 
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run dry and the people are thirsty.  Wells 1 

run dry and the people awake.  Wells run dry 2 

and the people are thirsty.  Wells run dry 3 

and the people awake.  Thank you. 4 

[Applause] 5 

GREENO:  Thank you, Jeff. 6 

JOHNSON:  Good afternoon, folks.  Mark 7 

Johnson [phonetic], Orion Way, Grass Valley.  8 

I am a certified HAZMAT competent person 9 

supervisor for the United States Federal 10 

Government.  I'm also a retired plumber.   11 

Serpentine is the state rock of 12 

California.  This mine that is--where you 13 

are standing, where you are sitting right 14 

now is embedded with serpentine.  It is the 15 

state rock.  You crush serpentine, which is 16 

a form of asbestos.  You crush this and you 17 

create dust clouds of asbestos, mesothelioma.  18 

There has been 30 billion dollars attributed 19 

for to mitigate patients of mesothelioma.  20 

How much will Rise Gold donate to this 30 21 

billion dollar fund to mitigate 22 

mesothelioma?  Zero for I see.   23 
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Hydrology report is flawed.  It is 1 

nonexistent.  This is the same hydrology 2 

report that they gave to the Siskon Mine 3 

which drained multiple wells and still did 4 

tremendous amount of damage because 5 

hydrology is not a science.  It's guessing.  6 

It's assumptions.  It's maybe this happens 7 

over here, this happens over there.  Who 8 

knows?  No hydrology report is adequate.   9 

Transportation issues, new signals.  10 

Are you going to approve a place where more 11 

people are impeded in daily transit because 12 

of one industry?   13 

The hauling of ammonia nitrate which is 14 

the same explosive that was used to bring 15 

down the Oklahoma city building years ago in 16 

a much smaller amount will be hauled on our 17 

roads way too often.  One accident will 18 

destroy the whole entire community.  Look 19 

what happened in Brazil just last month.  20 

Ammonia nitrate truck went up, hundreds of 21 

deaths, one accident.   22 

Reduced extraction, are we supposed to-23 
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-if we do not allow this to go over 80 years, 1 

are we supposed to go for 139 years?  That's 2 

six generations.  I don't think you can form 3 

a permit that will cover six generations.   4 

The scouring of Wolf Creek, I'm also a 5 

member of Trout Unlimited.  There go all my 6 

invertebrates.  There go my hellgrammites.  7 

There go my, my mayfly nips.  There go my 8 

trout.  There goes everything along the 9 

creek.  Millions of gallons that will scour 10 

Wolf Creek every year.  And, again, asbestos, 11 

asbestos, asbestos, mesothelioma.  Get used 12 

to that word because you will breath it.  13 

You will be breathing in the same thing that 14 

causes mesothelioma.  Thank you very much 15 

for your time. 16 

GREENO:  Thank you, Mark.  17 

TAR:  Good afternoon, Commissioners.  18 

My name is Erin Tar [phonetic].  I'm the 19 

Executive Director of the Bear Yuba Land 20 

Trust.  We're a local nonprofit whose 21 

mission is to protect and defend the natural 22 

and working lands of the Bear and Yuba River 23 
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Watersheds.  We do this through purchasing 1 

land in fee title, and working with private 2 

landowners on conservation easements.   3 

For our conservation easement 4 

properties, we are legally bound to protect 5 

the conservation values defined in our 6 

easements which are recorded on title with 7 

the property.  So why are we concerned about 8 

this project?   9 

We hold a seven and a half acre 10 

conservation easement on the Bennett Street 11 

Grasslands and South Wolf Creek, which is 12 

located approximately two miles downstream 13 

from the Idaho-Maryland Mine location.   14 

GREENO:  Erin, is this going to be just 15 

about the project or about the EIR?  16 

TAR:  The DEIR.  17 

GREENO:  Okay, thank you.  18 

TAR:  Yeah.  The conversation easement 19 

is owned in fee title by state parks is part 20 

of the Empire Mine State Park.  And it's 21 

also home to Gold Country Avian Studies - - 22 

Indian Station where research has been 23 
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conducted on resident and migratory birds 1 

for the past six years.  The conversation 2 

easement contains documented occurrences of 3 

endangered and threatened bird species, and 4 

unique seasonal wetland habitats that the 5 

conservation easement and the land trust is 6 

entrusted to protect.  7 

In reviewing the draft DE--or the draft 8 

EIR, we found several deficiencies in the 9 

analysis.  The current environmental review 10 

of the proposed Idaho-Maryland Mine project 11 

puts our ability to accomplish our mission 12 

and protect the conservation values of 13 

Bennet Street Grasslands easement in legal 14 

jeopardy.   15 

In reviewing the draft EIR, we noted 16 

that the document does not include an 17 

evaluation of impacts on documented 18 

protected wildlife species or sensitive 19 

natural communities downstream of the 20 

project, including our conservation, 21 

conservation easement, which will be 22 

directly impacted through changes in water 23 
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flows and changes in water chemistry of 1 

South Wolf Creek.   2 

We have a number of requests related to 3 

the updates to the DEIR that Kate Gazo 4 

[phonetic] will cover next and that our 5 

included in our comment letter which we will 6 

be submitting next week.  Thank you.  7 

GREENO:  Thank you, Erin.  8 

GAZO:  Good afternoon.  My name is Kate 9 

Gazo.  I'm the stewardship manager for Bear 10 

Yuba Land Trust.  My professional background 11 

includes aquatic and biological impact 12 

surveys, natural resource mitigation, and 13 

conservation planning.   14 

As Erin mentioned, Bear Yuba Land Trust 15 

holds a conservation easement on Bennett 16 

Street Grassland which is located two miles 17 

downstream from the Brunswick Mine location.  18 

The determination of less than significant 19 

impacts presented in the summary of impacts 20 

table for protected species and sensitive 21 

natural communities is unfounded and needs 22 

to be reexamined.  The geographic area for 23 
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reviewing natural resources impacts is too 1 

narrow and needs to include impacts to 2 

natural communities and wildlife downstream 3 

of the project area.   4 

We are specifically concerned about how 5 

increased water flows in South Fork Wolf 6 

Creek and changes in the water chemistry 7 

will affect communities and wildlife.  More 8 

or less water in a system, particularly if 9 

the water has increased turbidity and/or 10 

heavy metals, influences what vegetation 11 

communities can exist and therefore what 12 

wildlife uses or doesn't use the area.   13 

There is no surface water quality data 14 

disclosed in the report, even though it is 15 

reference in the South Fork Wolf Creek 16 

technical memo.  Therefore, changes in water 17 

quality, surface water quality once the mine 18 

begins operations will be unknown because 19 

there is no background concentrations to 20 

compare to.   21 

Another large flaw in the report that 22 

we noted is that it omits discussing impact 23 
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on multiple California Endangered Species 1 

Act listed species that have documented 2 

observations within the Bennett Street 3 

conservation easement, again two miles 4 

downstream from the Brunswick Mine location.  5 

As Allison Nelson [phonetic] previously 6 

mentioned prior in the meeting, an 7 

endangered bird, the Willow Flycatcher, and 8 

several other protected state birds were 9 

observed within the easement.  These were 10 

not discussed in the report or disclosed, 11 

disclosed.   12 

The easement also contains suitable 13 

habitat for the state listed as threatened 14 

Foothill Yellow Legged Frog, and we have 15 

also observed bear, deer, mountain lion, and 16 

numerous other wildlife species using South 17 

Fork Wolf Creek.   18 

Impacts to protected species and 19 

sensitive vegetation communities such as the 20 

unique seasonal wetland within our, our 21 

easement are not adequately assessed in the 22 

DEIR.  And therefore the less than 23 
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significant impact determination is 1 

unfounded.   2 

We request for the biological 3 

assessment to be revised to assess impacts 4 

to Endangered Species Act listed species 5 

such as Willow Flycatcher and Foothill 6 

Yellow-Legged Frog, and to include analysis 7 

on downstream wildlife and sensitive natural 8 

communities, and not just the two mine 9 

locations, and for baseline surface water 10 

quality sampling data including heavy metals 11 

to be included and disclosed to the public.  12 

Thank you for your time.   13 

GREENO:  Thank you, Kate.  14 

DEVINE:  My name is--my name is Judy 15 

Devine [phonetic] and I live at 12--12900, 16 

uh, State Highway 78--174.  And I am 17 

concerned with increased traffic in that--in 18 

that area and affecting the children.  I 19 

live near a daycare.  They have to breath 20 

this--these pollutants in the air.  I'm 21 

also--the neighbors walk very regularly in 22 

that area.  They will have to be breathing 23 
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this air.  They will have to be listening to 1 

the loud noise, the vibrations in the ground.  2 

They're already having problems with 3 

vibrations whenever the trucks are going 4 

past, the big trucks.   5 

So I think, you know, if any of you 6 

were living in that area, you would not be 7 

voting for this because it would be 8 

affecting your property value, your air 9 

quality, and of all things you might just 10 

have a life that you wished you hadn't.   11 

GREENO:  Thank you, Judy.  And just a 12 

reminder, we are not taking action today and 13 

the action will be taken further on down the 14 

road.  And then it will be a recommendation.  15 

It won't be a vote as much as a 16 

recommendation.   17 

WHITEHEAD:  Good afternoon, Mr. 18 

Chairman and Planning Commission and staff.  19 

I am David Whitehead [phonetic].  I live in 20 

District III at 100 Bawden Avenue in Grass 21 

Valley.  I'm a registered civil engineer 22 

with a 28-year career in public service.  I 23 

Meet-215 

Meet-216 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8311 

want to thank the Planning Commission and 1 

county staff for our work on the Rise Gold 2 

project.  You are fulfilling your duty to 3 

inform the public about the details and 4 

impacts of this project.   5 

During my career, I worked on hundreds 6 

of public works projects.  Every one of 7 

those projects required an Environmental 8 

Impact Report--an environmental document in 9 

compliance with CEQA.  I know how 10 

challenging your job is, especially under 11 

the scrutiny of so much public involvement.  12 

Thank you for your skill, your knowledge, 13 

your experience, and the balanced--balanced 14 

judgment you bring to our community.   15 

The greenhouse gas section of the DEIR 16 

is inadequate.  I've submitted a more 17 

detailed commentary letter but I just want 18 

to point out a couple of things I noticed as 19 

a read the greenhouse gas section of the 20 

DEIR.  I reviewed the GHG section of the 21 

DEIR because I believe that climate change 22 

is one of our societies most pressing 23 
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challenges.  That is why I helped form the 1 

Nevada County Chapter of Citizens Climate 2 

Lobby and Education.  CCL interactions with 3 

local citizens and elected officials, 4 

helping bring awareness about climate change 5 

to our community, the State of California, 6 

and the USA.   7 

So first I would call your attention to 8 

the executive summary of the DEIR, 9 

specifically the statement that Rise shall 10 

retire carbon offsets equaling 2,664 metric 11 

tons of CO2 equivalent, which is found on 12 

page 223.  This number is curious because it 13 

does not agree with the calculated figures 14 

presented later in the analysis section of 15 

the DEIR.  There, the figure presented is 16 

2,344 metric tons, a difference of about 320 17 

metric tons.   18 

It's not clear what accounts for this 19 

discrepancy but I would like to note that 20 

the estimated values and the tables in the 21 

analysis section of Chapter 4.3 are 22 

presented as having a high degree of 23 
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precision, to six significant digits.  This 1 

level of hyper accuracy is probably not 2 

appropriate for calculation of estimated 3 

quantifies of GHG emissions given the 4 

underlying quality of data.  5 

Second, I would call your attention to 6 

the actual calculations of GHG emissions 7 

presented in the DEIR and one of the 8 

proposed mitigation measures.  If you look 9 

at the tables of calculated values, you see 10 

a focus on annual GHG emission production.  11 

What is not included is a calculation of the 12 

total GHG emissions produced over the 81-13 

year life of the project.  So I ran the 14 

numbers using only the numbers provided by 15 

Rise Gold.  The project is estimated to 16 

produce over 700,000 metric tons of CO2E.   17 

As far as mitigation goes, Rise Gold 18 

proposes to purchase and retire carbon 19 

offsets in the amount of 2,444 metric tons.  20 

They propose not to mitigate 700,000 metric 21 

tons.  Therefore, Rise Gold proposes to 22 

mitigate just .35% of the total GHG's 23 
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produced by their project.   1 

A reader of the DEIR who is 2 

knowledgeable of climate change and threats 3 

of catastrophic impacts on life on earth 4 

might conclude that such a proposal is not 5 

in agreement with these challenges and our 6 

growing knowledge of climate change impacts 7 

that we face today.  8 

GREENO:  Thanks, David.  9 

WHITEHEAD:  Thank you.  10 

GREENO:  Thank you.   11 

NEFF:  Good afternoon the good people 12 

of Nevada County and our representatives who 13 

sit before us here today.  My name is Forest 14 

Neff [phonetic] and I first became a 15 

resident of Nevada County in 2007.  I 16 

currently reside in District I at 13220 17 

Cement Hill Road.   18 

My concerns with the draft EIR pertain 19 

mainly to the inadequacy of the methodology 20 

used to assess the potential impacts on air 21 

and water quality.  Those inadequacies 22 

include an unrealistic geographic and 23 
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temporal scope of the impacts and a failure 1 

to properly address existing impacts from 2 

previous mining in the area that may be 3 

exacerbated.   4 

Given that these issues have been 5 

discussed at length by our community members 6 

here today, I would like to focus on this 7 

Board's consideration of that questionable 8 

report.  I would like to remind the Board 9 

that while it is your duty and obligation to 10 

consider the expert evidence and reports 11 

brought before you, including this draft EIR 12 

and the concerns of environmental groups and 13 

community experts, that obligation is 14 

secondary to your sworn duty to represent we, 15 

the people, your constituents whom you see 16 

before you today.   17 

Over 400 community members have come 18 

today to express their oppose to this 19 

project.  I ask that you recognize that 20 

overwhelming consensus of dissent in your 21 

constituency as you proceed in the review 22 

and consideration of this project at large.  23 
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Thank you.   1 

Given that I have a few minutes 2 

remaining, I would also like to speak on 3 

behalf of Gold Vibe Kombuchary, a local 4 

multimillion dollar business in the Loma 5 

Rica District less than a mile from the 6 

proposed site who depends on quality air for 7 

the production of their product.  They would 8 

need to probably implement massive cleaning 9 

systems that I doubt Rise is planning on 10 

paying for to be able to produce their 11 

product at the quality that it's currently 12 

being made once the air quality does go down.   13 

There are other issues, of course 14 

including the noise and water quality, yada-15 

yada-yada.  You've heard plenty about all of 16 

that.  They may be sending a representative 17 

by later but I would like to mention that on 18 

their behalf as well.  Thank you.   19 

GREENO:  Thank you, Forest.  And the--20 

I'll take this moment just to make a note on 21 

something Forest said on the project.  The, 22 

the Planning Commission is really the 23 
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judiciary branch of, of the county.  The 1 

supervisors vote on behalf of the--of the 2 

constituency.  It's our job to focus on 3 

whether or not it's legal if things are 4 

representative and, and correct.  So just 5 

to--it's kind of splitting hairs but just so 6 

that we understand the executive, 7 

legislative, judicial kind of piece of this.  8 

Thank you.  9 

MURPHY:  Good afternoon.  My name is 10 

Maryanne Murphy [phonetic].  I am a real 11 

estate broker and lawyer from Nevada City.  12 

I live at 13268 Woodstock Drive, Nevada City.   13 

The application at issue is an 80-year 14 

plan to mine gold within claimed mineral 15 

boundary rights.  The DEIR does not address 16 

what happens to the properties within the 17 

mineral rights boundary and to the impact to 18 

quality of air, water, and land, and noise, 19 

and as a fire hazard to those properties if 20 

Rise Gold mines them.  And an 80-year permit 21 

would tend to indicate that would be the 22 

intent.   23 
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Instead, the DEIR refers generally to 1 

no divided neighborhoods.  I submit that if 2 

an 80-year plan works out, there will be 3 

divided neighborhoods and displaced 4 

neighborhoods.  And you will not see the 5 

same Brunswick basin surrounding us all in 6 

an area where gold mining left in the mid-7 

twentieth century, in an area where we have 8 

developed to residential and commercial 9 

enterprise, and doing it successfully.   10 

So the picture would be to examine the 11 

effects from mining under the developed and 12 

existing commercial and residential 13 

properties which may even include the 14 

airport and Dignity Health.  As to the fire 15 

specifically, the DEIR seems to say that 16 

there is no very, very high fire risk.  It 17 

seems to have a different mindset on what it 18 

means to be blasting every day for 24/7 or 19 

the opportunity to blast under people's 20 

homes for that 24/7.  And what risk that 21 

might be to an incoming fire.  22 

Take, for example, the Colfax fire that 23 
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advanced on 174.  I wonder what the DEIR 1 

would say if they assumed that that fire 2 

would have hit the, the mine fully 3 

operational with all of the combustible 4 

stuff that it will have to be an ongoing 5 

concern.  What different steps would need to 6 

be taken to mitigate that risk, to mitigate 7 

the devastation of that risk potentially to 8 

all the communities and the evacuation 9 

routes?   10 

Thank you for your time.  I really hope 11 

that you give a good, thorough review of all 12 

of the facts.  It is very remiss as to what 13 

the DEIR has done.  Thank you again.   14 

GREENO:  Thank you.   15 

NELSON:  Okay.  Good afternoon, 16 

Planning Commission.  My name is Megan 17 

Nelson [phonetic].  I'm a business owner, a 18 

home owner, and a voter living on East Broad, 19 

Nevada City.  20 

The first thing--sorry, the first thing 21 

I'd like to request about the DEIR is that 22 

there is another one.  We're by no means 23 
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ready to go to a final impact--Environmental 1 

Impact Review with the amount of 2 

shortcomings in this one.   3 

One of the things that I think really 4 

should be included is a noise analysis at 5 

the property boundaries.  That is per the 6 

county ordinance.  So for them to say 7 

they're not going to do that doesn't follow 8 

your guys' own ordinance already.   9 

I'd also like to see some additional 10 

exploration into the fire risk with the 11 

quantity of explosives being hauled biweekly 12 

and some statistical car crash information 13 

in conjunction with that.  Not only how it 14 

could potentially be a huge fire hazard but 15 

the proximity of residences to the Highway 16 

174.   17 

I think we also really need to see a 18 

lot more research about seismic effects and 19 

potential tunnel collapses particularly 20 

under the airport, which is where we launch 21 

all of our aviation, basically, for fire 22 

suppression.   23 
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Let's see.  Also, mineral rights and 1 

how they apply under the 27,000 acres or 900 2 

private parcels in relation to soil depth 3 

and what those vibrations are going to do to 4 

people's homes, foundations, and the 5 

structural calculations.  6 

Let's see.  Okay.  So 4.8-2C, which is 7 

apparently adopted by the BOS already, 8 

predicts--addresses the prediction at 10% 9 

well reduction and it talks about mitigation 10 

for that based on the 10%.  So it's not 11 

considered dangerous.  That's only taking 12 

the mining project into consideration.  It's 13 

not taking the continued drought conditions 14 

over the next 80 years which could 15 

potentially put it in the 20% dangerous zone 16 

for homeowners and their well.   17 

Additionally, downstream has not really 18 

been addressed, not only Wolf Creek but the 19 

Bear River, the Sacramento Delta, and the 20 

Bay.  And when we look at cultural resources 21 

in relation to the theme of floodplain, down 22 

that channel there are a lot of holes that 23 
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have not been addressed.  1 

Sorry.  Thank you, guys, for hearing us.  2 

GREENO:  Thank you, Megan.  Hey, Megan, 3 

what number were you?   4 

NELSON:  75.  5 

GREENO:  75, thank you.  6 

NICKELS:  So I'm 88.  Is there anybody 7 

before me?   8 

GREENO:  Let's go 88.  You're ready.  9 

LAWRENCE:  I'm 81.   10 

NICKELS:  Go ahead.  11 

GREENO:  All right.   12 

NICKELS:  Or do you want me to go?   13 

GREENO:  Yeah.  Well, you're ready.  Go 14 

for it.  And we'll get 81 up there in the 15 

group.  16 

NICKELS:  Thank you.  Hi, my name is 17 

Robin Nickels [phonetic] and I live at 19525 18 

Copper Road in Nevada City.  I grew up here 19 

and after spending seven years at college I 20 

came back because I've traveled around the 21 

world and around the country, and haven't 22 

found a place I'd rather live.  And I think 23 
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that a lot of us agree but I don’t think 1 

that will be the case if you--if the county 2 

decides to go forward with opening of the 3 

mine.   4 

A major flaw I see in the DEIR is the 5 

fact that the baseline against which the 6 

environmental, social, and economic impacts 7 

are to be measured is proposed to be a 8 

future date after Rise Gold has started work 9 

on the Centennial cleanup site.  This 10 

essentially allows Rise Gold to establish 11 

their own baseline and write their own 12 

litmus test by modifying the site prior to 13 

beginning mining operations as they have 14 

already begun to do.  They have already 15 

denuded the area of one the proposed 16 

dumpsites and it looks like a moonscape.  17 

What more will they do before establishing 18 

their baseline?  19 

The DEIR proposed cleanup of the 20 

Centennial site to a level of exposure 21 

acceptable for industrial and commercial use 22 

but not residential use.  I wonder why 23 
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anyone would consider it to be acceptable 1 

for the workforce to be exposed to harmless 2 

levels of contamination eight to ten hours a 3 

day.  Most people spend more cumulative 4 

hours at their workplace than at home.  This 5 

standard would also forever exclude the 6 

possibility of residential use of the site 7 

without taxpayers having to clean up the 8 

mess left by the mine.   9 

We are already having to clean up the 10 

messes left by the mines from a hundred 11 

years ago.  And what about the neighborhood 12 

surrounding the site?  Polluted water, air, 13 

and soil runoff won't stop at property lines.   14 

The DEIR proposes to mix the toxic 15 

chemicals with Portland cement to prevent 16 

water quality impacts.  Binding toxic 17 

chemicals and tailings in cement only offers 18 

temporary containment.  Cement leeches and 19 

degrades with exposure to water and caustic 20 

chemicals.  Any building inspector or active 21 

realtor knows that minerals in cement will 22 

leech out of the cement with water intrusion, 23 
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evidenced by the white dust in high water 1 

marks on building foundations.  Cement 2 

septic tanks have an expected life 3 

expectancy of only 25 years.  And if exposed 4 

to chemicals used in chemotherapy, for 5 

example, they can degrade to the point of 6 

failing within a couple of years.   7 

Per the DEIR, Rise Gold will not be 8 

held responsible for the completion of the 9 

cleanup of the Centennial site.  They will, 10 

however, be allowed to add tailings to the 11 

toxic waste site to 50 feet high.  The DEIR 12 

fails to identify who or what entity will be 13 

responsible for cleaning up the toxic mess 14 

remaining after 80 years of production.   15 

Item 1.4 allows for the cleanup of the 16 

contamination of the Centennial site to be 17 

completed after the end of the lease with 18 

the Idaho-Maryland Mine project.  The DEIR 19 

also seems to allow Rise Gold to sell the 20 

property prior to completion of cleanup.  21 

Again, this absolves Rise Gold from the 22 

responsibility of cleaning up the toxic 23 
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waste mess it creates.   1 

The report states that the traffic 2 

problems... 3 

GREENO:  Thank you, Robin.   4 

LAWRENCE:  Afternoon, members of the 5 

Nevada County Planning Commission.  My name 6 

is Bill Lawrence and I live at 10201 7 

Ridgeview Drive, which is just outside of 8 

the city limits.  My career--well, I've 9 

lived here for 11 years.  My career has been 10 

in public environmental health.  I've worked 11 

internationally, almost ten years in Africa, 12 

23 years Seattle King County Public Health 13 

where I was the section manager for 14 

environmental hazards.  And I was director 15 

of environmental health here from September 16 

of 2013 to April 2014.   17 

I come before you today with some 18 

severe reservations about issuing this 19 

permit.  I trust that you've read the draft 20 

report and I trust that you've also taken 21 

good note of all the presentations that have 22 

come before me and will come after me.  23 
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I'd like to present about five or six 1 

arguments against the permit.  The first one 2 

may not be in the draft EIR but I would 3 

suggest that we contact the CEO of Rise Gold 4 

as this individual once headed up a company 5 

in British Columbia.  This company was 6 

called Banks Island Gold and as I understand 7 

it there are some serious issues up there.  8 

Find out what went wrong.  Find out why 9 

there's still continuing litigation going on 10 

in British Columbia.  Would you want to 11 

entrust this large project with an 12 

individual who heads a junior mining 13 

company?  14 

GREENO:  Bill, I got to--I got to hold 15 

you up there.  We're, we're getting off onto 16 

something other than what we're here for 17 

today.  18 

LAWRENCE:  Okay, thank you.  Number two, 19 

this mine is located on the very edge of the 20 

city of Grass Valley.  Trucks will be 21 

hauling fuel, chemicals, explosives 22 

routinely to this mine.  There was recently 23 
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a horrific mining accident in West Africa, 1 

in the country of Ghana.  A motorcycle 2 

collided with a truck carrying ammonium 3 

nitrate.  There was an explosion.  Several 4 

people died and several buildings were 5 

demolished.  Could this happen in Grass 6 

Valley?  Why not?  We have tons of 7 

motorcycles.   8 

[Laughter] 9 

LAWRENCE:  Number three, Rise Gold 10 

claims with pride they will not be using 11 

mercury or cyanide.  However, they will be 12 

using many other chemicals, some of which 13 

are flammable, some of which are toxic, and 14 

some of which have the properties to 15 

bioaccumulate in the environment.  There is 16 

no real precision in the draft EIR... 17 

GREENO:  Thank you, sir.  So let's see.  18 

Bill was 81 and what  number are you?  19 

SNODGRASS:  You want to know my number?  20 

GREENO:  Yeah.  Do you know it?  21 

SNODGRASS:  Social security or PIN?  22 

GREENO:  Did you get one or are you 23 
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without?  It's fine if you're--if you don't 1 

have one. 2 

SNODGRASS:  Yes.  I have the magical 3 

number of 101.   4 

GREENO:  Okay.  Wow, all right.  5 

SNODGRASS:  Okay.  Good afternoon.  I'm 6 

Randall Snodgrass [phonetic].  I live in 7 

District I.  I see this as a theater, a 8 

judicial theater.  As you said, your job is 9 

in the judicial.  I see that I am a public 10 

defender.  Today I see the case being the 11 

People of Nevada County versus Rise Gold 12 

Draft Environmental Impact Report.  I have 13 

one simple piece of evidence to offer for 14 

you today.  It's this poster.   15 

I want everyone to see this.  This is 16 

a--this is sign that's mounted in Memorial 17 

Park, right in Grass Valley, right next to 18 

the children's playground.  There's fencing 19 

on both sides that permit--that keep access 20 

away.  I'll read you what it says.   21 

"Warning, Aviso de Peligro, stream 22 

water may be hazardous.  Avoid contact with 23 
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the water.  Do not wade.  Do not drink.  Do 1 

not eat fish from this stream.  Do not 2 

handle sediment.  This stream drains through 3 

the Empire Mine, California's largest gold 4 

mining operation for over 100 years.  The 5 

water and sediment contain residual metals 6 

and chemicals that may be hazardous.  The 7 

State of California is working to clean up 8 

this stream but at this time please avoid 9 

contact with water."   10 

We have a toxic stream in Grass Valley.  11 

Okay?  66 years after the closing of the 12 

Empire Mine, 66 years.  So I am addressing 13 

the draft Environmental Impact Report.  I 14 

don't think it adequately supplies 15 

information, strength of mitigations that 16 

would guarantee the health and safety of the 17 

people of Nevada County.  That's my case.   18 

And I think that you, as the judicial 19 

officers, will be making a verdict.  You'll 20 

decide and you'll send your verdict to the 21 

judge, the judge being Nevada County.  You 22 

have an auspicious responsibility as we all 23 
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do.  This is not an indictment that I speak 1 

against Mr. Mossman.  This is an indictment 2 

against the draft Environmental Impact 3 

Report.   4 

So the strength of the mitigations is 5 

questionable.  The actual insurance of can 6 

these mitigations be guaranteed can be 7 

equipped by sizable requirements of cash 8 

bonds out front to cover these possible 9 

damages.  Thank you.  10 

GREENO:  Thank you, Randall.  We're 11 

going to take a-- 12 

SNODGRASS:  [Interposing] Wait, excuse 13 

me.  I have a poster for each of you.  Okay?  14 

Can I give these to someone?   15 

FEMALE VOICE:  Shelly.  16 

SNODGRASS:  Okay.  17 

GREENO:  And we're going to take a 15 18 

minute recess for bathroom and comfort.   19 

FEMALE VOICE:  Comfort - -.  20 

GREENO:  You comfort, clearly not ours.  21 

[Music Playing] 22 

GREENO:  --to order at 2:15 from its 23 
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recess.  And continuing with public comment.  1 

If there is anyone who is outside watching 2 

this on TV and you wanted to come comment, 3 

please come at this time.  And, sir, what is 4 

your number?  5 

FOSTER:  I have good news, 93.  6 

GREENO:  93?  And there may be people 7 

without numbers and that's okay.  It's 8 

public comment without numbers now.  Go 9 

ahead.  10 

Thank you.  My name is Bob Foster 11 

[phonetic] and I live at 122 Iron Horse 12 

Place, which is just off Bennett Road and is 13 

within the city of Grass Valley.  And I'm 14 

happy to be here and share my thoughts with 15 

you.  The first thing I want to say is thank 16 

you for your service.  This is not an easy 17 

gig and the, the process that, that we're 18 

embarked on here doesn't work without you.  19 

So on my behalf and the behalf of many 20 

others I'd like to say thank you.  21 

And I'm a lifelong outdoorsman.  I grew 22 

up on a stream that is very, very similar to 23 
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Wolf Creek.  So, in approaching this, my 1 

thoughts about this proposed project, that's 2 

my particular concern, is, is the area on, 3 

on water and water quality, which is 4 

basically Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR.   5 

I have read the entire DEIR.  I have 6 

been over the water quality section numerous 7 

times and I find the DEIR to be completely 8 

inadequate in respect to many areas in the 9 

water quality area.  And I recognize that 10 

the, the science with respect to water and 11 

water quality is difficult.  And in my 12 

particular view, the science with respect to 13 

water and water quality is quite speculative.   14 

And I find the DEIR in, in numerous 15 

regards with respect to the water quality 16 

area to be entirely speculative to the point 17 

where it is probably misleading.   18 

Two areas that I'm going to--of the 19 

many areas of my concern that I'm going to 20 

address.  And that is, number one, what 21 

happens when there is no longer compliance 22 

with water quality standards in this 23 
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project?  The, the whole plan that is 1 

formulated and reviewed basically is--2 

assumes that there will be compliance all 3 

the way along.  There is nothing with 4 

respect to what happens when there is no 5 

compliance.  And the plan is completely 6 

inadequate in that respect.   7 

I suggest that you send this back to 8 

the--to the planners and get more 9 

information on what happens when there isn't 10 

compliance - - with respect to the - -.  And 11 

I have specific questions on that which I 12 

will submit in writing.  13 

GREENO:  Perfect, and you will get a 14 

response to those questions as well.  And 15 

they will be part of the final EIR in 16 

addition.  Thank you, Bob.   17 

Nobody outside there, Tyler?  Okay.  We 18 

might have come to that time.   19 

FEMALE VOICE:  Do you wish to speak?  - 20 

- everybody was polite and nice and quiet.   21 

GREENO:  Okay, one more.  We talked him 22 

into it.    23 
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BAKER:  Hi there.  My name is Gary 1 

Baker [phonetic].  I was here for another 2 

matter upstairs and we just noticed that the 3 

Commission hearing was going on.  And I'm 4 

just asking for a moment because, you know, 5 

I sent in written comments on this 6 

environmental document.  You know, it's 7 

1,100 and some odd pages and I read them all.   8 

There unfortunately were not appendices 9 

available, you know, to download or to 10 

review.  And it's kind of, you know, 11 

difficult to get around and go to the 12 

library to read the appendices which is very 13 

different than what was provided to us 14 

during the cannabis EIR three years ago.  15 

That one, I submit, is some 800 pages of 16 

written comments.  So I thought my eight 17 

pages this time was a little bit more 18 

abbreviated.   19 

However, I still had some concerns, you 20 

know, related to the project, specifically 21 

related to the traffic and the inability to 22 

determine if the truck traffic was actually 23 
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included in the environmental review because 1 

there's three different conflicting 2 

statements in the traffic portion of the 3 

document.  And one of those statements said 4 

that truck traffic was not included in the 5 

evaluation.   6 

And the second issue that I had 7 

recognized in reviewing this document was 8 

the visual impact.  I didn't understand why 9 

you needed 165 foot tower.  Nor could I 10 

understand how the environmental document 11 

did not address buildings which could be 45 12 

feet in height being sided on pads that were 13 

being graded as part of the mining 14 

operations such as hauling the material off 15 

to build the pads.  And so but the 16 

environmental, you know, document and all 17 

the exhibits were just showing the visual 18 

impact of just the pad and they neglected to 19 

show what that impact would be with a 45-20 

foot building on top of it.  And those were 21 

my two significant comments on the document 22 

and those are all included in the responses 23 
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I sent off a couple months ago.  And thank 1 

you for the time.  And I've never finished 2 

early yet and... 3 

GREENO:  There you go.  Thanks, Gary.  4 

Okay.  Seeing no further folks looking to 5 

comment, I will close public comment at 2:22.   6 

[END NEVADA COUNTY PUBLIC COMMENT 7 

HEARING_IDAHO-MARYLAND MINE_3.24.2022] 8 
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      C E R T I F I C A T E 1 

 2 

I, Brandi Chamberlain, certify that the 3 

foregoing transcript is a true record of 4 

said proceedings, that I am not connected by 5 

blood or marriage with any of the parties 6 

herein nor interested directly or indirectly 7 

in the matter in controversy, nor am I in 8 

the employ of the counsel. 9 

 10 

Signature:   11 

Date:  May 2, 2022 12 
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     C E R T I F I C A T E 1 

 2 

I, Anne Edelmann, certify that the 3 

foregoing transcript is a true record of 4 

said proceedings, that I am not connected by 5 

blood or marriage with any of the parties 6 

herein nor interested directly or indirectly 7 

in the matter in controversy, nor am I in 8 

the employ of the counsel. 9 

 10 

Signature:   11 

Date: ___ May 3, 2022____________ 12 
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DEIR MEETING 
 
Response to Comment Meet-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-2 
The commenter provides introductory and background information regarding the 
Communication Environmental Advocates Foundation and expresses general concerns 
regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, but does not provide specifics. Thus, a detailed response 
is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Regarding air pollution, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and Energy, of the DEIR. Regarding concerns about water quality, please see Chapter 4.8 of 
the DEIR and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-3 
The commenter states the technical analysis, particularly related to air quality and hydrology, is 
inadequate, but does not provide enough detail to formulate a response. The commenter’s 
opinion is noted for the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-4 
Please see Chapter 1.0, Section 1.3, of the DEIR and Master Response 4 - Clean-Up Project is 
a Separate Project Under CEQA.  

Response to Comment Meet-5 
The comment is a conclusory statement and refers to a written comment letter from the 
Communication Environmental Advocates Foundation dated March 30th. The comment letter 
referred to is included in this Final EIR as Group Letter 7, and responses to the comments 
therein have been provided.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-6 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-7 
With respect to concerns regarding groundwater, effects on nearby wells, and drought, please 
see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought 
and Climate Change. Please also see Responses to Comments Grp 21-4 and Grp 21-110. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-8 
The groundwater model does not assume that the rock is homogenous and includes changes in 
hydraulic conductivity with depth, geological units, and faults. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the 
DEIR and Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR and Master Response 14 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Model. Please also see Responses to Comments Grp 7-69, Grp 21-4, and Grp 21-
110. 
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Response to Comment Meet-9 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-10 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 648-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-11 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 648-9. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-12 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 648-22. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-13 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-14 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 831-6 and Ind 831-23 regarding fugitive dust 
mitigation, and Response to Comment Ind 831-3 regarding emissions associated with blasting 
and implementation of the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan. Master Response 23 - Adequacy of 
Sampling – Asbestos discusses the adequacy of asbestos sampling. The commenter’s request 
to include additional air quality monitoring stations has been noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-15 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-16 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 617-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-17 
Nighttime noise is analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and was determined to be less-than-
significant, according to the applicable thresholds of significance, after mitigation. Please also 
see Responses to Comments Grp 21-130 and 21-131. 

Response to Comment Meet-18 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 685-8. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-19 
The comment is introductory and provides background information regarding the County’s 
Energy Action Plan. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-20 
Please see Master Response 25 - Nevada County Energy Action Plan. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-21 
Please see Master Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
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Response to Comment Meet-22 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-23 
Please see Master Response 5 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, Master Response 14 – 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells. In addition, please refer to Impact 4.8-1 of Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the DIER. As presented therein, the DEIR has already concluded that the project 
may have a potentially significant impact on water quality and has identified mitigation measures 
to address this potential impact. The mitigation measures include a requirement 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. The 
NOI shall include evaluation of potential constituents of concern and demonstrate that the water 
treatment plant design shall successfully treat mine water to meet the water quality standards 
and treatment goals. The proposed water treatment plant is designed to remove iron and 
manganese and arsenic if it were present. Additionally, the DEIR’s analysis, including the water 
sampling and conclusions regarding water quality, were prepared by water quality experts, and 
then reviewed by the County’s independent water quality experts, who concurred with the 
conclusions. It is noted that Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(e) has been revised. Please see Chapter 
3, Revisions to Text, of this Final EIR, for the revised text. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-24 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 664-18. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-25 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-26 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-27 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-28 
The comment lists several concerns related to the analysis included in the DEIR, including 
impacts related to surface water quality, groundwater, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
energy use, noise, and vibration. However, the level of detail provided is insufficient to allow for 
a detailed response. The commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record. 
 
Regarding concerns about water quality, please see Master Response 35. Regarding effects on 
nearby wells, please see Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master 
Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding air pollution, including 
toxic air contaminants such as asbestos, as well as electricity consumption, please refer to the 
discussion within Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the 
DEIR. Also see Master Responses 21 and 22. With regard to concerns about noise pollution, 
please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8343 

Response to Comment Meet-29 
As summarized in DEIR section 6.2, and provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, an EIR 
shall provide a reasonable range of alternatives that achieves the project objectives but avoids 
or reduces significant project impacts. The alternative analysis in Section 6.2 of the DEIR 
considered nine different alternatives. Five alternatives were considered but rejected from 
detailed analysis given that they did not meet most project objectives, were infeasible, and/or 
did not avoid significant project impacts. Four alternatives were analyzed in detail. (See DEIR 
Section 6.3.) The County believes this provides a reasoned choice of alternatives for 
consideration by the public and decisionmakers.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-30 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-31 
The County has determined that recirculation of the DEIR is not required as the factors set forth 
under CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 for recirculation are not met. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-32 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-33 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 129-1. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-34 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 129-2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-35 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 129-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-36 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 129-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-37 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-38 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-39 
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 Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Regarding toxic waste, please see Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. 
Regarding effects to Wolf Creek, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 35 - 
Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 36 – Flows in South Form Wolf 
Creek. Please see Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings, regarding sink hole concerns. 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8344 

Faults in the area are identified and addressed in the DEIR – see Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, 
and Mineral Resources.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-40 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-41 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project, but without further specificity, 
a detailed response is not possible.  
 
Regarding effects on nearby wells, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells.  
 
Please refer to Master Response 4, Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA, for a 
discussion related to cleanup of the Centennial Site as the environmental baseline. 
 
Impact 4.10-3 of Chapter 10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR includes an evaluation of 
operational noise associated with the proposed project, including blasting, traffic, and water 
treatment. As described therein, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, the 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-42 
The County has determined that recirculation of the DEIR is not required as the factors set forth 
under CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 for recirculation are not met. 
 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air quality and water quality, but without 
further specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Air pollution is addressed in Chapter 4.3, 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR.  
 
With regard to concerns about the Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-43 
The commenter expresses general concerns related to groundwater impacts, but without further 
specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Please refer to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues and 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-44 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-45 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 736-1 and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-46 
Please see Responses to Comment Ind 736-2. 
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Response to Comment Meet-47 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 736-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-48 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 736-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-49 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-50 
See Responses to Comments Ind 353-1 through Ind 353-15, particularly Ind 353-1, Ind 353-5, 
and Ind 353-9.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-51 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-52 
See Responses to Comments Ind 585-2 through Ind 585-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-53 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-54 
The commenter expresses general concerns related to the proposed project, but without further 
specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Please refer to Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-55 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-56 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 548-3 and Ind 548-6, as well as Master Response 5 - 
Evacuation Zones and Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-57 
Please see Master Response 5 - Evacuation Zones and Master Response 6 – Wildfire Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-58 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind, 548-19, Ind 548-13, and Ind 548-15. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-59 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-21. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-60 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 548-22.
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Response to Comment Meet-61 
The comment is conclusory and has been noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-62 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-63 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-64 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding impacts to wells, but without further 
specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
With regard to impacts on nearby wells, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 
14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-65 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-66 
Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, 
and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-67 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-68 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-69 
Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-1.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-70 
Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-71 
Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-6.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-72 
Please see Responses to Comments Agcy 10-9 and Agcy 10-10. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-73 
Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-9.
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Response to Comment Meet-74 
Please see Response to Comment Agcy 10-11.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-75 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 671-1. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-76 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-77 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-2 and Grp 13-6, and Grp 13-7. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-78 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-18. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-79 
As discussed in Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, the  site (including 
the pond within the Brunswick Industrial Site) has been subject to extensive biological surveys, 
peer review, and analysis in the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-2 and Master 
Response 38 – Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red Legged Frog.   
 
Response to Comment Meet-80 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-81 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-2 and Grp 13-6, and Grp 13-7. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-82 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-11 and Master Response 37, Birds and Raptors.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-83 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-7. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-84 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 13-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-85 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-86 
Impacts related to aesthetics is addressed in Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR. As noted in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the DEIR, according to the court ruling in Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 
245 Cal. App.4th 560 [199 Cal.Rptr. 3d 600], community character is separate and apart from 
aesthetic impacts and, thus, is not a CEQA issue. Rather, the analysis of aesthetics, pursuant to 
CEQA, is limited to tangible, physical evidence that a project is visually inconsistent with the 
surrounding community (rather than a psychological “feel”). Therefore, the analysis presented 
within the DEIR appropriately focuses on potential physical changes to visual composition of the 
project sites and surrounding area, rather than subjective natural beauty. 
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Response to Comment Meet-87 
The comment expresses concerns related to the analysis of cumulative impacts, but does not 
provide specific details for which to respond to. Please refer to the Cumulative Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures section of each technical chapter of the DEIR for a discussion of 
cumulative impacts related to each CEQA topic. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of 
CEQA – Please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-88 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DIER.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-89 
Please refer to Responses to Comments Ind 332-1 through Ind 332-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-90 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 332-4 and Ind 332-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-91 
The comment is introductory and expresses general concern related to the evaluation of 
groundwater included in the DEIR, but does not provide details for which to respond to. Please 
refer to Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-92 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. With regard to concerns about the 
Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-93 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Social and economic impacts are 
outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-94 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 254-1 and Ind 254-3.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-95 
Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-96 
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.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-97 
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. Please also see Response to Comment Ind 295-5. 
 
Regarding concerns about increased truck traffic, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, 
of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Meet-98 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-99 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 295-4.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-100 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the aesthetic impacts related to truck 
traffic, but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is 
neither possible nor required. Impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-101 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 295-3.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-102 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 295-7.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-103 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-104 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-105 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. With regard to concerns about the 
Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-106 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-107 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-108 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-109 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-110 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding adverse effects on residents, but without 
further specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-111 
The commenter expresses general concern related to the volume of dewatering proposed, but 
without further specificity, a detailed response is not possible. Please see Master Response 1.  
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With respect to concerns regarding effects on nearby wells, please see please see Chapter 4.8 
of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-112 
With respect to concerns regarding effects on nearby wells, please see please see Chapter 4.8 
of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, and Master Response 15 
- Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-113 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-114 
Please refer to Master Response 29 – Near Surface Workings and Subsidence.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-115 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 15-7. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-116 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 15-9. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-117 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 15-10. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-118 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 15-11. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-119 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 15-12. In addition, economic concerns are outside the 
scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-120 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-121 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-122 
The commenter expresses general concerns associated with the environmental setting 
presented in the DEIR related to biological resources, but without further specificity, a detailed 
response is not possible. Please refer to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
In addition, please see Responses to Comments Ind 266-11 and Ind 266-16. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-123 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 266-12 through Ind 266-16. 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-8351 

Response to Comment Meet-124 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 266-14, Ind 266-22, and Ind 266-39.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-125 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-126 
The comment introduces concerns related to biological resource impacts and does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-127 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 32-6. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-128 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 32-7 
 
Response to Comment Meet-129 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 32-7 
 
Response to Comment Meet-130 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 32-8 and Grp 31-56. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-131 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-132 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 31-56. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-133 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 31-63 through Grp 31-66.   
 
Response to Comment Meet-134 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 32-11.   
 
Response to Comment Meet-135 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 32-11.   
 
Response to Comment Meet-136 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-137 
The commenter expresses general concern related to the wording choice included in the public 
comment meeting staff report, and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see 
Response to Comment Grp 31-62. 
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Response to Comment Meet-138 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-139 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 24-2 and Ind 24-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-140 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-141 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the project but does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. 
Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-142 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-143 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 253-2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-144 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Economic and quality of life 
concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-145 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-146 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 432-1. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-147 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 432-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-148 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 432-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-149 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 432-6. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-150 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Meet-151 
The comment provides background regarding the commenter’s professional qualifications, and 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-152 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 522-1. In addition, Economic concerns are outside the 
scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-153 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-154 
Given that the proposed project would result in GHG emissions during construction that would 
exceed the applied threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e per year, mitigation has been applied to reduce 
emissions to a less-than-significant level. As demonstrated in the DEIR, estimated operational 
GHG emissions would be below the applied numeric threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e per year 
during any of the years of activity and, therefore, were deemed less than significant. CEQA 
does not require mitigation for impacts that are less than significant. Please see Master 
Response 27 - Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Master Response 28 - Greenhouse Gas 
Credits. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-155 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-156 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 523-1. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-157 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-158 
Please see Responses to Comments Agcy 10-1 and Agcy 10-13. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-159 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR related to water 
consumption and discharge.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-160 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master 
Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR related to water 
consumption and discharge.  
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Response to Comment Meet-161 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the DEIR related to water 
consumption and discharge. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-162 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-163 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 257-2 through Ind 257-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-164 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 257-5 and Ind 257-6. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-165 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 257-9. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-166 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-167 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 388-2, Ind 388-4, and Ind 388-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-168 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 388-6. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-169 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 388-2, Ind 388-4 through Ind 388-6, and Ind 388-10. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-170 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-171 
Property values and economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master 
Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-172 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-173 
Please see Responses to Comments Agcy 10-9 and Agcy 10-10. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-174 
Please see Responses to Comments Agcy 10-6, Agcy 10-7, and Agcy 10-10.  
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Response to Comment Meet-175 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 679-10 through Ind 679-14. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-176 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding collapsing tunnels, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Responses to Comments Ind 679-18 through Ind 679-20. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-177 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-178 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding air quality and associated mitigation 
measures, but does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed 
response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-
EIR/Administrative Issues. Regarding air quality concerns, please refer to the discussion within 
Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR, as well as 
Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, Master Response 24 - Project Construction 
Schedule, and Master Response 27 – Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-179 
Please see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts and Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-180 
Noise from  activities has been analyzed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR and was determined to be 
less than significant after mitigation. Please see Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR. Furthermore, while 
the DEIR determined, based on best available data, that the proposed operations would not 
result in noise levels that would exceed the County’s thresholds, the DEIR conservatively 
concludes that the proposed project could result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and the project’s noise 
impacts could be significant. As a result, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which 
requires implementation of a robust, ongoing noise monitoring program. The noise monitoring 
system shall consist of the installation of permanent noise monitors at three to five locations on 
the Brunswick Industrial Site, and one site at the Centennial Industrial Site, to be determined by 
a third-party noise consultant under contract with the County, in coordination with the applicant. 
The permanent monitors shall be provided with a continual power source, and shall include 
internet connectivity technology, to enable electronic retrieval of noise monitoring data at any 
time by the County’s third-party noise consultant. The County’s third-party noise consultant is 
required to retrieve and evaluate mine-related operational noise levels within 30 days of 
commencement of mining, quarterly thereafter for the first five years, and then once per year 
thereafter for the life of the project. If noise levels are found to exceed the County’s standards, 
then operation of the mine shall cease, until additional engineering controls can be implemented 
as needed.  
 
Please also see Master Response 2 – Social and Economic Impacts and Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility.  
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Response to Comment Meet-181 
Chapter 4 of this Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for all the 
required mitigation measures. In addition, the project will undergo annual inspections as 
required by SMARA. Impacts related to air quality and GHG are addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 - Operator 
Responsibility, Master Response 18 – Air Quality Thresholds, and Master Response 27 – 
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-182 
The comment expresses general opinions regarding the proposed project, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-183 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-184 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 658-3 and Ind 658-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-185 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-186 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-187 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 25-10, Grp 25-12, and Grp 25-13. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-188 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 25-34. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-189 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 25-37. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-190 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 25-45 and Grp 25-46. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-191 
The comment is conclusory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-192 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-193 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment incorrectly 
asserts that the Centennial Site is designated as a “Superfund” site under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) by the USEPA. The 
Centennial Site has never been on the National Priorities List (A “Superfund site”). Please refer 
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to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR for further information. In 
addition, please see Master Response 4 – Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-194 
Property values and quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master 
Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-195 
The comment expresses general concerns related to arsenic and water, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor 
required. Please see Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Also see Response 
to Comment Meet-193 above regarding the project not being a Superfund site. Please refer to 
Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR for further information related to 
existing arsenic concentrations on the project site, as well as Chapter 4.3, Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy related to toxic air contaminants such as 
arsenic. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-196 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-197 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 1 - 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues and Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-198 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-199 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-200 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the hydrology report, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the DEIR or provide sufficient specificity to provide a 
detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-201 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, of the DEIR for additional information related to impacts associated with transit 
facilities. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-202 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR for additional information related to impacts 
associated with the hauling of hazardous materials. 
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Response to Comment Meet-203 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-204 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Impacts related to biological 
resources are evaluated in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR; impacts related to 
hydrology and water quality, including erosion, are addressed in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR; and 
impacts related to erosion are also addressed in Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-205 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Air quality, including toxic air 
contaminants and asbestos, is addressed within Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-206 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-207 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR, but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-208 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 2-4. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-209 
The comment is conclusory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-210 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-211 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 2-4 and Master Response 30 - Biological Study 
Technical Adequacy. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-212 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 2-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-213 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 2-7. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-214 
Please see Response to Comment Grp 2-4 through Grp 2-7, Grp 2-9, Grp 7-31, and Grp 13-2, 
as well as Master Response 30 - Biological Study Technical Adequacy, Master Response 37 – 
Birds and Raptors, and Master Response 38 - Foothill Yellow Legged Frog and California Red 
Legged Frog.  
Grp 13-2 
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Response to Comment Meet-215 
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. 
 
Regarding air quality, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Energy, of the DEIR. Regarding noise and vibration, please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and 
Vibration, of the DEIR. Regarding traffic, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the 
DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-216 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-217 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 16-2 and Grp 16-5. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-218 
Please see Responses to Comments Grp 16-4, Grp 16-9, and Grp 16-11. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-219 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-220 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the methodology used to assess air 
quality and water quality impacts, but does not provide specific examples or details. Thus, a 
detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-221 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. With regard to concerns about the 
Project Applicant, the commenter is referred to Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-222 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 562-1 and Ind 562-3. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-223 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 562-1 and Ind 564-2. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-224 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-225 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-226 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 577-6.
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Response to Comment Meet-227 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 577-10 and Ind 577-11. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-228 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 577-15, Ind 577-16, and Ind 577-17. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-229 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 577-15. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-230 
The commenter does not provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please 
see Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
The proposed project has yet to be presented to the Nevada County Board of Supervisors for 
decision; thus, no component of the proposed project has been adopted by the Board. Chapter 
4 of this Final EIR contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that will need to be 
adopted by the Nevada County Board of Supervisors, if the proposed project is approved. 
 
With respect to concerns regarding effects on nearby wells and drought, please see Chapter 4.8 
of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - 
Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Response 16 – Drought and Climate 
Change. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-231 
The commenter expresses general concern related to downstream waterways and cultural 
resources, but does not provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-232 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-233 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-234 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The 
commenter is also referred to the Project Description chapter of the DEIR, which includes a 
description of the proposed Reclamation Plan. As presented therein, future use of the site would 
not include residential uses, nor is the site designated or zoned for residential use.  
 
The commenter expresses general concerns regarding polluted water, air, and soil runoff, but 
does not provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-235 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment Meet-236 
Please see Master Response 4 - Cleanup Project is a Separate Project Under CEQA. The 
commenter is also referred to the Project Description chapter of the DEIR; specifically, as on 
page 2-3 of the DEIR, a Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance Cost Estimate (FACE) will 
be required for the . The Reclamation Plan is provided in Appendix C of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-237 
Please see Response to Comment Meet-236 above. Please also see Master Response 3 – 
Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-238 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-239 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Please see Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility.  
 
Response to Comment Meet-240 
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. 
 
In addition, issues related to increased hazards to vehicle safety are addressed in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response 10 - Explosives, Reagents, and 
Brunswick fill. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-241 
The commenter expresses general concern related to the use of chemicals, but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
The commenter is referred to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR and 
Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-242 
The commenter expresses general concern related to the adequacy of the DEIR, but does not 
provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master Response 1 – 
Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
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Response to Comment Meet-243 
The commenter expresses general concern related to the mitigation measures of the DEIR, but 
does not provide sufficient specificity to provide a detailed response. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Non-EIR/Administrative Issues.  
 
Chapter 4 of this Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for all the 
required mitigation measures. In addition, the project will undergo annual inspections as 
required by SMARA. Please also see Master Response 3 - Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-244 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-245 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 423-1 through Ind 423-4 and Meet-243 above. With 
respect to compliance with water quality standards, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, as well 
as Response to Comment Agcy 8-6 related to monitoring. Please also see Master Response 3 - 
Operator Responsibility. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-246 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-247 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-5 
 
Response to Comment Meet-248 
Please see Response to Comment Ind 262-8. 
 
Response to Comment Meet-249 
Please see Responses to Comments Ind 262-15 and Ind 262-16. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 
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3.1  INTRODUCTION 
The Revisions to the Draft EIR Text chapter presents minor corrections, additions, and revisions 
made to the Draft EIR (DEIR) initiated by the Lead Agency (Nevada County) based on comments 
received during the public review period. The changes represent minor 
clarifications/amplifications of the analysis contained in the DEIR and do not constitute significant 
new information that, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, would trigger the 
need to recirculate portions or all of the DEIR. 
 
3.2  DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES 
New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck through. Text changes are presented in 
the page order in which they appear in the DEIR. 
 
2 Executive Summary  
For clarification purposes, Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the DEIR is hereby 
revised for Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy (Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-1[b], 4.3-2, and 4.3-7[b]); Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources (Mitigation Measures 
4.4-1[a], 4.4-1[b], 4.4-2[b], 4.4-2[d], 4.4-2[e], 4.4-2[f], 4.4-2[g], 4.4-3[c], and 4.4-3[d]); Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality (Mitigation Measures 4.8-1[a], 4.8-1[e], 4.8-2[a], and 4.8-2[c]); and 
Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration (Mitigation Measure 4.10-4) beginning on page 2-10. Rather 
than include the entirety of Table 2-1 from Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the DEIR with the 
revisions shown where appropriate, only the mitigation measures that have been revised are 
presented below. The revisions to the Executive Summary table do not change the conclusions 
contained in the DEIR. Therefore, the revisions to Table 2-1 do not change the adequacy of the 
analysis or the conclusions contained in the DEIR. 
 
3 Project Description 
Page 3-19, DEIR Chapter 3, Section 3.7, fourth paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Mine development in nonmineralized “barren” rock (i.e., non-gold bearing) is expected to 
result in the production of approximately 500 tons per day (182,500 tons per year) of barren 
rock. The barren rock would be transported from the tunnel face to the mine shaft (using 
electric or diesel-powered load/haul/dump vehicles, rail cars, and/or conveyors) to 
underground rock bins located adjacent to the shaft. The rock would then be loaded into 
the shaft skips, hoisted to the surface, and dropped into one of the compartments of the 
concrete silo located on the surface. The barren rock will then be transported by trucks on 
the surface for use as engineered fill. 

3. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT 
EIR TEXT 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 3 – Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 

Page 3-2 

Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

4.3 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
4.3-1 Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. 

 

S 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).  

LS 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

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. 

4.3-2 Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

S 4.3-2 Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan. 
Prior to the initiation of any clearing, grading, or 
construction activities, Rise Grass Valley Inc. shall 
submit an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan (ADMP) to 
Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District 
(NSAQMD) for review and approval. The provisions 
of the ADMP shall be initiated at the beginning of the 
project (before clearing or grubbing) and maintained 
for the duration of the project. The Asbestos Airborne 
Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations 
(Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR] 
Section 93105) contains specific requirements for the 
preparation of an ADMP. Conditions of the ADMP 
shall include the following: 

 
• Provisions of this ADMP shall apply 

throughout construction, operation, and 

LS 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

reclamation activities, except as specified 
otherwise. 

• All visible track-out material (from vehicles 
leaving the work site) must be removed from 
all public roads at least once per day using wet 
sweeping or a HEPA-filter-equipped vacuum 
device. Sweeping or vacuuming on public 
roads shall be conducted so as to avoid peak 
AM and PM traffic hours.  

• A gravel pad designed and maintained to 
effectively clean tires of exiting vehicles, or a 
wheel wash system, or a minimum of 50 feet 
of pavement must be placed between the 
construction area and any public road, and 
must be used by all exiting vehicles (including 
personal vehicles and delivery trucks) 
throughout the duration of the project.  

• All active storage piles shall be adequately 
wetted or covered with plastic to ensure that 
no visible dust crosses the property boundary. 
Potential dust emissions from disturbed 
surface areas and storage piles that will 
remain inactive for more than seven days shall 
be controlled to completely prevent visible 
dust from crossing the property boundary by 
at least one of the following methods 
(pursuant to [e][4][C] of the ATCM): 

 
a. Keeping the surface adequately 

wetted; 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

b. Applying chemical dust suppressants 
or chemical stabilizers according to the 
manufacturer’s recommendations and 
all applicable regulations; 

c. Covering with tarp(s) or vegetative 
cover; 

d. Installing wind barriers of 50 percent 
porosity around three sides of all 
storage piles; and/or 

e. Installing wind barriers across open 
areas and between the project sites 
and any adjacent occupied residential 
or business property. 

 
• The maximum vehicle speed on all unpaved 

parts of the project sites must be clearly 
posted and must not exceed 15 miles per 
hour. 

• All areas where vehicles drive on the site, at 
all times when the area is subjected to vehicle 
or equipment traffic, shall be watered every 
two hours or kept adequately wetted to 
prevent visible dust emissions from leaving 
the property boundary, except where a gravel 
cover has been established that has a silt 
content of less than five percent and an 
asbestos content of less than 0.25 percent 
and is at least three inches thick. 

• For all earthmoving activities, at least one of 
the following methods of dust control shall be 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

implemented, pursuant to (e)(4)(E) of the 
ATCM: 

 
a. Pre-wetting the ground to the depth of 

anticipated cuts; and/or 
b. Suspending grading operations when 

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

 
• 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, pursuant to 
(e)(4)(F)2 of the ATCM, and shall either: 

 
a. be completely covered with tarps; or 
b. 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. 

 
• Upon completion of the project, disturbed 

surface areas shall be stabilized, pursuant to 
(e)(4)(G) of the ATCM, using one or more of 
the following methods: 

 
a. establishment of a vegetative cover; 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

b. placement of at least three inches of 
material having an asbestos content of 
0.25 percent asbestos or less as 
measured using an approved asbestos 
bulk test method; and/or 

c. paving. 
 
• The NSAQMD’s Air Pollution Control Officer 

may require bulk sampling at any time. If bulk 
sampling is required, the sampling shall be 
performed in accordance with California Air 
Resources Board Test Method 435. Where 
Method 435 specifies “serpentine,” this shall 
apply to gravel, decomposed ultramafic rock, 
and any other material as specified by the Air 
Pollution Control Officer. 

• The NSAQMD’s Air Pollution Control Officer 
may require air monitoring at any time, and 
may modify the ADMP on the basis of results 
of the monitoring. If required, provisions of air 
monitoring shall be determined in coordination 
with the NSAQMD. 

• Before site disturbance (e.g., clearing, grubbing, 
or grading) begins, the NSAQMD shall be 
informed by telephone at (530) 274-9360 of the 
exact day on which site disturbance will 
commence. 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

4.3-7 Generation of GHG emissions 
that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

 

CC 4.3-7(b) Carbon Offsets – Construction Emissions. 
Rise Grass Valley Inc. (Rise) shall retire carbon 
offsets in a quantity sufficient to offset the project’s 
construction greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 
below the 1,100 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent 
(MT CO2e) per year construction threshold, 
consistent with the performance standards and 
requirements set forth below. Specifically, prior to 
Nevada County’s (County) issuance of the project’s 
first grading permit, Rise shall retire carbon offsets 
equaling 2,664 2,345 CO2e, which was calculated by 
subtracting 1,100 MT CO2e (threshold) from the 
construction emissions generated by the project. 
 
Carbon Offset Standards – Eligible Registries, 
Acceptable Protocols and Defined Terms: 
“Carbon offset” shall mean an instrument, credit or 
other certification verifying the reduction of GHG 
emissions issued by the Climate Action Reserve, the 
American Carbon Registry, or Verra (previously, the 
Verified Carbon Standard). This shall include, but is 
not limited to, an instrument, credit or other 
certification issued by these registries for GHG 
reduction activities within the Nevada County region. 
The Project shall neither purchase offsets from the 
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) registry nor 
purchase offsets generated under CDM protocols. 
Qualifying carbon offsets presented for compliance 
with this mitigation measure may be used provided 
that the evidence required by the “Reporting and 
Enforcement Standards” below is submitted to the 
County demonstrating that each registry shall 

LCC 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

continue its existing practice of requiring the following 
for the development and approval of protocols or 
methodologies: 

 
i) Adherence to established GHG accounting 

principles set forth in the International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064, 
Part 2 or the World Resources Institute/World 
Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (WRI/WBCSD) Greenhouse 
Gas Protocol for Project Accounting; and 

ii) Oversight of the implementation of protocols 
and methodologies that define the eligibility of 
carbon offset projects and set forth standards 
for the estimation, monitoring and verification 
of GHG reductions achieved from such 
projects. The protocols and methodologies 
shall: 

 
a. Be developed by the registries through 

a transparent public and expert 
stakeholder review process that 
affords an opportunity for comment 
and is informed by science; 

b. Incorporate standardized offset 
crediting parameters that define 
whether and how much emissions 
reduction credit a carbon offset project 
should receive, having identified 
conservative project baselines and the 
length of the crediting period and 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

considered potential leakage and 
quantification uncertainties; 

c. Establish data collection and 
monitoring procedures, mechanisms 
to ensure permanency in reductions, 
and additionality and geographic 
boundary provisions; and, 

d. Adhere to the principles set forth in the 
program manuals of each of the 
aforementioned registries, as such 
manuals are updated from time to time. 

e. Be approved by the California Air 
Resources Board, and be compliant 
with 17 CCR § 95972 and AB 32 (the 
California Global Warming Solutions 
Act of 2006) to the extent applicable to 
voluntary offsets. 

 
Further, any carbon offset used to reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions shall be a carbon offset that 
represents the past or forecasted reduction or 
sequestration of one MT of CO2e that is “not 
otherwise required” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4[c][3]). Each carbon offset used to reduce 
GHG emissions shall achieve additional, real, 
permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable 
reductions, which are defined for purposes of this 
mitigation measure as follows: 

 
i) “Additional” means that the carbon offset is 

not in addition to: (1) any greenhouse gas 
emission reduction otherwise required by law 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
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Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

or regulation,; and not (2) any other GHG 
emissions reduction that otherwise would 
occur; and (3) is consistent with Health and 
Safety Code Section 38562(d)(2); 

ii) “Real” means that the GHG reduction 
underlying the carbon offset results from a 
demonstrable action or set of actions, and is 
quantified under the protocol or methodology 
using appropriate, accurate, and conservative 
methodologies that account for all GHG 
emissions sources and sinks within the 
boundary of the applicable carbon offset 
project, uncertainty, and the potential for 
activity-shifting leakage and market-shifting 
leakage; 

iii) “Verifiable” means that the GHG reduction 
underlying the carbon offset is well 
documented, transparent and set forth in a 
document prepared by an independent 
verification body that is accredited through the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI); 

iv) “Permanent” means that the GHG reduction 
underlying the carbon offset is not reversible; 
or, when GHG reduction may be reversible, 
that a mechanism is in place to replace any 
reversed GHG emission reduction; 

v) “Quantifiable” means the ability to accurately 
measure and calculate the GHG reduction 
relative to a project baseline in a reliable and 
replicable manner for all GHG emission 
sources and sinks included within the 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

boundary of the carbon offset project, while 
accounting for uncertainty and leakage; and 

vi) “Enforceable” means that the implementation 
of the GHG reduction activity must represent 
the legally binding commitment of the offset 
project developer to undertake and carry it 
out. 

 
The protocols and methodologies of the Climate 
Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and 
Verra establish and require carbon offset projects to 
comply with standards designed to achieve 
additional, real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable 
and enforceable reductions. Additionally, the 
“Reporting and Enforcement Standards” below 
ensure that the emissions reductions required by this 
mitigation measure are enforceable against Rise, as 
the County has authority to hold Rise accountable 
and to take appropriate corrective action if the County 
determines that any carbon offsets do not comply 
with the requirements set forth in this mitigation 
measure. 

 
The above definitions are provided as criteria and 
performance standards associated with the use of 
carbon offsets. Such criteria and performance 
standards are intended only to further construe the 
standards under CEQA for mitigation related to GHG 
emissions (see, e.g., State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a), (c)), and are not intended to apply or 
incorporate the requirements of any other statutory or 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
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After 
Mitigation 

regulatory scheme not applicable to the project (e.g., 
the Cap-and-Trade Program). 
 
Additionally, the County shall require that all carbon 
offsets purchased by the Project applicant shall 
originate from inside the state of California. 
 
Reporting and Enforcement Standards: 
Prior to issuance of requested grading permits, Rise 
shall submit a report to the County that identifies the 
quantity of emission reductions required by this 
mitigation measure, as well as the carbon offsets to 
be retired to achieve compliance with this measure. 
For purposes of demonstrating that each offset is 
additional, real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable 
and enforceable, the report shall include: (i) the 
applicable protocol(s) and methodologies associated 
with the carbon offsets, (ii) the third-party verification 
report(s) and statement(s) affiliated with the carbon 
offset projects, (iii) the unique serial numbers 
assigned by the registry(ies) to the carbon offsets to 
be retired, which serves as evidence that the registry 
has determined the carbon offset project to have 
been implemented in accordance with the applicable 
protocol or methodology and ensures that the offsets 
cannot be further used in any manner, and 
information sufficient for the County to verify that the 
purchased offsets meet the requirements identified 
within this mitigation.  

 
To ensure consistent and effective enforcement of 
this mitigation measure and to assist the County with 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

its review of the report described above, an 
implementation process timeline and associated flow 
chart for the implementation and administration of 
this mitigation measure’s requirements has been 
prepared and is attached as Appendix F to the FEIR.  

 
If the County determines that the project’s carbon 
offsets do meet the requirements of this mitigation 
measure, the offsets can be used to reduce project 
GHG emissions and project permits shall be issued. 
If the County determines that the project’s carbon 
offsets do not meet the requirements of this mitigation 
measure, the offsets cannot be used to reduce 
project GHG emissions and project permits shall not 
be issued. Additionally, the County may issue a 
notice of non-consistency and cease permitting 
activities in the event that the County determines the 
carbon offsets provided to reduce project GHG 
emissions are not compliant with the aforementioned 
standards. In the event of such an occurrence, 
project permitting activities shall not resume until 
Rise has demonstrated that the previously provided 
carbon offsets are compliant with the standards 
herein or have provided substitute carbon offsets 
achieving the standards of this mitigation measure in 
the quantity needed to achieve the required emission 
reduction. In the event that the project is out of 
compliance with this Mitigation Measure and fails to 
demonstrate compliance after receiving notice of said 
violation, the County shall have authority to impose 
administrative penalties, take legal action to force 
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compliance, or to start proceedings to suspend or 
revoke the Project’s permits. 

4.4 Biological Resources 
4.4-1 Have a substantial adverse 

effect to special-status plant 
species either directly or 
through habitat modifications. 

S Pine Hill Flannelbush 
4.4-1(a) i.  Prior to issuance of grading permits for the 

Centennial Industrial Site, the project applicant 
shall obtain an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from 
CDFW for Project-related impacts to the Pine Hill 
Flannelbush.  During the consultation process 
with CDFW, the Centennial Pine Hill Flannelbush 
Habitat Management Plan (Matuzak 2021) 
(HMP) shall be revised if required by CDFW, and 
must be approved by CDFW prior to 
implementation.  This HMP shall include habitat 
enhancement and conservation easement 
requirements.  If the USFWS determines that the 
plants within the Study Area are the federally 
endangered Pine Hill flannelbush prior to project 
implementation, then a USFWS Biological 
Opinion must also be secured, and the USFWS 
would also need to approve the HMP prior to 
implementation.  Note that the measures outlined 
below are minimum measures, and additional 
measures may be required by CDFW to be 
included in the HMP during consultation. 

 
  Prior to issuance of grading permits for the 

Centennial Industrial Site, implement project-
specific mitigation measures 1-3 outlined below 
consistent with the County and CDFW approved 
HMP, as well as the Habitat Enhancement and 

LS 
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Conservation Easement. Project-specific 
mitigation measures generally include protective 
measures for the Pine Hill flannelbush within the 
on-site avoidance area. For project actions that 
will directly impact the Pine Hill flannelbush, 
measure 4 (monitoring) shall occur on an ongoing 
basis, and measure 5 depends upon the results 
of monitoring, and thus, measures 4 and 5 are not 
required prior to issuance of grading 
permits).implement project-specific mitigation 
measures 1-3 within the Centennial Pine Hill 
Flannelbush Habitat Management Plan (Matuzak 
2021) (HMP), to the satisfaction of the County, 
USFWS and CDFW. Project-specific mitigation 
measures generally include protective measures 
for the Pine Hill flannelbush within the on-site 
avoidance area. For project actions that will 
directly impact the Pine Hill flannelbush, measure 
4 (monitoring) shall occur on an ongoing basis, 
and measure 5 depends upon the results of 
monitoring, and thus, measures 4 and 5 are not 
required prior to issuance of grading permits): 

 
1. Seed Collection; 

 
Collect seed for seedbanking and for future 
replacement and recovery efforts pursuant to 
the requirements of Section 6.2 of the HMP. 

 
2. Develop Transplantation Plan and 

Monitoring Plan; 
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The Transplantation and Monitoring Plan 
shall be developed in consultation with 
USFWS and CDFW, and shall, at a 
minimum, address location(s) for dormant 
season relocation, site selection for 
transplanting, and metrics of successful 
establishment (i.e., Section 6 of the HMP). 

 
3. Transplanting; 

 
Transplant the individuals of Pine Hill 
flannelbush that fall within the disturbance 
footprint to another site with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and aspect. The 
transplantation site(s) selected shall extend 
the known population spatially, in other 
words, planting beyond the known 
perimeters of the existing population is 
preferable, to maintain population coverage. 
Transplanting shall occur in the season 
deemed to have the greatest potential for 
success, generally the fall, after rains have 
commenced. 

 
4. Transplant Monitoring; and 

 
Transplants shall be monitored every month 
for the first six months, then subsequently, 
every two months for the first two years. After 
monitoring identifies successful 
establishment and flowering for the second 
season for each of the transplants, 
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transplanting will have been deemed 
successful. 

 
5. Alternative Measures to Transplantation and 

Seed Collection (if required pursuant to the 
criteria in the HMP) 

 
If Steps 1-4 of the HMP are not successful in 
maintaining the Pine Hill flannelbush 
population numbers, then the following 
measures shall be taken: 

 
• Individuals shall be grown from seed 

and transplanted out in a 100:1 ratio 
for those taken. 

• Transplants of individuals grown 
from seed shall be planted with 
similar soil, hydrologic, vegetation 
type and aspect.  

• Transplanting shall occur in the 
season deemed to have the greatest 
potential for success, generally the 
fall, after rains have commenced. 

• Transplants shall be monitored 
every month for the first six months, 
then subsequently, every two 
months for the first two years. 

 
ii. Habitat Enhancement: Prior to issuance of 

grading permits, pursuant to the HMP, the 
applicant shall enhance Pine Hill flannelbush 
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habitat outside the disturbance footprint, which 
could include removal of invasive plants and 
conducting a pilot study by collaborating with 
CAL FIRE or other research facility to conduct 
prescribed fire in areas to enhance natural 
germination and recruitment, as Pine Hill 
flannelbush need fire for successful germination, 
and root sprouts. 

 
iii. Conservation Easement: Prior to issuance of 

grading permits, the applicant shall record a 
Conservation Easement for the on-site Pine Hill 
flannelbush avoidance area, or use a similar land 
protection mechanism that runs with the land in 
perpetuity, to protect the Pine Hill flannelbush 
plants within the avoidance area. The 
management guidelines for the Conservation 
Easement or similar mechanism shall require that 
the habitat be managed for the Pine Hill 
flannelbush and its associated habitat. The 
applicant shall also record a Conservation 
Easement or use a similar land protection 
mechanism for any offsite areas not owned by 
the applicant where the transplants are to be 
located.  

 
Other Special-Status Plant Species 
4.4-1(b) Prior to issuance of grading permits for the 

Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area (i.e., 
Brunswick Industrial Site and East Bennett Road 
ROW), focused plant surveys shall be performed 
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according to CDFW and CNPS protocol (e.g., 
“Procotols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Sensitive Natural Communities”, CDFW 2018), as 
generally described below. If special-status plant 
species (i.e., federal and/or state endangered, 
threatened, or proposed candidates for listing; CRPR 
Lists 1 or 2) are not found during appropriately timed 
focused surveys, then further mitigation is not 
necessary. The results of the surveys shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department. 

 
Prior to Improvement Plan approval for each phase 
of the project, focused surveys shall be performed by 
a qualified botanist during the appropriate early 
blooming period (April to May) for those special-
status plant species identified in the Biological 
Resources Assessments as potential occurring within 
the Centennial Industrial Site and/or Brunswick Area. 
Furthermore, should additional plants having the 
potential to occur within these areas be given special-
status in the future, the qualified botanist shall also 
determine the presence/absence of such species. 
The survey(s) shall be conducted on-site as well as 
in any off-site improvement areas, as applicable for 
each phase, during the early identification periods 
(bloom periods) for all potentially occurring special-
status plant species. If the special-status plant 
species are not found to be present during the 
focused survey(s), then no further action is required. 
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The results of the focused surveys shall be submitted 
to the Nevada County Planning Department. 
 
If any special-status plant species are found, 
protection of such plant shall include complete 
avoidance, transplantation, or on- or off-site 
restoration of the special-status plant species that 
could be impacted by site disturbance. These 
protective measures for such plants shall be included 
as part of the required development of a Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP) as part of compliance with 
the Nevada County Land Use and Development 
Code, Section L-II 4.3.12, which includes regulations 
intended to avoid the impact of development on rare, 
threatened, endangered, and special-status species 
and their habitat, or where avoidance is not possible, 
to minimize or compensate for such impacts and to 
retain their habitat as non-disturbance open space 
and they are located in an area where impacts are 
proposed, then the special-status plants shall be 
completely avoided until a Habitat Management Plan 
(HMP) is developed and approved by the Nevada 
County Planning Department. If the plant is listed on 
the federal or state Endangered Species lists or is 
state listed as rare, then development of this plan 
shall be conducted in consultation with USFWS 
and/or CDFW, respectively, and a BO and/or an ITP 
shall be obtained prior to impacts. The HMP shall 
include the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures outlined below as part of compliance with 
the Nevada County Land Use and Development 
Code, Section L-II 4.3.12. Note that transplantation 
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and monitoring specifics are examples only, and final 
details will be developed based on the species to be 
impacted, if any. 
 
At a minimum, the HMP shall include the following 
protective measures for special-status plant species 
with the potential to be impacted by the proposed 
disturbance: 

 
• a map of the location of special-status species 

that may be disturbed or need to be protected; 
• location of environmental protection fencing to 

be placed around the individual plants to be 
protected; 

• identification of the location of protected 
plants on design and construction drawings;  

• environmental awareness training for all 
personnel working on the project during initial 
site disturbance to discuss the location of the 
protected plants and the measures to be taken 
to avoid impacts to them; and 

• a qualified biologist shall be onsite during all 
vegetation and ground disturbing activities 
that are within the vicinity of special-status 
plants and weekly site monitoring of the 
protective fencing along fencing along the 
buffer zone by a qualified biologist to ensure 
that the special-status plants are being 
protected during site disturbance and 
construction. 
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Where individuals would be potentially affected 
directly by site disturbance and transplantation of 
individual plants is required to minimize and mitigate 
for impacts to such species, the following shall be 
integrated into the HMP: 
 

• remove bulbs of individual plants to be directly 
impacted during the dormant season; 

• relocate the bulbs to a site with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and aspect as the 
portion of the project site where the plants are 
found; and 

• identify the location(s) for dormant season 
relocation and site selection for 
transplantation. 

 
The HMP would also include a requirement to meet 
the following criteria: 

 
• metrics of successful establishment, which 

would include a minimum of 80 percent 
survival of the transplants after two years of 
transplanting the species. 

 
If the 80 percent survival is not established after two 
years, transplants of individuals grown from seed 
shall be planted at a location with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and aspect as the portion 
of the site where they are found. Transplantation shall 
occur in the season deemed to have the greatest 
potential for success, generally the fall, after rains 
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have commenced. Transplants shall be monitored 
every month for the first six months, then every two 
months for a minimum of two years. After two 
summer seasons of monitoring identifies successful 
establishment of 50 percent of the initial transplants, 
transplant seedlings will be deemed successful. 

4.4-2 Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status wildlife species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the CDFW or 
USFWS. 

S Western Pond Turtle 
4.4-2(b) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

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

 

LS 
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If a nest is documented during pre-construction 
surveys, a non-disturbance buffer shall be 
established, as determined by a qualified biologist, 
based on the location of the nest until all eggs have 
hatched and the juveniles have dispersed out of the 
proposed impact area. 
 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas Management 
Plans. The applicant shall implement the mitigation 
measures identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial Industrial Site 
and Brunswick Area, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 
4.4-3, which include measures designed to protect 
aquatic resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, but are 
not limited to, mitigation for encroachment into non-
disturbance buffers, restoration of impacted areas 
within stream zones, implementation of BMPs during 
construction, and post construction erosion control.  

 
California Black Rail 
4.4-2(d) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. Pre-construction surveys for 
California black rail shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist prior to the implementation of any ground 
disturbance within or directly adjacent to any 
perennial marsh and wet meadow habitat within the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. The pre-
construction surveys for this species shall occur no 
more than fourteen (14) days prior to any such 
disturbance within or directly adjacent to the species 
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habitat. The pre-construction surveys shall include 
conducting call back/response surveys. This species 
is most active between two hours before and three 
hours after sunrise; therefore, surveys shall start at 
sunrise and continue no later than 0930. If evening 
surveys are to be conducted, they shall be paired with 
a morning survey, and all sites shall have surveys 
conducted at both time periods. The preferred 
method for conducting surveys via the call-
back/response protocol of Evens et al (1991). If the 
pre-construction survey does not detect evidence of 
California black rail, a letter report documenting the 
results of the survey shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department, and additional 
measures are not required. If a positive call back is 
identified during the surveys, then the species is 
assumed to be present and the area shall be avoided 
from disturbance in order to avoid impacts to 
individuals of the species, if feasible. 

 
Given the species is a CESA listed species, 
coordination with CDFW shall occur if a positive 
response to the call-back/response surveys occurs 
and if any proposed disturbance may impact the 
species. Any area containing this species would likely 
need to be avoided in order to avoid impacts to and 
take of this species, if feasible, or additional 
mitigation measures would be required in 
coordination with CDFW to minimize and avoid 
impacts to such species. Additional avoidance 
measures could include, but may not be limited to the 
following: environmental awareness training, daily 
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construction monitoring by a CDFW qualified 
biologist when disturbance related activities occur 
within or directly adjacent to the species habitat, and 
exclusionary fencing installation between the species 
habitat and the proposed disturbance areas. 
Additionally, an ITP could be required by CDFW if 
complete avoidance of the species is not feasible. 
Areas where no positive response to the call-
back/response surveys are assumed to not contain 
individuals of the species and therefore, disturbance 
in those areas would have no impact on this species. 
 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas Management 
Plans. The applicant shall implement the mitigation 
measures identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial and Brunswick 
Industrial Sites, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.4-
3, which include measures designed to protect 
aquatic resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, but are 
not limited to, mitigation for encroachment into non-
disturbance buffers, restoration of impacted areas 
within stream zones, implementation of BMPs during 
construction, and post construction erosion control.  

 
Coast Horned Lizard 
4.4-2(e) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction survey 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more 
than seven (7) days prior to disturbance within the 
areas of the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial 
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Sites that contain disturbed or developed surfaces 
and annual grassland vegetation community. If the 
pre-construction survey does not show evidence of 
coast horned lizard, a letter report documenting the 
results of the survey shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department, and additional 
measures are not required. 

 
If the species is documented during pre-construction 
survey(s), a qualified wildlife biologist (approved by 
CDFW) shall move individual coast horned lizards 
outside of the proposed disturbance area(s) in order 
to avoid an impact to this species. The qualified 
biologist shall have all required permits before 
commencing species specific surveys. Once the 
coast horned lizard(s) have been removed from the 
disturbance area(s) and out of harm’s way, the 
proposed work would no longer pose a risk to 
individuals of the species. 

 
Special-Status Bats 
4.4-2(f) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction bat 
roosting survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist no more than seven (7) days prior to 
disturbance of any structures or riparian and forested 
woodlands within the Centennial Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area to identify the presence or absence 
of roosting bats. If the pre-construction survey does 
not show evidence of roosting bats, a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey shall be 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 3 – Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 

Page 3-29 

Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are not 
required. 

 
If any Townsend’s big-eared bats (or any other 
species of bat, including the hoary and pallid bat) are 
identified during roosting surveys, passive removal of 
the roosting bats prior to disturbance to structures 
and riparian and forested woodlands shall be 
implemented to avoid impacts to this species. 
Passive removal includes allowing roosting bats to 
freely leave the roost site (riparian and forested 
woodlands and any structure). Once the roosting bats 
have been passively removed from the structure(s) 
and riparian and forested woodlands, the structure(s) 
would be closed off from recurring bat roosting within 
the structure(s) and the proposed work within the 
structure(s) would no longer pose a risk to individuals 
of the species. For riparian and forested woodlands 
containing bat roosts, the removal of trees associated 
with such woodlands would only occur once the bats 
leave the day roosts. Furthermore, if a maternal 
(breeding) roost is documented, no disturbance shall 
occur until a qualified bat biologist has determined 
the young bats are no longer roosting and the 
breeding roost has dispersed from the structure or 
riparian and forested woodlands they are found in. 

 
Non-Special Status Raptors and Migratory Nesting Birds 
4.4-2(g) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. Prior to initiation of ground-
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disturbing activities for any phase of project 
construction, if construction is expected to occur 
during the raptor nesting season (February 1 to 
August 31), a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey prior to vegetation removal, 
including one daytime survey and one nighttime 
survey targeted at a California spotted owl, consistent 
with the USFWS (1992) California spotted owl survey 
protocol. The pre-construction survey shall be 
conducted within 7 days prior to commencement of 
ground-disturbing activities. The survey shall be 
conducted within all areas of proposed disturbance 
and all accessible areas within 250 feet of proposed 
disturbance. If the pre-construction survey does not 
show evidence of active nests, a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey shall be 
provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are not 
required. If construction does not commence within 7 
days of the pre-construction survey, or halts for more 
than 14 days, an additional pre-construction survey 
shall be required. Removal of any trees within the 
Brunswick Area would occur between September 1st 
and January 31st to ensure that no nesting birds, 
raptors, or owls would be impacted by the proposed 
IMM project. 

  
If any active nests are located within the proposed 
disturbance area, including active nests within 
riparian habitat for the yellow-breasted chat, willow 
flycatcher, yellow warbler, and olive-sided flycatcher, 
an appropriate buffer zone shall be established 
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around the nests, as determined by the project 
biologist. The biologist shall mark the buffer zone with 
construction tape or pin flags and maintain the buffer 
zone until the end of breeding season or the young 
have successfully fledged. Buffer zones are typically 
100 feet for migratory bird nests and 500 feet for 
raptor nests. If active nests are found within the 
disturbance footprint, a qualified biologist shall 
monitor nests weekly during construction to evaluate 
potential nesting disturbance by construction 
activities. Guidance from CDFW shall be required if 
establishing the typical buffer zone is impractical 
and/or the willow flycatcher, a State listed species, is 
documented nesting during the pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds. Additionally, an ITP could 
be required by CDFW if complete avoidance of willow 
flycatcher is not feasible. If construction activities 
cause the nesting bird(s) to vocalize, make defensive 
flights at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or 
fly off the nest, then the exclusionary buffer shall be 
increased, as determined by the qualified biologist, 
such that activities are far enough from the nest to 
stop the agitated behavior. The exclusionary buffer 
shall remain in place until the young have fledged or 
as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist. 

4.4-3 Have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural 
community, or State or 
Federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, 

S 4.4-3(c) To the extent feasible, as determined by the qualified 
biologist in coordination with the Corps, the project 
shall be designed to avoid and minimize adverse 
effects to waters of the U.S. or jurisdictional waters of 
the State of California within the project area. Prior to 
initiation of ground-disturbing activities, a Section 404 

LS 
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marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. 

permit for fill of any jurisdictional wetlands within the 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area shall 
be acquired, and mitigation for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters that cannot be avoided shall 
conform with the Corps “no-net-loss” policy, be 
provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio and be based on the 
final impact acreages verified by the Corps. Mitigation 
for impacts to both federal and State jurisdictional 
waters shall be addressed using these guidelines. 
Compensatory mitigation can include but is not 
limited to the following: onsite and/or offsite wetland 
creation and/or restoration, purchase or placement of 
conservation easements, payment of an in-lieu fee, 
and/or purchase of mitigation credits at an approved 
Corps wetland mitigation or conservation bank. 

 
The applicant must also obtain a water quality 
certification from the RWQCB under Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act (CWA). Written verification of the 
Section 404 permit and the Section 401 water quality 
certification shall be submitted to the Nevada County 
Planning Department. 

 
4.4-3(d) Prior to initiating of ground disturbing activities within 

the non-disturbance buffers for aquatic resources on 
the Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area, 
the applicant shall apply for a Section 1600 Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW. 
Impacts to CDFW 1600 jurisdictional areas shall be 
outlined in the application and are expected to be in 
substantial conformance with the impacts to 
biological resources outlined in this EIR (see Tables 
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4.4-9 through 4.4-11). Impacts for each activity shall 
be broken down by temporary and permanent, and a 
description of the proposed mitigation for biological 
resource impacts shall be outlined per activity and 
then by temporary and permanent. Minimization and 
avoidance measures within jurisdictional areas shall 
be proposed as appropriate and may include: 
preconstruction species surveys and reporting, 
protective fencing around avoided biological 
resources, worker environmental awareness training, 
seeding disturbed areas immediately adjacent to 
riparian areas with native seed, and installation of 
project-specific storm water BMPs. Mitigation may 
include restoration or enhancement of jurisdictional 
resources on- or off-site, purchase of habitat credits 
from an agency-approved mitigation/conservation 
bank, off-site or on-site conservation easements, 
working with a local land trust to preserve aquatic or 
riparian areas, or any other method acceptable to 
CDFW. Mitigation shall be provided at a minimum 1:1 
ratio.  

 
A site revegetation plan would be required to be 
developed and approved by CDFW as part of a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement permit condition 
and native trees planned for removal with a diameter 
at breast height of 4 inches or greater would need to 
be mitigated for through planting of native riparian 
trees within adjacent stream zones not being 
impacted by the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project, with 
clear success criteria identified, monitoring and 
reporting required, and corrective actions to be taken 
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if mitigation measures do not meet the proposed 
success criteria. 

 
Written verification of the Section 1600 Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be submitted 
to the Nevada County Planning Department. 

4.5 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
4.5-1 Cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.5. 

S 4.5-1(a) Following initial mine dewatering, and pPrior to 
commencement of underground mining issuance of 
building permits, the project applicant shall share the 
historical documentation of the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Company in their possession with the public through 
one of the following libraries: the California State 
Library, the California Geology and Mining Library, or 
the Searls Library. The library shall consist of the 
following information: 

 
• Surface Maps (5 maps) – Approx. year at 

1956, Showing topography, buildings, roads, 
exploration trenches and drill holes, 
underground workings at surface, and 
geology; 

• 103 Level Maps (103 maps) – Approx. year 
1942, Showing mine tunnels, raises and 
shafts, survey stations, geology, and drill 
holes; 

• Mine Geology Maps (61 maps) – Approx. year 
1956, Showing geology on tunnels driven post 
WW2; 

• Mine Stoping Maps (219 Maps) – Approx. 
year 1956, Showing mine stoping; 
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• Operation Reports 1919 to 1924 and 1926 to 
1935, Providing monthly or annual reports on 
underground exploration and mine 
development; 

• Monthly Development Reports – 1936 to 
1956, Providing monthly reports on mine 
development;  

• Geological Summary Reports – 1936 to 1942, 
Providing monthly reports on underground 
exploration;  

• Underground Geology Photos – Collection of 
photos from 1940’s of underground tunnels 
and geology; and 

• A digital mine model, including a 2D and 3D 
digitization of historic mine tunnels available in 
AutoCAD dwg and dxf formats.  

 
Proof of submittal to one of the above-listed libraries 
shall be provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department. 
 

4.5-1(b) Following initial mine dewatering, and prior to 
commencement of underground mining, the project 
applicant shall retain a qualified historian meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards, to perform a 
historical study of the underground mine workings in 
the areas deemed safe by a certified mining 
geologist. The historical study shall include but not be 
limited to an evaluation of the underground work 
environment, engineering, equipment, and practices, 
to the maximum extent feasible. The historical study 
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shall be deposited at the same library selected in 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a) and submitted to the 
Nevada County Planning Department.  

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.8-1 Violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality. 

S 4.8-1(a) The applicant shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) for coverage under the Limited 
Threat Discharge permit (General Order R5-2016-
0076 2022-0006; NPDES No. CAG995002), at least 
six months prior to construction of the water treatment 
system; and the Notice of Applicability (NOA) shall be 
received before initial mine dewatering can begin and 
provided to Nevada County Planning Department. 
The NOI shall include evaluation of potential 
constituents of concern, including ammonia, arsenic, 
hexavalent chromium, iron, manganese, pH, total 
suspended solids, TDS, and cis-1,2-DCE, and 
demonstrate that water treatment plant (WTP) design 
shall successfully treat mine water to meet the water 
quality standards and treatment goals identified in the 
Limited Threat Discharge Order. Upon construction 
of the WTP, sampling shall be provided to the 
RWQCB demonstrating that the treated water meets 
the water quality standards and treatment goals 
specified in the Order. Ongoing monitoring of treated 
water shall occur at a location specified by the State 
prior to the point of discharge at South Fork Wolf 
Creek. The owner shall be required to submit 
quarterly monitoring reports to the State Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, demonstrating 
compliance with the maximum daily effluent 
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limitations specified in Section V of the NPDES 
permit.  The applicant shall submit to the County a 
copy of the NOI and evidence of the applicant’s 
receipt of the NOA specified above prior to initial mine 
dewatering. The applicant shall submit copies of 
sampling and monitoring reports to the County at the 
time such reports are submitted to the RWQCB. 

 
The applicant shall also submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge (RoWD) and obtain Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) for use of the surface 
impoundment (i.e., Brunswick clay-lined pond) in the 
mine water treatment process. At a minimum, the 
liner of the clay-lined surface impoundment shall be 
upgraded to include a synthetic liner meeting the 
specifications in Title 27, Section 22490(f), of the 
California Code of Regulations. Prior to initial mine 
dewatering, the applicant shall submit to the Nevada 
County Planning Department a copy of the RoWD 
and evidence of the applicant’s receipt of WDRs, as 
well as evidence of the completion of modifications to 
the clay-lined pond in compliance with the 
requirements.   

 
4.8-1(e) The applicant shall submit a RoWD and obtain WDRs 

from the Central Valley RWQCB for construction of 
the engineered fill areas. The WDR permit shall be 
received by the applicant prior to initiating any 
engineered fill placement activities at the Centennial 
or Brunswick Industrial Sites. Proof of coverage shall 
be provided to the Nevada County Public Works 
Department. As part of this process, the RWQCB will 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 3 – Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 

Page 3-38 

Table 2-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

determine the appropriate mining waste classification 
for the proposed engineered fill, and will consider the 
following factors: (1) whether the waste contains 
hazardous constituents only at low concentrations; 
(2) whether the waste has no or low acid generating 
potential; and (3) whether, because of its intrinsic 
properties, the waste is readily containable by less 
stringent measures. The engineered fill areas shall 
be constructed in accordance with the Title 27 
specifications, pursuant to the mining waste 
classification determined by the RWQCB. The 
applicant shall submit to the Nevada County Planning 
Department a copy of the RoWD and evidence of the 
applicant’s receipt of WDRs prior to the placement of 
fill or fill site preparation disturbance at the Brunswick 
Industrial Site and Centennial Industrial Site. The 
RoWD must also include a report on the physical and 
chemical characteristics of the waste, in compliance 
with Water Code section 13260(k), that could affect 
its potential to cause pollution or contamination as 
well as a report that evaluates the potential of the 
discharge of mining waste to produce, over the long 
term, acid mine drainage, the discharge or leaching 
of heavy metals, or the release of other hazardous 
substances. The WDR’s will require continuous and 
routine characterization and classification (Cal Code 
regs Title 27 section 22480(b)) of the mining waste to 
evaluate any possible changes in the geological or 
geochemical nature of the waste. The applicant will 
prepare and implement a Waste Characterization 
Plan (Characterization Plan) which will be 
incorporated into the approved WDR. The purpose of 
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the Characterization Plan is to continually evaluate 
the different forms of mining wastes and to 
appropriately classify these wastes as Group A, 
Group B, or Group C based on an assessment of the 
potential risk of water quality degradation posed by 
each waste. Through the WDR these wastes will be 
required to be managed, treated, stored, or disposed 
of in a manner that is protective of water quality. The 
applicant shall not sell or utilize waste rock and 
tailings from the Project for construction aggregate or 
fill purposes offsite (i.e. sites other than the applicants 
Brunswick and Centennial sites) unless such material 
has been tested and confirmed to qualify as Group C 
mining waste under California Code of Regulations 
Section 22480 and the approved WDR. The specific 
methods, volumes and frequency of characterization 
will be established in the approved WDR. 

4.8-2 Substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. 

S 4.8-2(a) The project applicant shall implement the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP) prepared by 
Itasca Denver, Inc. (February 2021), as approved by 
the County. Implementation of the GMP shall be 
initiated prior to the dewatering of the mine and on an 
ongoing basis. Pursuant to the GMP, a network of 
monitoring wells shall be installed to the satisfaction 
of the Nevada County Environmental Health 
Department. Prior to construction of any monitoring 
wells within the County or City right-of-way, the 
applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from 
the Public Works Department of the respective 
agency. Groundwater-level and groundwater quality 
information shall be obtained from the project 
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groundwater monitoring wells and collected on a 
quarterly basis, and submitted in report form to the 
Nevada County Environmental Health Department, 
and used to generate the following information: 

 
1) Water-level and groundwater quality 

monitoring data for a minimum of 12 months 
before commencement of dewatering of the 
mine. 

2) Water-level hydrographs for each well 
showing the water-level variations over the 
monitoring period and a comprehensive well 
hydrograph showing long-term water levels for 
each well over the entire monitoring period. 

3) Potentiometric-surface contour maps showing 
the groundwater elevations across the site. 
These may be produced for a subset of the 
shallow wells and a second subset for the 
deeper wells if it is judged that the shallow and 
deep well systems are in separate water-
bearing zones. Alternatively, a combined 
potentiometric map that includes both shallow 
and deep well pairs may be constructed if it is 
judged that the shallow and deep wells are 
installed within the same water-bearing zone. 

4) A projected water-level impact assessment for 
individual domestic wells shall be performed 
once dewatering of the underground mine 
workings commences, based on responses of 
the measured groundwater levels of the 
project monitoring wells. The projected 
groundwater drawdown shall be estimated for 
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each domestic well in the project area. This 
impact assessment shall be performed by 
tabulating the variation of the measured water 
levels from the project monitoring wells over 
the monitoring period and during the 
dewatering of the underground mine workings 
and mining operations. For each domestic 
well, a projected and seasonally averaged 
water level shall be estimated based on the 
domestic well location and the background 
potentiometric conditions, which will serve as 
a baseline groundwater level and shall be 
developed prior to the initiation of dewatering 
of the underground mine workings. 

4.8-2(c) Prior to commencement of initial mine dewatering, 
the project applicant shall implement the Well 
Mitigation Plan (February 2, 2021, Rise Grass Valley, 
Inc.) by connecting 30 properties in the East Bennett 
area to the NID potable water system (see Figure 1 
and Table 1 of the Well Mitigation Plan for specific 
property locations). The project applicant shall be 
responsible for fully funding the following for each 
property connection:  

 
1)  Engineering and Permitting to NID and County 

standards. 
2)  Construction of main water piping, 

interconnecting the existing NID pipelines at 
E. Bennet Road and Whispering Pines Lane 
in accordance with NID standards and NID 
approved engineering design. 
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3)  Construction of service lateral piping in 
accordance with NID standards and NID 
approved engineering design. 

4)  Installation of water meters at property line in 
accordance with NID standards and NID 
approved engineering design. 

5)  Connection of water meters to house (If 
requested and authorized by property owner)  

6)  Closure of domestic water wells (If requested 
and authorized by property owner)  

7)  NID installation and capacity charges for a 
5/8-inch meter connection.  

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

9)  Of the 30 properties, it is anticipated that only 
APN 009-600-012 is not eligible for water cost 
reimbursement as it is currently vacant. 
Existing NID customers will not be eligible for 
reimbursement of NID water charges and will 
be confirmed through consultation with NID 
during the design process. 

10) All easements necessary for construction and 
ongoing maintenance of the new pipeline shall 
be acquired by the applicant and conveyed to 
NID prior to acceptance of the new potable 
line. 
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Proof of satisfaction of this measure shall be provided 
to Nevada County Environmental Health Department 
for each property identified in the Well Mitigation 
Plan.  

4.8-3 Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

 
i) Result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

ii) Substantially increase 
the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a 
manner which would 
result in flooding on- or 
off-site? 

iii) Create or contribute to 
runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned 
stormwater drainage 
systems or provide 
substantial additional 

S 4.8-3 As part of the Improvement Plan submittal process, 
the applicant shall submit a Final Drainage Report to 
the Nevada County Planning and Public Works 
Departments for review and approval. The Final 
Drainage Report may require more detail than that 
provided in the preliminary report, and will be 
reviewed in concert with the Improvement Plans to 
confirm conformity. The report shall address the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites, be 
prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer, and shall, at 
a minimum, include:  narrative describing existing 
conditions, the effects of the proposed 
improvements, all appropriate calculations, 
watershed maps, changes in flows and patterns, and 
proposed on- and off-site improvements to 
accommodate flows from this project, including 
treated mine water discharge and stormwater runoff. 
The Final Drainage Report shall demonstrate that the 
on-site storm drain systems are sized such that site 
runoff (in addition to treated mine discharge for the 
Brunswick Industrial Site) under the post-
development condition will not exceed pre-
development levels in the downstream channel(s) 
during the design storm events.  
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sources of polluted 
runoff? 

iv) Impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

4.10 Noise and Vibration 
4.10-4 Exposure of persons to or 

generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

S 4.10-4 The project applicant shall conduct a project-specific 
Ground Vibration Monitoring Program, as set forth in 
this mitigation measure. As part of the Ground 
Vibration Monitoring Program, the mine shall employ 
between eight and ten seismographs, which shall be 
installed prior to any onsite blasting, and used during 
all blasting of levels above the 1,000-foot 
level. The seismographs shall be placed at the 
following locations: 
 

• One at the Brunswick Shaft; 
• One at each of the four corners of the Mine 

Property; 
• One in the Whispering Pines Industrial Park; 
• Two at nearby residences; and 
• Two travelling seismographs which can 

change location depending on the 
weekly/monthly mining plan. 

 
After the mine has stopped blasting at the proposed 
shaft and above the 1,000-foot level, only five 
seismographs would be required for the Ground 
Vibration Monitoring Program. One seismograph 
shall be located at the Brunswick Shaft and one in 
each of the four corners of the mine property. The five 
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seismographs would collect relevant data throughout 
the entire operation to understand how the ground is 
transmitting vibration in these areas. 
  
Once mining operations commence, the project 
applicant shall hire a blast consultant to assist with 
the development of a 95 percent confidence level 
equation for the site-specific ground vibration. The 
blast consultant would take the data acquired by the 
seismographs set-up on the mine, run a linear 
regression and log-log confidence model to develop 
an equation that the mine can use to modify blasting, 
as needed, to ensure vibration levels remain below 
0.4 in/s at sensitive receptors.  

 
Results of the Ground Vibration Monitoring Program 
and the equation for site-specific ground vibration 
shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, on a monthly basis, for review. 

4.12-6 Substantially increase hazards 
to vehicle safety due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

S 4.12-6(b)  Prior to commencement of engineered fill any hauling 
of project materials (e.g., engineered fill, soil, rocks, 
etc.) on County or City roads, 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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Page 3-20, DEIR Chapter 3, Section 3.7, the following applicant proposed measures (APMs) are 
hereby incorporated under the Aboveground Facilities Construction and Operations header: 
 

APM-AQ-1: Exhaust Emission Controls 
The following measures, required as project conditions of approval, shall be implemented 
during construction, operation, and reclamation to reduce exhaust emissions: 
 

• All off-road diesel-fueled equipment and emergency generators owned by Rise 
Grass Valley Inc. shall be equipped with Tier 4 Final engines. 

• 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” 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. 

• All off-road equipment shall be maintained in accordance with manufacturer’s 
specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a qualified mechanic, and 
equipment shall be confirmed that it is in proper condition prior to operation. 

 
APM-AQ-2: Surface Fugitive Dust Controls 
The following measures, required as project conditions of approval, shall be implemented 
to reduce surface fugitive dust emissions: 
 

• During construction, operation, and reclamation, all exposed soil surfaces (e.g., 
unpaved disturbed areas, unpaved parking areas, and unpaved staging areas, and 
soil piles) shall be adequately wetted to ensure that no visible dust crosses the 
property boundary, except when rains are occurring. As an alternative to watering, 
inactive soil piles shall be covered to minimize wind erosion.  

• During construction, all on-site roadways shall be paved as soon as possible after 
grading and any unpaved gravel roads shall be treated with chemical stabilizers in 
order to control fugitive dust.  

 
Page 3-29, DEIR Chapter 3, Section 3.7, fifth paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The applicant will be required as part of the project to submit a Report of Waste Discharge 
(RoWD) and obtain Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for construction of the engineered fill areas, as the 
engineered fill would be considered a Group C mining waste.3 Percolation of precipitation 
into the fill areas is expected to be minimal because the engineered fill would be graded 
and compacted to allow runoff to be conveyed to the detention basins. The WDRs would 
specify appropriate monitoring and limitations to prevent the discharge of water containing 
any constituents outside of applicable water quality standards. 

 
Page 3-52, DEIR Chapter 3, Section 3.8, fifth row of Table 3-11 is hereby revised as follows: 
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State Water Resources 
Control Board Division 
of Water Rights 

401 (Water Quality) 
Certification (Clean Water Act, 
33 USC 1251: if the project 
requires Army Corps of 
Engineers 404 permit) 

Discharge into “water of the United 
States” including wetlands 

General Industrial Activity 
Stormwater Permit. Notice of 
Intent (40 CFR Part 122) 

Stormwater discharges associated 
with industrial activity, unless 
covered by individual NPDES Permit 

Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan 
(Health and Safety Code 
25270 et seq.; 40 CFR Part 
122) 

Underground storage of petroleum of 
42,000+ gallons. Above ground 
storage with 10,000+ gallons; or any 
spill affecting surface waters, single 
tank of 600 gallons, or 1,320 total 

 
The revisions to Chapter 3, Project Description, do not change the conclusions of the analysis in 
the DEIR. 
 
4.3 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
Page 4.3-11, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.2, first paragraph under the Sensitive Receptors 
heading is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types 
of population groups or activities involved. Children, pregnant women, older adults, and 
people with existing health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. 
Accordingly, land uses where sensitive-receptor population groups are likely to be located 
such as hospitals, schools, childcare centers, residences, and retirement homes, are 
considered especially vulnerable. Recreational parks and uses are also areas that may 
have sensitive receptor visitors. 

 
Page 4.3-61, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, the final paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The TAC emissions associated with blasting and crushing, ore processing, and earthwork 
and material handling would include asbestos and silica emitted from the fugitive dust 
produced. The applicant estimates that the ore processed would be quartz veins hosted 
primarily within andesite rock and an assumed 60 percent silica content. The applicant has 
prepared an Asbestos, Serpentinite, and Ultramafic Rock Management Plan (ASUR Plan) 
which is designed to exclude minimize asbestos containing material, serpentinite, or 
ultramafic rock from the engineered fill produced as part of the project (see Appendix 
E.2).35 

 
Page 4.3-73, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, first and second paragraphs under the Mitigation 
Measure(s) subheading are hereby revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure(s) 
The emission data presented in Table 4.3-17 (i.e., unmitigated emissions) reflect the 
reductions that would occur without implementation of APM-AQ-1 and APM-AQ-2. Table 
4.3-19 shows the estimated maximum daily mitigated emissions associated with 
construction, operation, and reclamation of the project, accounting for additional emissions 
reductions associated with Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b), which would result in a reduction 
in construction contractors’ equipment exhaust criteria air pollutants during project 
construction (year 2021).39 Additional reductions could not be quantified for Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1(a), which are the NSAQMD recommended mitigation measures that are 
applicable to the project.  
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According to the NSAQMD, implementation of recommended mitigation measures for 
Level A and B thresholds (included as Mitigation Measure 4.3-1[ba] below) would reduce 
project impacts to a less-than-significant level during all years of project construction, 
operations, and reclamation.40 

 
Page 4.3-77, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) is hereby revised 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).  
 

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. 

 
Page 4.3-80, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, final paragraph and footnote 41 are hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

With regard to potential asbestos emissions from mining, Rise Grass Valley Inc. would be 
required to comply with applicable regulations, including those established by the MSHA 
and CARB, that limit potential exposure for workers. Further, as described in APM-AQ-3, 
the project would include implementation of an ASUR Plan that has been designed to 
minimize asbestos in the engineered fill produced by the project, as well as asbestos fibers 
generated from underground mining exhausting to the surface. Finally, pursuant to the 
CARB ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations, an 
ADMP is required to be submitted to the NSAQMD for any project with greater than one 
acre of surface disturbance if any portion of the area to be disturbed is mapped as having 
serpentine or ultramafic rock or if any portion of the area to be disturbed has naturally-
occurring asbestos, serpentine or ultramafic rock as determined by the owner/operator or 
the Air Pollution Control Officer. Because asbestos was found to be present in some of the 
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underground mining material samples that Rise Grass Valley Inc. sent for laboratory 
analysis,41 an ADMP is required to be implemented to reduce potential asbestos exposure 
and protect public health. 
 
41 Samples containing naturally-occurring asbestos were from underground rock only; naturally-occurring 

asbestos is not known to outcrop at the surface of the Brunswick Indutrial Site or Centennial Industrial Site. 
 
Page 4.3-83, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, the second and third bullet points of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 are hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.3-2 Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan. 
 Prior to the initiation of any clearing, grading, or construction activities, 

Rise Grass Valley Inc. shall submit an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan 
(ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) for 
review and approval. The provisions of the ADMP shall be initiated at the 
beginning of the project (before clearing or grubbing) and maintained for 
the duration of the project. The Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure 
(ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations (Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 
93105) contains specific requirements for the preparation of an ADMP. 
Conditions of the ADMP shall include the following: 

 
• Provisions of this ADMP shall apply throughout construction, 

operation, and reclamation activities, except as specified 
otherwise. 

• All visible track-out material (from vehicles leaving the work site) 
must be removed from all public roads at least once per day using 
wet sweeping or a HEPA-filter-equipped vacuum device. 
Sweeping or vacuuming on public roads shall be conducted so as 
to avoid peak AM and PM traffic hours.  

• A gravel pad designed and maintained to effectively clean tires of 
exiting vehicles, or a wheel wash system, or a minimum of 50 feet 
of pavement must be placed between the construction area and 
any public road, and must be used by all exiting vehicles (including 
personal vehicles and delivery trucks) throughout the duration of 
the project. 

 
Page 4.3-87, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, a new paragraph is added before the third 
paragraph, which is also hereby revised as follows: 
 

In addition to reducing air quality and GHG emissions, APM-AQ-1, Exhaust Emission 
Controls, would serve to avoid inefficient energy consumption in several ways. First, APM-
AQ-1 commits the project applicant to using Tier 4 Final equipment throughout project 
construction, operation, and reclamation. The commitment to the use of Tier 4 engines is 
further required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(b) of this EIR. As a result of the improvements 
integrated into Tier 4 Final engines (relative to lower tier engines), Tier 4 Final compliant 
engines are generally the most fuel-efficient models currently available. Consequently, by 
using Tier 4 compliant engines throughout the construction, operation, and reclamation 
processes, fuel use by off-road equipment would be minimized, and the off-road equipment 
used in project implementation would not be inefficient.  
 
As a further means of increasing the efficiency of fuel use associated with project 
implementation, APM-AQ-1 includes measures to minimize vehicle idling where practical. 
In general, reducing idling reduces the amount of run-time for engines, which decreases 
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the amount of fuel consumed. Reducing idling time would, therefore, avoid inefficient 
energy consumption related to off-road vehicle use. Similarly, maintaining equipment in 
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications, as required by APM-AQ-1, ensures that 
equipment continues to operate efficiently. 
 
Projected fuel use during construction is approximately 161,700 gallons of diesel and 
21,488 gallons of gasoline. Projected petroleum use during operation of the project 
averages to 222,375 gallons per year (165,182 gal/year (diesel) + 57,192 gal/year 
(gasoline)) over the estimated 11-year period during which engineered fill would be 
transported by truck to the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. For the remainder of 
the life of the project, during which engineered fill is transported longer distances to market, 
projected annual petroleum use is 403,208 gallons (357,742 gal/year (diesel) + 45,468 
gal/year (gasoline)). 
 
In addition to the energy efficiency requirements focused on reducing fuel consumption 
discussed above, construction and operations would also require operation of electrically 
powered equipment. Total energy demand during construction is estimated at 16,513 
megawatt-hours. Total annual energy demand (PG&E supplied) for the operational lifetime 
of the project is estimated at 49,613 megawatt-hours. Use of grid-supplied electricity 
provides an opportunity for the use of renewably generated electricity to power project 
operations. Unlike fossil-fueled equipment, electric equipment may receive electrical power 
from sources such as solar, hydro-electric, wind, or biomass, which are sustainable and 
renewable. The electricity provider for the project area, PG&E, currently utilizes a variety 
of renewable energy sources to provide electricity to the grid. Thus, use of electrically 
powered equipment would reduce the project’s dependence on fossil-fuel energy supplies 
and would not be considered an inefficient source of energy demand. Although electricity 
demand for the project would primarily be met through grid-supplied electricity, in certain 
instances, such as during power outages or emergency electrical shut-offs, the use of 
emergency generators would be necessary to provide continued electrical power. Despite 
the emergency generators being diesel fueled, both of the generators used during project 
construction and all four of the generators used during project operations, if needed, would 
be Tier 4 Final engines. As discussed above, Tier 4 Final engines are the most efficient 
engines currently available, which would ensure that the consumption of fuel by the 
generators would be minimized to the extent feasible. Moreover, the generators would be 
used to provide continued operations to critical mining infrastructure such as pumps, 
locomotives, and ventilation systems, which are critical to the safety of miners and efficient 
operation of the mine. Thus, the use of electrically powered equipment would not result in 
the inefficient or wasteful consumption of energy. 

 
Pages 4.3-96 through 4.3-99, DEIR Chapter 4.3, Section 4.3.4, Mitigation Measure 4.37(b) is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.3-7(b) Carbon Offsets – Construction Emissions. 
Rise Grass Valley Inc. (Rise) shall retire carbon offsets in a quantity 
sufficient to offset the project’s construction greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions to below the 1,100 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent (MT 
CO2e) per year construction threshold, consistent with the performance 
standards and requirements set forth below. Specifically, prior to Nevada 
County’s (County) issuance of the project’s first grading permit, Rise shall 
retire carbon offsets equaling 2,664 2,345 MT CO2e, which was calculated 
by subtracting 1,100 MT CO2e (threshold) from the construction emissions 
generated by the project. 
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Carbon Offset Standards – Eligible Registries, Acceptable Protocols 
and Defined Terms: 
“Carbon offset” shall mean an instrument, credit or other certification 
verifying the reduction of GHG emissions issued by the Climate Action 
Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, or Verra (previously, the Verified 
Carbon Standard). This shall include, but is not limited to, an instrument, 
credit or other certification issued by these registries for GHG reduction 
activities within the Nevada County region. The Project shall neither 
purchase offsets from the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) registry 
nor purchase offsets generated under CDM protocols. Qualifying carbon 
offsets presented for compliance with this mitigation measure may be used 
provided that the evidence required by the “Reporting and Enforcement 
Standards” below is submitted to the County demonstrating that each 
registry shall continue its existing practice of requiring the following for the 
development and approval of protocols or methodologies: 
 

i) Adherence to established GHG accounting principles set forth in 
the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064, 
Part 2 or the World Resources Institute/World Business Council 
for Sustainable Development (WRI/WBCSD) Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol for Project Accounting; and 

ii) Oversight of the implementation of protocols and methodologies 
that define the eligibility of carbon offset projects and set forth 
standards for the estimation, monitoring and verification of GHG 
reductions achieved from such projects. The protocols and 
methodologies shall: 
 
a. Be developed by the registries through a transparent public 

and expert stakeholder review process that affords an 
opportunity for comment and is informed by science; 

b. Incorporate standardized offset crediting parameters that 
define whether and how much emissions reduction credit a 
carbon offset project should receive, having identified 
conservative project baselines and the length of the crediting 
period and considered potential leakage and quantification 
uncertainties; 

c. Establish data collection and monitoring procedures, 
mechanisms to ensure permanency in reductions, and 
additionality and geographic boundary provisions; and, 

d. Adhere to the principles set forth in the program manuals of 
each of the aforementioned registries, as such manuals are 
updated from time to time. 

e. Be approved by the California Air Resources Board, and be 
compliant with 17 CCR § 95972 and AB 32 (the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) to the extent 
applicable to voluntary offsets. 
 

Further, any carbon offset used to reduce the project’s GHG emissions 
shall be a carbon offset that represents the past or forecasted reduction or 
sequestration of one MT of CO2e that is “not otherwise required” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4[c][3]). Each carbon offset used to reduce 
GHG emissions shall achieve additional, real, permanent, quantifiable, 
verifiable, and enforceable reductions, which are defined for purposes of 
this mitigation measure as follows: 
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i) “Additional” means that the carbon offset is not in addition to: (1) 
any greenhouse gas emission reduction otherwise required by law 
or regulation,; and not (2) any other GHG emissions reduction that 
otherwise would occur; and (3) is consistent with Health and 
Safety Code Section 38562(d)(2); 

ii) “Real” means that the GHG reduction underlying the carbon offset 
results from a demonstrable action or set of actions, and is 
quantified under the protocol or methodology using appropriate, 
accurate, and conservative methodologies that account for all 
GHG emissions sources and sinks within the boundary of the 
applicable carbon offset project, uncertainty, and the potential for 
activity-shifting leakage and market-shifting leakage; 

iii) “Verifiable” means that the GHG reduction underlying the carbon 
offset is well documented, transparent and set forth in a document 
prepared by an independent verification body that is accredited 
through the American National Standards Institute (ANSI); 

iv) “Permanent” means that the GHG reduction underlying the carbon 
offset is not reversible; or, when GHG reduction may be 
reversible, that a mechanism is in place to replace any reversed 
GHG emission reduction; 

v) “Quantifiable” means the ability to accurately measure and 
calculate the GHG reduction relative to a project baseline in a 
reliable and replicable manner for all GHG emission sources and 
sinks included within the boundary of the carbon offset project, 
while accounting for uncertainty and leakage; and 

vi) “Enforceable” means that the implementation of the GHG 
reduction activity must represent the legally binding commitment 
of the offset project developer to undertake and carry it out. 
 

The protocols and methodologies of the Climate Action Reserve, the 
American Carbon Registry, and Verra establish and require carbon offset 
projects to comply with standards designed to achieve additional, real, 
permanent, quantifiable, verifiable and enforceable reductions. 
Additionally, the “Reporting and Enforcement Standards” below ensure 
that the emissions reductions required by this mitigation measure are 
enforceable against Rise, as the County has authority to hold Rise 
accountable and to take appropriate corrective action if the County 
determines that any carbon offsets do not comply with the requirements 
set forth in this mitigation measure. 
 
The above definitions are provided as criteria and performance standards 
associated with the use of carbon offsets. Such criteria and performance 
standards are intended only to further construe the standards under CEQA 
for mitigation related to GHG emissions (see, e.g., State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a), (c)), and are not intended to apply or incorporate the 
requirements of any other statutory or regulatory scheme not applicable to 
the project (e.g., the Cap-and-Trade Program). 
 
Additionally, the County shall require that all carbon offsets purchased by 
the Project applicant shall originate from inside the state of California. 
 
Reporting and Enforcement Standards: 
Prior to issuance of requested grading permits, Rise shall submit a report 
to the County that identifies the quantity of emission reductions required 
by this mitigation measure, as well as the carbon offsets to be retired to 
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achieve compliance with this measure. For purposes of demonstrating that 
each offset is additional, real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable and 
enforceable, the report shall include: (i) the applicable protocol(s) and 
methodologies associated with the carbon offsets, (ii) the third-party 
verification report(s) and statement(s) affiliated with the carbon offset 
projects, (iii) the unique serial numbers assigned by the registry(ies) to the 
carbon offsets to be retired, which serves as evidence that the registry has 
determined the carbon offset project to have been implemented in 
accordance with the applicable protocol or methodology and ensures that 
the offsets cannot be further used in any manner, and information 
sufficient for the County to verify that the purchased offsets meet the 
requirements identified within this mitigation.  
 
To ensure consistent and effective enforcement of this mitigation measure 
and to assist the County with its review of the report described above, an 
implementation process timeline and associated flow chart for the 
implementation and administration of this mitigation measure’s 
requirements has been prepared and is attached as Appendix F to the 
FEIR. 
 
If the County determines that the project’s carbon offsets do meet the 
requirements of this mitigation measure, the offsets can be used to reduce 
project GHG emissions and project permits shall be issued. If the County 
determines that the project’s carbon offsets do not meet the requirements 
of this mitigation measure, the offsets cannot be used to reduce project 
GHG emissions and project permits shall not be issued. Additionally, the 
County may issue a notice of non-consistency and cease permitting 
activities in the event that the County determines the carbon offsets 
provided to reduce project GHG emissions are not compliant with the 
aforementioned standards. In the event of such an occurrence, project 
permitting activities shall not resume until Rise has demonstrated that the 
previously provided carbon offsets are compliant with the standards herein 
or have provided substitute carbon offsets achieving the standards of this 
mitigation measure in the quantity needed to achieve the required 
emission reduction. In the event that the project is out of compliance with 
this Mitigation Measure and fails to demonstrate compliance after 
receiving notice of said violation, the County shall have authority to impose 
administrative penalties, take legal action to force compliance, or to start 
proceedings to suspend or revoke the Project’s permits. 

 
The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, do 
not change the conclusions of the analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the 
criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR 
subsequent to public review. The revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to 
information and analysis already conveyed. 
 
4.4 Biological Resources 
Page 4.4-9, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the final paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The montane riparian in the placer diggings and areas created from earth movement are 
characterized by black Fremont cottonwood (Populus tremuloides fremontii ssp. fremontii), 
red willow (Salix laevigata), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and occasionally ponderosa 
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pine in the overstory. Dense thickets are often resultant with Himalayan blackberry and 
Baltic rush (Juncus balticus ssp. atar) in the herbaceous layer. 

 
Page 4.4-10, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the second paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The montane riparian vegetation along both sides of the South Fork Wolf Creek is 
dominated by white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), red willow (Salix laevigata), and arroyo willow 
(Salix lasiolepis), with other overstory species from adjacent vegetation types, including 
California black oak, Ponderosa pine and Douglas fir. The understory of montane riparian 
along the stream is dominated by Himalayan blackberry. This vegetation type forms a very 
narrow band along both sides of the creek between the mapped montane conifer-hardwood 
and annual grassland and wet meadow vegetation communities. 

 
Page 4.4-20, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, fifth row of Table 4.4-5 is hereby revised as follows 
to include a discussion on Pine Hill flannelbush: 
 

Pine Hill 
flannelbush 
Fremontodendron 
decumbens 

FE/CR/1B.2 

Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland on 
serpentinite and 
gabbroic 
substrates, from 
1,390 – 2,495 
feet. 

Apr-July 

Centennial Industrial Site 
High Present. Potential for 
occurrence in Species 
identified within openings 
and under chaparral in 
gabbroic soils in Idaho 
Maryland study area. Known 
from CNDDB Occurrence 
#14. Protocol level field 
surveys in 2019 expanded 
boundaries of known 
occurrence. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Low. Known from two miles 
to the north.  Gabbroic soils 
not present in study area. 
Was not observed during 
2019 protocol level field 
surveys. 

 
Page 4.4-32, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, fifth row of Table 4.4-6 is hereby revised as follows 
to include a discussion on foothill yellow-legged frog: 
 

Foothill yellow-
legged frog 
Rana 
boylii 

SCT/STCC 

Perennial rocky (pebble or 
cobble) streams with cool, 
clear water in a variety of 
habitats from valley and foothill 
oak woodland, riparian forest, 
ponderosa pine, mixed conifer, 
coastal scrub, and mixed 
chaparral at elevations ranging 
from 0 to 6,370 feet. Occurs in 
the Klamath, Cascade, north 
Coast, south Coast, and 
Transverse Ranges; through 
the Sierra Nevada foothills up 
to approximately 6,000 feet 
south to Kern County. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
Very Low. However, the 
main stem of Wolf Creek 
within the northern section of 
the Centennial Industrial Site 
contains marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Very Low. However, the 
South Fork Wolf Creek 
within the western section of 
the Brunswick Industrial Site 
contains marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
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Page 4.4-34, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, fourth row of Table 4.4-6 is hereby revised as 
follows to include a discussion on California black rail: 

 

California 
black rail 
Laterallus 
jamaicensis 
coturiculus 

--/CT 
California 

Fully 
Protected 

California black rail inhabits 
freshwater marshes, wet 
meadows and shallow margins 
of saltwater marshes bordering 
larger bays. The species 
requires water depths of 
approximately 1 inch that does 
not fluctuate during the year 
and dense vegetation for 
nesting habitat. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
Very Low. However, the 
perennial aquatic resources, 
such as the freshwater 
emergent marsh habitats 
within the eastern section of 
the Centennial Industrial 
Site, should some portion 
remain after remediation, 
contain marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Very Low. However, the 
perennial aquatic resources 
such as the freshwater 
emergent marsh habitats 
within the Brunswick 
Industrial Site contain 
marginal suitable habitat for 
the species. 

 
Page 4.4-34, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, Table 4.4-6 is hereby revised as follows to include 
discussions on olive-sided flycatcher, willow flycatcher, yellow-breasted chat, and yellow warbler: 
 

Olive-sided 
flycatcher 
Contopus 
cooperi 

--/SSC 

Breeds in montane and 
northern coniferous forests, at 
forest edges and openings, 
such as meadows and ponds. 
Winters at forest edges and 
clearings where tall trees or 
snags are present. The nest is 
an open cup of twigs, rootlets, 
and lichens, placed out near 
tip of horizontal branch of a 
tree. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
Low. Centennial Industrial 
Site, should some portion 
remain after remediation, 
contains marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Low. Brunswick Industrial 
Site contains marginal 
suitable habitat for the 
species. 

Willow 
flycatcher 
Empidonax 
traillii 

--/CE 

Willow flycatcher males arrive 
first to the breeding grounds 
and establish territories. Males 
establish territories by singing 
on high perches. Females 
arrive later and settle onto a 
territory held by a male. 
Inhabits extensive thickets of 
low, dense willows on edge of 
wet meadows, ponds, or 
backwaters. Low, exposed 
branches are used for singing 
posts and hunting perches.  

Centennial Industrial Site 
Low. Centennial Industrial 
Site, should some portion 
remain after remediation, 
contains marginal suitable 
foraging habitat for the 
species. Suitable nesting 
habitat absent. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Low. Brunswick Industrial 
Site contains marginal 
suitable foraging and nesting 
habitat for the species along 
South Fork Wolf Creek 
adjacent to open wet 
meadows. No impacts to 
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riparian habitat are 
proposed. 

Yellow-
breasted chat 
Icteria virens 

--/SSC 

Summer resident and inhabits 
riparian thickets of willow and 
other brushy tangles near 
waterways. Nests in low, 
dense riparian habitat 
consisting of willow and 
blackberry as well as wild 
grape. Tends to nest within 10 
feet of the ground. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
Low. Centennial Industrial 
Site, should some portion 
remain after remediation, 
contains marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Low. Brunswick Industrial 
Site contains marginal 
suitable foraging and nesting 
habitat for the species. 

Yellow warbler 
Setophaga 
petechia 

--/SSC 

Occurs principally as a migrant 
and summer resident from late 
March through early October; 
breeds from April to late July. 
Inhabits riparian thickets of 
willow and other brushy 
tangles near waterways. Nests 
in dense riparian habitat 
consisting of willow and 
cottonwood. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
Low. Centennial Industrial 
Site, should some portion 
remain after remediation, 
contains marginal suitable 
habitat for the species. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Low. Brunswick Industrial 
Site contains marginal 
suitable foraging and nesting 
habitat for the species. 

 
Page 4.4-34, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, Table 4.4-6 is hereby revised as follows to include 
the discussion on California spotted owl: 
 

California 
spotted owl 
Strix 
occidentalis 
occidentalis 

--/SSC 

California spotted owl inhabits 
older, closed canopy forests 
and forages for prey that 
require woody debris and 
understory vegetation for 
cover. The species nests in 
cavities of trees and snags. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
None. Suitable habitat for the 
species is absent. 
 
Brunswick Area 
Moderate potential for 
CSO nesting, and High 
potential for transitory 
CSO. Brunswick Industrial 
Site contains habitat within 
the southern section of the 
site. The species has been 
previously documented 
within that area along the 
border of the site with the 
neighboring parcel. Species 
documented in 2011, 2012, 
2016, and 2018, but the 
species was not identified 
within the site during the 
surveys implemented in 
December 2018, early 
January 2019, July 2019, or 
August 2022. A nest has not 
been seen onsite since 
2011. Further, the two 
protocol surveys conducted 
in 2022 did not identify any 
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CSO onsite. Therefore, the 
potential for CSO nesting 
onsite is Moderate, while the 
potential for CSO that may 
be moving through the site 
or foraging onsite is High. 

 
Page 4.4-35, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, Table 4.4-6 is hereby revised as follows to include 
the discussion on monarch butterfly: 
 

Monarch 
butterfly 
Danaus 
plexippus 

FC/-- 

Monarch butterfly has not been 
documented within the 
CNDDB within 5 miles of either 
the Centennial Industrial Site 
or Brunswick Area. Neither site 
contains many milkweed 
plants, the host plant for the 
species. This species is of a 
Federal Candidate for listing 
under the ESA. 

Centennial Industrial Site 
and Brunswick Area Low. 
The species was not 
identified within either area 
during the surveys 
conducted in 2018, 2019, 
and 2022. Both sites contain 
very few and scattered 
milkweed plants. Anecdotal 
evidence shows the species 
to have been previously 
documented within the 
greater Grass Valley area. It 
is unlikely to occur in the 
Centennial Industrial Site or 
Brunswick Industrial Site. 

 
Page 4.4-38, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the California black rail subheading is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturiculus) – CA State 
Threatened and CA State Fully Protected 
California black rail inhabits freshwater marshes, wet meadows and shallow margins of 
saltwater marshes bordering larger bays. The species requires water depths of 
approximately one inch that does not fluctuate during the year and dense vegetation for 
nesting habitat.  

 
Page 4.4-39, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the following discussion on riparian bird species 
is added after the discussion on California black rail: 
 

Riparian Bird Species 
Several species of birds are known to forage and nest within riparian habitat along stream 
corridors, including the willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii), yellow warbler (Setophaga 
petechia), yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), and olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus 
cooperi). Yellow-breasted chat has been mapped within the CNDDB approximately 1.0 
mile downstream of the Brunswick Area within the riparian habitat along South Fork Willow 
Creek. The willow flycatcher, yellow warbler, and olive-sided flycatcher have not been 
mapped within the CNDDB within 5 miles of the Brunswick Area or Centennial Area, but 
unprocessed data regarding their potential occurrence within the same vicinity as the 
yellow-breasted chat along the South Fork Wolf Creek downstream of the Brunswick Area 
is included in the Grass Valley Quad CNDDB search (CDFW 2022).  
 
However, compared to the riparian habitat downstream of the Brunswick Area where the 
yellow-breasted chat has been mapped in the CNDDB (CDFW 2022), the riparian habitat 
within the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites provide minimal suitable habitat for 
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any of these species given the level of disturbance historically within those areas as well 
as the recent disturbance within both areas in 2021 related to a fire that burned a large 
area within the Centennial Area and a large storm in late December 2021 that heavily 
impacted the riparian habitat along the South Fork Wolf Creek within the Brunswick Area. 
The previous mapped location of the yellow-breasted chat, as well as the locations of the 
other three riparian bird species included as unprocessed data within the CNDDB (CDFW 
2022), are within the Empire Mine State Historic Park and have been identified in an area 
of substantially higher stream and riparian habitat quality than the more highly disturbed 
riparian habitat located along the South Fork Wolf Creek within Brunswick Area. 
Accordingly, these species have a low probability of occurrence onsite, and no potential 
impact is expected. 

 
Page 4.4-39, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the following discussion on California spotted owl 
is added after the discussion on California black rail: 
 

California Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis) – CA State Species of Concern 
California spotted owl have been previously identified within five miles of the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick Area, including a location potentially within the border area 
of the southwestern section of the Brunswick Area and adjacent to the Empire State 
Historic Park border (CDFW BIOS 2022). The Brunswick Area is generally considered 
wintering habitat for the California spotted owl and suitable nesting sites for the species 
are generally considered to be located to the east of Brunswick Road (see CDFW BIOS 
2022 habitat mapping for the species). The individuals identified within the southwestern 
section of the Brunswick Area could be individuals that have moved in from nesting sites 
outside the Brunswick Area, including the Empire State Mine Historic Park where a pair of 
California spotted owls have previously been identified (State Parks, 2009). Surveys 
conducted within the Brunswick Area forested habitat for the project in December 2018, 
January 2019, and July 2019 did not identify the presence of the species when 
reconnaissance-level biological resources surveys were conducted for special-status 
wildlife species. In addition, on August 5, 2022, a raptor biologist with previous experience 
conducting USDA Forest Service protocols for surveying the California spotted owl did not 
identify the presence of the species when amplified calls of the California spotted owl were 
conducted from two (2) locations within the southwestern and western sections of the 
Brunswick Area (see USFWS 1992 for protocol for the presence, absence, and nest sites 
for the California spotted owl). 
 
California spotted owl inhabits older, closed canopy forests and forages for prey that 
require woody debris and understory vegetation for cover. The species nests in cavities of 
trees and snags. To accurately document the location of a California spotted owl nest, 
USDA as part of their protocol for the California spotted owl, includes both the identification 
of a pair of owls and documenting the female in the nest or a male bringing a prey item 
(usually a mouse placed by the observer) back to a female in the nest. A sighting and/or 
call back of an individual, pair, and/or juvenile California spotted owl does not reflect that 
the species is nesting at that exact location given a California spotted owl territory can be 
quite large (mean up to 946 to 1,520 acres in the Tahoe Nation Forest, see Roberts 2017). 
The USFWS (1992) protocol for determining whether nesting is confirmed at a location 
includes that the following conditions are observed: 
 

• Two observations, at least 1 week apart, are required to determine nesting status 
if the first observation occurs before 1 May. This is necessary because the owls 
may show signs of initiating nesting early in the season without actually laying eggs 
and their behavior could easily be mistaken for nesting behavior.  

• After 1 May, a single observation is sufficient. Nesting is confirmed if, on 2 visits 
before 1 May, or 1 visit after 1 May several additional parameters are met.  
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The observer that documented the California spotted owls within the southwestern section 
of the Brunswick Area on April 28, 2011 stated that the sighting’s highest use could be a 
nest and that a single young was also sighted on that day. Follow up surveys for the 
California spotted owl within the southwestern section of the Brunswick Area were 
conducted in May 2012 and in April 2016, when a pair of owls was documented within the 
same general location each time, but nesting was not listed as the highest level of use, just 
use by a pair of owls was listed. Furthermore, in 2018 (no date or month was given), a 
single resident California spotted owl was documented in the same general area in the 
southwestern section of the Brunswick Area and was considered a resident and not part of 
a pair. 
 
Therefore, given there is no additional information to confirm the site was an active nest in 
2011 (no confirmation of a female within the nest or confirmation of male bringing prey to 
an active nest with a prey item like a mouse), and given that a required follow up survey 
was not conducted by the observer at least 7 days after the initial documentation of the 
owls at this location since the initial documentation occurred in April 2011 (per the USFWS 
1992 protocol), it is inaccurate to call this location a nesting site. Based on the site visits in 
late 2018, early 2019, and summer 2019, which did not identify the area within the 
southwestern section of the Brunswick Area as suitable nesting habitat for the species 
given a lack of required snags, etc. within that section of the Brunswick Area, it is quite 
likely that a single resident or pair of California spotted owl that live within the Empire State 
Historic Mine Park use the forested area of the southwestern section of the Brunswick Area 
for potential foraging and overwintering. 
 
Centennial Industrial Site: No potential suitable habitat for this species occurs within the 
Centennial Industrial Site. 
 
Brunswick Area: The potential for this species to occur within the forested areas within the 
southwestern and western sections of the Brunswick area is considered high. This area 
represents wintering and foraging habitat for the species and it is highly unlikely the species 
uses the area for nesting given the lack of snags and open areas within the ground that is 
required for foraging when nesting. Given that any vegetation to be removed within the 
southwestern and western forested areas of the Brunswick Area would occur between 
September and January, there is no likelihood for this species to be impacted, given that if 
present, they would fly away during the removal of such vegetation.  

 
Page 4.4-39, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.2, the following discussion on monarch butterfly is 
added after the discussion on western bumble bee: 
 

Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) – Federal Candidate for ESA Listing 
The monarch butterfly has not been previously identified within five miles of the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick Area per an updated review of the CNDDB (CNDDB 2022); 
however, there is some anecdotal evidence that the species has been documented within 
the greater Grass Valley area (per iNaturalist). Per a review of iNaturalist, the species has 
never been documented within the Empire Mine State Historical Park located adjacent to 
the Brunswick Area; however, such websites are not peer reviewed scientifically or by state 
or federal biologists and should be considered anecdotal until additional documentation of 
the species are considered validated by state and/or federal biologists, or the scientific 
community. The species is considered a Federal Candidate for listing under the ESA and 
the USFWS maps the entirety of the United States as potential habitat for the species. The 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area contain a few, scattered milkweed plants 
(the host plant of the monarch butterfly), but given the species was never documented 
within either the Centennial Industrial Site or the Brunswick Area during botanical and 
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wildlife surveys, the species is considered to have a low probability of occurring within 
either the Centennial Industrial Site or the Brunswick Area. 

 
Pages 4.4-64 through 4.4-66, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.4-1(a) i.  Prior to issuance of grading permits for the Centennial Industrial Site, 
the project applicant shall obtain an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from 
CDFW for Project-related impacts to the Pine Hill Flannelbush.  During 
the consultation process with CDFW, the Centennial Pine Hill 
Flannelbush Habitat Management Plan (Matuzak 2021) (HMP) shall 
be revised if required by CDFW, and must be approved by CDFW prior 
to implementation.  This HMP shall include habitat enhancement and 
conservation easement requirements.  If the USFWS determines that 
the plants within the Study Area are the federally endangered Pine Hill 
flannelbush prior to project implementation, then a USFWS Biological 
Opinion must also be secured, and the USFWS would also need to 
approve the HMP prior to implementation.  Note that the measures 
outlined below are minimum measures, and additional measures may 
be required by CDFW to be included in the HMP during consultation. 

 
  Prior to issuance of grading permits for the Centennial Industrial Site, 

implement project-specific mitigation measures 1-3 outlined below 
consistent with the County and CDFW approved HMP, as well as the 
Habitat Enhancement and Conservation Easement. Project-specific 
mitigation measures generally include protective measures for the 
Pine Hill flannelbush within the on-site avoidance area. For project 
actions that will directly impact the Pine Hill flannelbush, measure 4 
(monitoring) shall occur on an ongoing basis, and measure 5 depends 
upon the results of monitoring, and thus, measures 4 and 5 are not 
required prior to issuance of grading permits).implement project-
specific mitigation measures 1-3 within the Centennial Pine Hill 
Flannelbush Habitat Management Plan (Matuzak 2021) (HMP), to the 
satisfaction of the County, USFWS and CDFW. Project-specific 
mitigation measures generally include protective measures for the 
Pine Hill flannelbush within the on-site avoidance area. For project 
actions that will directly impact the Pine Hill flannelbush, measure 4 
(monitoring) shall occur on an ongoing basis, and measure 5 depends 
upon the results of monitoring, and thus, measures 4 and 5 are not 
required prior to issuance of grading permits): 

 
1. Seed Collection; 

 
Collect seed for seedbanking and for future replacement and 
recovery efforts pursuant to the requirements of Section 6.2 of the 
HMP. 

 
2. Develop Transplantation Plan and Monitoring Plan; 

 
The Transplantation and Monitoring Plan shall be developed in 
consultation with USFWS and CDFW, and shall, at a minimum, 
address location(s) for dormant season relocation, site selection 
for transplanting, and metrics of successful establishment (i.e., 
Section 6 of the HMP).  
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3. Transplanting; 
 
Transplant the individuals of Pine Hill flannelbush that fall within 
the disturbance footprint to another site with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and aspect. The transplantation site(s) 
selected shall extend the known population spatially, in other 
words, planting beyond the known perimeters of the existing 
population is preferable, to maintain population coverage. 
Transplanting shall occur in the season deemed to have the 
greatest potential for success, generally the fall, after rains have 
commenced. 
 

4. Transplant Monitoring; and 
 
Transplants shall be monitored every month for the first six 
months, then subsequently, every two months for the first two 
years. After monitoring identifies successful establishment and 
flowering for the second season for each of the transplants, 
transplanting will have been deemed successful. 
 

5. Alternative Measures to Transplantation and Seed Collection (if 
required pursuant to the criteria in the HMP) 
 
If Steps 1-4 of the HMP are not successful in maintaining the Pine 
Hill flannelbush population numbers, then the following measures 
shall be taken: 
 

• Individuals shall be grown from seed and transplanted out 
in a 100:1 ratio for those taken. 

• Transplants of individuals grown from seed shall be 
planted with similar soil, hydrologic, vegetation type and 
aspect.  

• Transplanting shall occur in the season deemed to have 
the greatest potential for success, generally the fall, after 
rains have commenced. 

• Transplants shall be monitored every month for the first 
six months, then subsequently, every two months for the 
first two years. 
 

ii. Habitat Enhancement: Prior to issuance of grading permits, pursuant 
to the HMP, the applicant shall enhance Pine Hill flannelbush habitat 
outside the disturbance footprint, which could include removal of 
invasive plants and conducting a pilot study by collaborating with CAL 
FIRE or other research facility to conduct prescribed fire in areas to 
enhance natural germination and recruitment, as Pine Hill flannelbush 
need fire for successful germination, and root sprouts. 

 
iii. Conservation Easement: Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 

applicant shall record a Conservation Easement for the on-site Pine 
Hill flannelbush avoidance area, or use a similar land protection 
mechanism that runs with the land in perpetuity, to protect the Pine 
Hill flannelbush plants within the avoidance area. The management 
guidelines for the Conservation Easement or similar mechanism shall 
require that the habitat be managed for the Pine Hill flannelbush and 
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its associated habitat. The applicant shall also record a Conservation 
Easement or use a similar land protection mechanism for any offsite 
areas not owned by the applicant where the transplants are to be 
located.  

 
Pages 4.4-66 through 4.4-67, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

Other Special-Status Plant Species 
4.4-1(b) Prior to issuance of grading permits for the Centennial Industrial Site and 

Brunswick Area (i.e., Brunswick Industrial Site and East Bennett Road ROW), 
focused plant surveys shall be performed according to CDFW and CNPS 
protocol (e.g., “Procotols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 
Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities”, CDFW 
2018), as generally described below. If special-status plant species (i.e., 
federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or proposed candidates for 
listing; CRPR Lists 1 or 2) are not found during appropriately timed focused 
surveys, then further mitigation is not necessary. The results of the surveys 
shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning Department. 

 
Prior to Improvement Plan approval for each phase of the project, focused 
surveys shall be performed by a qualified botanist during the appropriate early 
blooming period (April to May) for those special-status plant species identified 
in the Biological Resources Assessments as potential occurring within the 
Centennial Industrial Site and/or Brunswick Area. Furthermore, should 
additional plants having the potential to occur within these areas be given 
special-status in the future, the qualified botanist shall also determine the 
presence/absence of such species. The survey(s) shall be conducted on-site 
as well as in any off-site improvement areas, as applicable for each phase, 
during the early identification periods (bloom periods) for all potentially 
occurring special-status plant species. If the special-status plant species are 
not found to be present during the focused survey(s), then no further action is 
required. The results of the focused surveys shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department. 
 
If any special-status plant species are found, protection of such plant shall 
include complete avoidance, transplantation, or on- or off-site restoration of 
the special-status plant species that could be impacted by site disturbance. 
These protective measures for such plants shall be included as part of the 
required development of a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) as part of 
compliance with the Nevada County Land Use and Development Code, 
Section L-II 4.3.12, which includes regulations intended to avoid the impact of 
development on rare, threatened, endangered, and special-status species and 
their habitat, or where avoidance is not possible, to minimize or compensate 
for such impacts and to retain their habitat as non-disturbance open space and 
they are located in an area where impacts are proposed, then the special-
status plants shall be completely avoided until a Habitat Management Plan 
(HMP) is developed and approved by the Nevada County Planning 
Department. If the plant is listed on the federal or state Endangered Species 
lists or is state listed as rare, then development of this plan shall be conducted 
in consultation with USFWS and/or CDFW, respectively, and a BO and/or an 
ITP shall be obtained prior to impacts. The HMP shall include the avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures outlined below as part of compliance 
with the Nevada County Land Use and Development Code, Section L-II 4.3.12. 
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Note that transplantation and monitoring specifics are examples only, and final 
details will be developed based on the species to be impacted, if any. 
 
At a minimum, the HMP shall include the following protective measures for 
special-status plant species with the potential to be impacted by the proposed 
disturbance: 

 
• a map of the location of special-status species that may be disturbed 

or need to be protected; 
• location of environmental protection fencing to be placed around the 

individual plants to be protected; 
• identification of the location of protected plants on design and 

construction drawings;  
• environmental awareness training for all personnel working on the 

project during initial site disturbance to discuss the location of the 
protected plants and the measures to be taken to avoid impacts to 
them; and 

• a qualified biologist shall be onsite during all vegetation and ground 
disturbing activities that are within the vicinity of special-status plants 
and weekly site monitoring of the protective fencing along fencing 
along the buffer zone by a qualified biologist to ensure that the special-
status plants are being protected during site disturbance and 
construction. 

 
Where individuals would be potentially affected directly by site disturbance and 
transplantation of individual plants is required to minimize and mitigate for 
impacts to such species, the following shall be integrated into the HMP: 
 

• remove bulbs of individual plants to be directly impacted during the 
dormant season; 

• relocate the bulbs to a site with similar soil, hydrologic, vegetation type 
and aspect as the portion of the project site where the plants are 
found; and 

• identify the location(s) for dormant season relocation and site 
selection for transplantation. 

 
The HMP would also include a requirement to meet the following criteria: 

 
• metrics of successful establishment, which would include a minimum 

of 80 percent survival of the transplants after two years of 
transplanting the species. 

 
If the 80 percent survival is not established after two years, transplants of 
individuals grown from seed shall be planted at a location with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and aspect as the portion of the site where they 
are found. Transplantation shall occur in the season deemed to have the 
greatest potential for success, generally the fall, after rains have commenced. 
Transplants shall be monitored every month for the first six months, then every 
two months for a minimum of two years. After two summer seasons of 
monitoring identifies successful establishment of 50 percent of the initial 
transplants, transplant seedlings will be deemed successful.  
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Page 4.4-77, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

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

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

 
Page 4.4-79, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, second and third paragraphs are hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

California Black Rail 
4.4-2(d) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and Minimization Measures. Pre-

construction surveys for California black rail shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist prior to the implementation of any ground disturbance 
within or directly adjacent to any perennial marsh and wet meadow habitat 
within the Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. The pre-construction 
surveys for this species shall occur no more than fourteen (14) days prior 
to any such disturbance within or directly adjacent to the species habitat. 
The pre-construction surveys shall include conducting call back/response 
surveys. This species is most active between two hours before and three 
hours after sunrise; therefore, surveys shall start at sunrise and continue 
no later than 0930. If evening surveys are to be conducted, they shall be 
paired with a morning survey, and all sites shall have surveys conducted 
at both time periods. The preferred method for conducting surveys via the 
call-back/response protocol of Evens et al (1991). If the pre-construction 
survey does not detect evidence of California black rail, a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department, and additional measures are not required. 
If a positive call back is identified during the surveys, then the species is 
assumed to be present and the area shall be avoided from disturbance in 
order to avoid impacts to individuals of the species, if feasible. 

 
Given the species is a CESA listed species, coordination with CDFW shall 
occur if a positive response to the call-back/response surveys occurs and 
if any proposed disturbance may impact the species. Any area containing 
this species would likely need to be avoided in order to avoid impacts to 
and take of this species, if feasible, or additional mitigation measures 
would be required in coordination with CDFW to minimize and avoid 
impacts to such species. Additional avoidance measures could include, 
but may not be limited to the following: environmental awareness training, 
daily construction monitoring by a CDFW qualified biologist when 
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disturbance related activities occur within or directly adjacent to the 
species habitat, and exclusionary fencing installation between the species 
habitat and the proposed disturbance areas. Additionally, an ITP could be 
required by CDFW if complete avoidance of the species is not feasible. 
Areas where no positive response to the call-back/response surveys are 
assumed to not contain individuals of the species and therefore, 
disturbance in those areas would have no impact on this species. 

 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas Management Plans. The applicant 
shall implement the mitigation measures identified in the Aquatic 
Resources Management Plans for the Centennial and Brunswick 
Industrial Sites, pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which include 
measures designed to protect aquatic resources and the biological 
resources they support. Such measures generally include, but are not 
limited to, mitigation for encroachment into non-disturbance buffers, 
restoration of impacted areas within stream zones, implementation of 
BMPs during construction, and post construction erosion control.  

 
Page 4.4-80, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(e) 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Coast Horned Lizard 
4.4-2(e) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and Minimization Measures. A 

pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more 
than seven (7) days prior to disturbance within the areas of the Centennial 
and Brunswick Industrial Sites that contain disturbed or developed 
surfaces and annual grassland vegetation community. If the pre-
construction survey does not show evidence of coast horned lizard, a letter 
report documenting the results of the survey shall be provided to the 
Nevada County Planning Department, and additional measures are not 
required. 

 
If the species is documented during pre-construction survey(s), a qualified 
wildlife biologist (approved by CDFW) shall move individual coast horned 
lizards outside of the proposed disturbance area(s) in order to avoid an 
impact to this species. The qualified biologist shall have all required 
permits before commencing species specific surveys. Once the coast 
horned lizard(s) have been removed from the disturbance area(s) and out 
of harm’s way, the proposed work would no longer pose a risk to 
individuals of the species. 

 
Page 4.4-80, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(f) 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Special-Status Bats 
4.4-2(f) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and Minimization Measures. A 

pre-construction bat roosting survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist no more than seven (7) days prior to disturbance of any structures 
or riparian and forested woodlands within the Centennial Industrial Site 
and Brunswick Area to identify the presence or absence of roosting bats. 
If the pre-construction survey does not show evidence of roosting bats, a 
letter report documenting the results of the survey shall be provided to the 
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Nevada County Planning Department, and additional measures are not 
required. 

 
If any Townsend’s big-eared bats (or any other species of bat, including 
the hoary and pallid bat) are identified during roosting surveys, passive 
removal of the roosting bats prior to disturbance to structures and riparian 
and forested woodlands shall be implemented to avoid impacts to this 
species. Passive removal includes allowing roosting bats to freely leave 
the roost site (riparian and forested woodlands and any structure). Once 
the roosting bats have been passively removed from the structure(s) and 
riparian and forested woodlands, the structure(s) would be closed off from 
recurring bat roosting within the structure(s) and the proposed work within 
the structure(s) would no longer pose a risk to individuals of the species. 
For riparian and forested woodlands containing bat roosts, the removal of 
trees associated with such woodlands would only occur once the bats 
leave the day roosts. Furthermore, if a maternal (breeding) roost is 
documented, no disturbance shall occur until a qualified bat biologist has 
determined the young bats are no longer roosting and the breeding roost 
has dispersed from the structure or riparian and forested woodlands they 
are found in. 

 
Page 4.4-81, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, first and second paragraphs are hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

Non-Special Status Raptors and Migratory Nesting Birds 
4.4-2(g) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and Minimization Measures. Prior 

to initiation of ground-disturbing activities for any phase of project 
construction, if construction is expected to occur during the raptor nesting 
season (February 1 to August 31), a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey prior to vegetation removal, including one daytime 
survey and one nighttime survey targeted at a California spotted owl, 
consistent with the USFWS (1992) California spotted owl survey protocol. 
The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 7 days prior to 
commencement of ground-disturbing activities. The survey shall be 
conducted within all areas of proposed disturbance and all accessible 
areas within 250 feet of proposed disturbance. If the pre-construction 
survey does not show evidence of active nests, a letter report documenting 
the results of the survey shall be provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are not required. If construction 
does not commence within 7 days of the pre-construction survey, or halts 
for more than 14 days, an additional pre-construction survey shall be 
required. Removal of any trees within the Brunswick Area would occur 
between September 1st and January 31st to ensure that no nesting birds, 
raptors, or owls would be impacted by the proposed IMM project. 

  
If any active nests are located within the proposed disturbance area, 
including active nests within riparian habitat for the yellow-breasted chat, 
willow flycatcher, yellow warbler, and olive-sided flycatcher, an 
appropriate buffer zone shall be established around the nests, as 
determined by the project biologist. The biologist shall mark the buffer 
zone with construction tape or pin flags and maintain the buffer zone until 
the end of breeding season or the young have successfully fledged. Buffer 
zones are typically 100 feet for migratory bird nests and 500 feet for raptor 
nests. If active nests are found within the disturbance footprint, a qualified 
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biologist shall monitor nests weekly during construction to evaluate 
potential nesting disturbance by construction activities. Guidance from 
CDFW shall be required if establishing the typical buffer zone is impractical 
and/or the willow flycatcher, a State listed species, is documented nesting 
during the pre-construction surveys for nesting birds. Additionally, an ITP 
could be required by CDFW if complete avoidance of willow flycatcher is 
not feasible. If construction activities cause the nesting bird(s) to vocalize, 
make defensive flights at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly 
off the nest, then the exclusionary buffer shall be increased, as determined 
by the qualified biologist, such that activities are far enough from the nest 
to stop the agitated behavior. The exclusionary buffer shall remain in place 
until the young have fledged or as otherwise determined by a qualified 
biologist. 

 
Pages 4.4-91 and 4.4-92, DEIR Chapter 4.4, Section 4.4.4, Mitigation Measures 4.4-3(c) and 4.4-
3(d) are hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.4-3(c) To the extent feasible, as determined by the qualified biologist in 
coordination with the Corps, the project shall be designed to avoid and 
minimize adverse effects to waters of the U.S. or jurisdictional waters of 
the State of California within the project area. Prior to initiation of ground-
disturbing activities, a Section 404 permit for fill of any jurisdictional 
wetlands within the Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick Area shall be 
acquired, and mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional waters that cannot be 
avoided shall conform with the Corps “no-net-loss” policy, be provided at 
a minimum 1:1 ratio and be based on the final impact acreages verified by 
the Corps. Mitigation for impacts to both federal and State jurisdictional 
waters shall be addressed using these guidelines. Compensatory 
mitigation can include but is not limited to the following: onsite and/or 
offsite wetland creation and/or restoration, purchase or placement of 
conservation easements, payment of an in-lieu fee, and/or purchase of 
mitigation credits at an approved Corps wetland mitigation or conservation 
bank. 

 
The applicant must also obtain a water quality certification from the 
RWQCB under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Written 
verification of the Section 404 permit and the Section 401 water quality 
certification shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department. 

 
4.4-3(d) Prior to initiating of ground disturbing activities within the non-disturbance 

buffers for aquatic resources on the Centennial Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area, the applicant shall apply for a Section 1600 Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW. Impacts to CDFW 1600 
jurisdictional areas shall be outlined in the application and are expected to 
be in substantial conformance with the impacts to biological resources 
outlined in this EIR (see Tables 4.4-9 through 4.4-11). Impacts for each 
activity shall be broken down by temporary and permanent, and a 
description of the proposed mitigation for biological resource impacts shall 
be outlined per activity and then by temporary and permanent. 
Minimization and avoidance measures within jurisdictional areas shall be 
proposed as appropriate and may include: preconstruction species 
surveys and reporting, protective fencing around avoided biological 
resources, worker environmental awareness training, seeding disturbed 
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areas immediately adjacent to riparian areas with native seed, and 
installation of project-specific storm water BMPs. Mitigation may include 
restoration or enhancement of jurisdictional resources on- or off-site, 
purchase of habitat credits from an agency-approved 
mitigation/conservation bank, off-site or on-site conservation easements, 
working with a local land trust to preserve aquatic or riparian areas, or any 
other method acceptable to CDFW. Mitigation shall be provided at a 
minimum 1:1 ratio. 

 
A site revegetation plan would be required to be developed and approved 
by CDFW as part of a Streambed Alteration Agreement permit condition 
and native trees planned for removal with a diameter at breast height of 4 
inches or greater would need to be mitigated for through planting of native 
riparian trees within adjacent stream zones not being impacted by the 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project, with clear success criteria identified, 
monitoring and reporting required, and corrective actions to be taken if 
mitigation measures do not meet the proposed success criteria. 

 
Written verification of the Section 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration 
Agreement shall be submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department. 

 
The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, do not change the conclusions of 
the analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the criteria set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR subsequent to public 
review. The revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to information and 
analysis already conveyed. 
 
4.5 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
Page 4.5-29, DEIR Chapter 4.5, Section 4.5.4, Mitigation Measures 4.5-1(a) and (b) are hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

4.5-1(a) Following initial mine dewatering, and pPrior to commencement of 
underground mining issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall 
share the historical documentation of the Idaho-Maryland Mine Company in 
their possession with the public through one of the following libraries: the 
California State Library, the California Geology and Mining Library, or the 
Searls Library. The library shall consist of the following information: 

 
• Surface Maps (5 maps) – Approx. year at 1956, Showing topography, 

buildings, roads, exploration trenches and drill holes, underground 
workings at surface, and geology; 

• 103 Level Maps (103 maps) – Approx. year 1942, Showing mine 
tunnels, raises and shafts, survey stations, geology, and drill holes; 

• Mine Geology Maps (61 maps) – Approx. year 1956, Showing geology 
on tunnels driven post WW2; 

• Mine Stoping Maps (219 Maps) – Approx. year 1956, Showing mine 
stoping; 

• Operation Reports 1919 to 1924 and 1926 to 1935, Providing monthly 
or annual reports on underground exploration and mine development; 

• Monthly Development Reports – 1936 to 1956, Providing monthly 
reports on mine development;  
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• Geological Summary Reports – 1936 to 1942, Providing monthly 
reports on underground exploration;  

• Underground Geology Photos – Collection of photos from 1940’s of 
underground tunnels and geology; and 

• A digital mine model, including a 2D and 3D digitization of historic mine 
tunnels available in AutoCAD dwg and dxf formats.  

 
Proof of submittal to one of the above-listed libraries shall be provided to the 
Nevada County Planning Department. 

 
4.5-1(b) Following initial mine dewatering, and prior to commencement of underground 

mining, the project applicant shall retain a qualified historian meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards, to perform a historical study of the 
underground mine workings in the areas deemed safe by a certified mining 
geologist. The historical study shall include but not be limited to an evaluation 
of the underground work environment, engineering, equipment, and practices, 
to the maximum extent feasible. The historical study shall be deposited at the 
same library selected in Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a) and submitted to the 
Nevada County Planning Department. 

 
The foregoing revisions consist of minor changes to mitigation measure timing and reviewing 
parties and do not affect the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Page 4.7-11, DEIR Chapter 4.7, “Emergency Response and Evacuation”, first full paragraph, is 
hereby revised to reflect the most current information regarding Zone Haven:  
 

With respect to determining an evacuation area, the current approach is typically through 
the incident command system, whereby an incident command center is set up at a strategic 
location to assess and respond to the emergency incident. For example, in the event of a 
wildfire, fire agencies will set up an incident unified command center in partnership with the 
appropriate law enforcement agency. In the unincorporated area of Nevada County this 
will be , from which the fire agencies will notify the Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff’s Office will 
confer with the fire agencies at the incident command center to determine the evacuation 
area based upon certain critical factors. While this is the current approach, it is noted that 
tThe Nevada County Office of Emergency Services (OES) recently entered into contract 
with Zone Haven, a company that works from a zone-based approach to emergency 
evacuation.7 In general, geographic zones are developed based on topography, 
population, traffic routes, etc. There are numerous zones adjacent to or encompassing the 
mine site. In the event of a wildfire, the Sherriff’s Office would likely issue evacuation orders 
based upon these zones. The zones can be modified if necessary to accommodate 
changing populations, new business growth, changing roadways and other 
factorsGreenhorn Road area would likely have several zones because it is a relatively large 
area. The new system should be up and running within a year.8  

 
The above revisions primarily serve to clarify that the Zone Haven system is now up and running. 
No changes to the environmental analysis, nor findings of the DEIR, result from this clarification.  
 
Page 4.7-28 and 4.7-29, DEIR Chapter 4.7, Section 4.7.4, the final paragraph on page 4.7-28, 
which continues onto the next page, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The warehouse building would include storage of common reagents, such as collectors, 
promoters, frothers, and flocculants, all of which would be used in the gold recovery 
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process conducted in the process plant. These reagents are needed in the gold recovery 
process to provide a more environmentally friendly alternative to cyanide, which will not be 
used. According to the Hazardous Material Inventory Statement for the Brunswick 
Industrial Site, common names of the proposed reagent chemicals include Aerophine, 
Methyl Isobutyl Carbinol (MIBC), and Magnafloc 10, and Soda Ash. Aerophine is known 
as a promoter or collector, used in flotation to increase the floatability of minerals in order 
to effect their separation from the undesirable mineral fraction. Flotation is an industrial 
process for selectively separating valuable minerals from non-valuable minerals. The 
applicant has selected Aerophine over xanthates as the latter can generate carbon 
disulfide upon decomposition, which is known to be a highly toxic and flammable 
compound with potential risks to the health and the environment. Magnafloc 10 is known 
as a flocculant, which help aggregate fine suspended particles to form larger flocs so that 
the solids can more easily be separated from the water. Magnafloc 10 is not expected to 
bioaccumulate in organisms, its chemical family (polyacrylamide) is relatively non-toxic, 
and it is not readily biodegradable into more environmentally problematic chemicals.16 
MIBC is a frother used to create foam to facilitate froth flotation of gold minerals in the gold 
recovery process. Based on available data, MIBC has a low bioaccumulation potential and 
exhibits low toxicity to aquatic organisms.17 Soda Ash is used in gold flotation to control 
alkalinity. These reagents have various properties, some of which are described above. 
Whereas some are flammable (e.g., MIBC), others are not (e.g., Soda Ash). The reagents 
would be removed from the concentrate and sand tailings during the dewatering stage 
conducted in the process plant using filter presses. All reagents have specific storage 
requirements that would need to be met on-site, as verified by the Fire Marshall’s Office 
prior to commencement of operations. 

 
The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, do not change the 
conclusions of the analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the criteria set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR subsequent to 
public review. The revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to information 
and analysis already conveyed. 
 
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Page 4.8-2, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.2, first paragraph under the Regional Hydrology 
heading is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Regional Hydrology 
The project sites are located within two watershed areas. The Centennial Industrial Site is 
located in the Upper Wolf Creek watershed, which encompasses approximately 2,250 
2,820 acres upstream from the western end of the Centennial Industrial Site. The 
Brunswick Industrial Site is located in the South Fork Wolf Creek watershed, which 
encompasses approximately 1,450 acres and is upstream of a culvert where the creek 
passes underneath part of the City of Grass Valley. Figure 4.8-1 shows an overview of the 
Upper Wolf Creek and South Fork Wolf Creek watersheds. 

 
Page 4.8-28, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.3, first paragraph under the General Permit for 
Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Waters subheading is hereby revised as follows: 
 

General Permit for Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Waters 
The Limited Threat General Order (R5-2016-0076-01 2022-0006) is a general Waste 
Discharge Requirements permit for Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Water. The 
discharge of treated water from the proposed mine into South Fork Wolf Creek is 
anticipated to be covered as a Tier 3 discharge of hard rock mine wastewater. Under Table 
3 of the Limited Threat Discharge permit, Tier 3 discharges to surface water that are greater 
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than 250,000 gpd (greater than 175 gpm) and/or that are longer than four months are 
allowed if the water to be discharged (with or without treatment) meets the applicable 
screening levels in the permit.  

 
Page 4.8-45, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, first paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Ongoing monitoring of influent and effluent (i.e., treated water) will be required by the State, 
in order for the applicant to receive coverage under the State’s Limited Threat Discharge 
Permit (General Order R5-2016-0076 2022-0006; NPDES No. CAG995002). Monitoring of 
treated water would occur at a location specified by the State prior to the point of discharge 
at South Fork Wolf Creek. The owner will be required to submit quarterly monitoring reports 
to the State RWQCB, demonstrating compliance with the maximum daily effluent 
limitations specified in Section V of the NPDES permit. Compliance with the water quality 
standards and waste discharge requirements in Order No. R5-2016-0076 2022-0006 
would prevent any degradation of surface water quality due to dewatering.16 

 
Page 4.8-52, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1(a) is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.8-1(a) The applicant shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for coverage under the 
Limited Threat Discharge permit (General Order R5-2016-0076 2022-
0006; NPDES No. CAG995002), at least six months prior to construction 
of the water treatment system; and the Notice of Applicability (NOA) shall 
be received before initial mine dewatering can begin and provided to 
Nevada County Planning Department. The NOI shall include evaluation of 
potential constituents of concern, including ammonia, arsenic, hexavalent 
chromium, iron, manganese, pH, total suspended solids, TDS, and cis-
1,2-DCE, and demonstrate that water treatment plant (WTP) design shall 
successfully treat mine water to meet the water quality standards and 
treatment goals identified in the Limited Threat Discharge Order. Upon 
construction of the WTP, sampling shall be provided to the RWQCB 
demonstrating that the treated water meets the water quality standards 
and treatment goals specified in the Order. Ongoing monitoring of treated 
water shall occur at a location specified by the State prior to the point of 
discharge at South Fork Wolf Creek. The owner shall be required to submit 
quarterly monitoring reports to the State Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, demonstrating compliance with the maximum daily effluent 
limitations specified in Section V of the NPDES permit.  The applicant shall 
submit to the County a copy of the NOI and evidence of the applicant’s 
receipt of the NOA specified above prior to initial mine dewatering. The 
applicant shall submit copies of sampling and monitoring reports to the 
County at the time such reports are submitted to the RWQCB. 

 
Page 4.8-53, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, final paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.8-1(e) The applicant shall submit a RoWD and obtain WDRs from the Central 
Valley RWQCB for construction of the engineered fill areas. The WDR 
permit shall be received by the applicant prior to initiating any engineered 
fill placement activities at the Centennial or Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
Proof of coverage shall be provided to the Nevada County Public Works 
Department. As part of this process, the RWQCB will determine the 
appropriate mining waste classification for the proposed engineered fill, 
and will consider the following factors: (1) whether the waste contains 
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hazardous constituents only at low concentrations; (2) whether the waste 
has no or low acid generating potential; and (3) whether, because of its 
intrinsic properties, the waste is readily containable by less stringent 
measures. The engineered fill areas shall be constructed in accordance 
with the Title 27 specifications, pursuant to the mining waste classification 
determined by the RWQCB. The applicant shall submit to the Nevada 
County Planning Department a copy of the RoWD and evidence of the 
applicant’s receipt of WDRs prior to the placement of fill or fill site 
preparation disturbance at the Brunswick Industrial Site and Centennial 
Industrial Site. The RoWD must also include a report on the physical and 
chemical characteristics of the waste, in compliance with Water Code 
section 13260(k), that could affect its potential to cause pollution or 
contamination as well as a report that evaluates the potential of the 
discharge of mining waste to produce, over the long term, acid mine 
drainage, the discharge or leaching of heavy metals, or the release of 
other hazardous substances. The WDR’s will require continuous and 
routine characterization and classification (Cal Code regs Title 27 section 
22480(b)) of the mining waste to evaluate any possible changes in the 
geological or geochemical nature of the waste. The applicant will prepare 
and implement a Waste Characterization Plan (Characterization Plan) 
which will be incorporated into the approved WDR. The purpose of the 
Characterization Plan is to continually evaluate the different forms of 
mining wastes and to appropriately classify these wastes as Group A, 
Group B, or Group C based on an assessment of the potential risk of water 
quality degradation posed by each waste. Through the WDR these wastes 
will be required to be managed, treated, stored, or disposed of in a manner 
that is protective of water quality. The applicant shall not sell or utilize 
waste rock and tailings from the Project for construction aggregate or fill 
purposes offsite (i.e. sites other than the applicants Brunswick and 
Centennial sites) unless such material has been tested and confirmed to 
qualify as Group C mining waste under California Code of Regulations 
Section 22480 and the approved WDR. The specific methods, volumes 
and frequency of characterization will be established in the approved 
WDR. 

 
Page 4.8-67, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(a) is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

4.8-2(a) The project applicant shall implement the Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
(GMP) prepared by Itasca Denver, Inc. (February 2021), as approved by 
the County. Implementation of the GMP shall be initiated prior to the 
dewatering of the mine and on an ongoing basis. Pursuant to the GMP, a 
network of monitoring wells shall be installed to the satisfaction of the 
Nevada County Environmental Health Department. Prior to construction of 
any monitoring wells within the County or City right-of-way, the applicant 
shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Public Works Department of 
the respective agency. Groundwater-level and groundwater quality 
information shall be obtained from the project groundwater monitoring 
wells and collected on a quarterly basis, and submitted in report form to 
the Nevada County Environmental Health Department, and used to 
generate the following information: 
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1) Water-level and groundwater quality monitoring data for a 
minimum of 12 months before commencement of dewatering of 
the mine. 

2) Water-level hydrographs for each well showing the water-level 
variations over the monitoring period and a comprehensive well 
hydrograph showing long-term water levels for each well over the 
entire monitoring period. 

 
Page 4.8-68, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(c) is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

4.8-2(c) Prior to commencement of initial mine dewatering, the project applicant 
shall implement the Well Mitigation Plan (February 2, 2021, Rise Grass 
Valley, Inc.) by connecting 30 properties in the East Bennett area to the 
NID potable water system (see Figure 1 and Table 1 of the Well Mitigation 
Plan for specific property locations). The project applicant shall be 
responsible for fully funding the following for each property connection: 

 
1)  Engineering and Permitting to NID and County standards. 
2)  Construction of main water piping, interconnecting the existing 

NID pipelines at E. Bennet Road and Whispering Pines Lane in 
accordance with NID standards and NID approved engineering 
design. 

3)  Construction of service lateral piping in accordance with NID 
standards and NID approved engineering design. 

4)  Installation of water meters at property line in accordance with NID 
standards and NID approved engineering design. 

5)  Connection of water meters to house (If requested and authorized 
by property owner)  

6)  Closure of domestic water wells (If requested and authorized by 
property owner)  

7)  NID installation and capacity charges for a 5/8-inch meter 
connection.  

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

9)  Of the 30 properties, it is anticipated that only APN 009-600-012 
is not eligible for water cost reimbursement as it is currently 
vacant. Existing NID customers will not be eligible for 
reimbursement of NID water charges and will be confirmed 
through consultation with NID during the design process. 

10) All easements necessary for construction and ongoing 
maintenance of the new pipeline shall be acquired by the applicant 
and conveyed to NID prior to acceptance of the new potable line. 

 
Proof of satisfaction of this measure shall be provided to Nevada County 
Environmental Health Department for each property identified in the Well 
Mitigation Plan. 

 
Page 4.8-79, DEIR Chapter 4.8, Section 4.8.4, first paragraph under Impact 4.8-6 is hereby 
revised as follows:  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 3 – Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 

Page 3-74 

The current water quality control plan for the region is the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins, which is also referred to as the Basin Plan 
(CVRWQCB, 2019). The project would be required to operate under an applicable WDR 
permit from the CVRWQCB for placement of any waste material on land. The dewatering 
discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek would also need to comply with the requirements of 
the applicable NPDES permit Order R5-2016-0076 2022-0006 (NPDES No. CAG995002) 
for Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Water as a Tier 3 discharge. The WDR and 
NPDES requirements ensure that the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Basin Plan. 

 
The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, do not change the 
conclusions of the analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the criteria set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR subsequent to 
public review. The revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to information 
and analysis already conveyed. 
 
4.10 Noise and Vibration 
Pages 4.10-18 and 4.10-19, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Section 4.10.4, Table 4.10-6 is hereby revised 
at the end of this section to correct the placement of Leq and Lmax labels. 
 
Page 4.10-32, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Section 4.10.4, Table 4.10-12 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.10-12 
Centennial Industrial Site: Engineered Fill Activity Noise Levels 

Receptor 
Minimum 
Distance 

Predicted Noise 
Level 

Daytime Noise 
Criteria 

Criteria 
Exceeded? 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
1 500 5456 6171 63 81 NO NO 
2 600 5052 6068 68 86 NO NO 
8 1000 4451 4265 55 75 NO NO 

Note: Engineered fill placement, grading and compaction activities would be limited to daytime hours. As a 
result, only the daytime criteria are utilized for the assessment of potential noise impacts for this activity. 
 
Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2021). 

 
Page 4.10-33, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Section 4.10.4, Table 4.10-14 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.10-14 
Brunswick Industrial Site: Engineered Fill Activity Noise Levels 

Receptor 
Minimum 
Distance 

Predicted Noise 
Level 

Daytime Noise 
Criteria 

Criteria 
Exceeded? 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
15 1400 45 4550 55 75 NO NO 
16 1600 46 4657 53 75 NO NO 
17 2000 40 4051 61 75 NO NO 
18 1600 47 4759 55 74 NO NO 
19 1300 40 4042 55 74 NO NO 
20 1000 46 4648 62 75 NO NO 
21 700 47 4750 60 75 NO NO 
22 500 52 5257 61 75 NO NO 
23 400 55 5561 63 75 NO NO 

Continued on next page 
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Table 4.10-14 
Brunswick Industrial Site: Engineered Fill Activity Noise Levels 

Receptor 
Minimum 
Distance 

Predicted Noise 
Level 

Daytime Noise 
Criteria 

Criteria 
Exceeded? 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
24 350 50 5060 65 80 NO NO 
25 650 50 5063 65 75 NO NO 
26 300 51 5161 55 69 NO NO 
27 600 46 4649 55 69 NO NO 
28 500 47 4751 55 69 NO NO 
29 1200 40 4041 55 69 NO NO 
30 1800 3227 3230 55 69 NO NO 

Note: Engineered fill placement, grading and compaction activities would be limited to daytime hours. As a 
result, only the daytime criteria are utilized for the assessment of potential noise impacts for this activity. 
 
Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2021). 

 
Page 4.10-19, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Section 4.10.4, Table 4.10-19 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.10-19 
Predicted Combined Noise Levels from All Daytime  

Sources at Nearest Receptors  

Receptor 

Project Daytime 
Noise Generation 

Daytime Noise 
Criteria Criteria Exceeded? 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
1 56 6871 63 81 NO NO 
2 54 6768 68 86 NO NO 
3 39 46 66 87 NO NO 
4 37 43 60 75 NO NO 
5 29 34 54 71 NO NO 
6 29 34 55 72 NO NO 
7 29 33 54 71 NO NO 
8 3852 4865 55 75 NO NO 
9 35 41 53 71 NO NO 

10 34 40 52 71 NO NO 
11 34 42 52 72 NO NO 
12 33 41 54 74 NO NO 
13 34 43 55 75 NO NO 
14 41 48 55 75 NO NO 
15 4445 55 55 75 NO NO 
16 4546 5157 53 75 NO NO 
17 43 4951 61 75 NO NO 
18 47 5359 55 74 NO NO 
19 41 50 55 74 NO NO 
20 47 55 62 75 NO NO 
21 47 58 60 75 NO NO 
22 5152 62 61 75 NO NO 
23 55 67 63 75 NO NO 
24 50 66 65 80 NO NO 
25 49 67 65 75 NO NO 

Continued on next page 
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Table 4.10-19 
Predicted Combined Noise Levels from All Daytime  

Sources at Nearest Receptors  

Receptor 

Project Daytime 
Noise Generation 

Daytime Noise 
Criteria Criteria Exceeded? 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
26 51 68 55 69 NO NO 
27 46 57 55 69 NO NO 
28 4647 57 55 69 NO NO 
29 40 50 55 69 NO NO 
30 34 39 55 69 NO NO 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2021). 
 
Pages 4.10-58 and 4.10-59, DEIR Chapter 4.10, Section 4.10.4, Mitigation Measure 4.10-4 is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.10-4  The project applicant shall conduct a project-specific Ground Vibration 
Monitoring Program, as set forth in this mitigation measure. As part of 
the Ground Vibration Monitoring Program, the mine shall employ 
between eight and ten seismographs, which shall be installed prior to any 
onsite blasting, and used during all blasting of levels above the 
1,000-foot level. The seismographs shall be placed at the following 
locations: 

 
• One at the Brunswick Shaft; 
• One at each of the four corners of the Mine Property; 
• One in the Whispering Pines Industrial Park; 
• Two at nearby residences; and 
• Two travelling seismographs which can change location 

depending on the weekly/monthly mining plan. 
 

After the mine has stopped blasting at the proposed shaft and above the 
1,000-foot level, only five seismographs would be required for the Ground 
Vibration Monitoring Program. One seismograph shall be located at 
the Brunswick Shaft and one in each of the four corners of the mine 
property. The five seismographs would collect relevant data throughout 
the entire operation to understand how the ground is transmitting 
vibration in these areas. 
 
Once mining operations commence, the project applicant shall hire a blast 
consultant to assist with the development of a 95 percent confidence level 
equation for the site-specific ground vibration. The blast consultant shall 
assess the data acquired by the seismographs using a linear regression 
and log-log confidence model to develop an equation that the mine can 
use to modify blasting, as needed, to ensure vibration levels remain below 
0.4 in/s at sensitive receptors. 
 
Results of the Ground Vibration Monitoring Program and the equation for 
site-specific ground vibration shall be submitted to the Nevada County 
Planning Department, on a monthly basis, for review. 
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Table 4.10-6 
Baseline Ambient Conditions and Adjusted Nevada County Noise Standards by Receptor  

Receptor2 

Baseline Ambient Conditions1 Applicable Standards After Adjustment  
Daytime3 Evening3 Nighttime3 Daytime Evening Nighttime 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Lmax eq Leq max Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
1 58 76 51 68 50 66 63 81 56 73 55 71 
2 63 81 56 73 55 71 68 86 61 78 60 76 
3 61 82 53 71 51 69 66 87 58 76 56 74 
4 55 72 53 65 56 70 60 75 58 70 61 75 
5 49 66 47 59 50 64 54 71 50 64 55 69 
6 50 67 48 60 51 65 55 72 50 65 56 70 
7 49 66 47 59 50 64 54 71 50 64 55 69 
8 54 72 49 69 45 65 55 75 50 74 45 70 
9 48 66 43 63 39 59 53 71 48 65 44 60 
10 47 66 43 64 37 58 52 71 48 65 42 60 
11 47 67 43 65 37 59 52 72 48 70 42 60 
12 49 69 45 67 39 62 54 74 50 72 44 67 
13 51 70 48 69 41 64 55 75 50 74 45 69 
14 50 72 48 72 42 64 55 75 50 77 45 69 
15 51 73 49 72 43 65 55 75 50 77 45 70 
16 48 71 46 71 40 62 53 75 50 76 45 67 
17 56 73 54 66 57 71  61 75 59 71 62 76 
18 52 69 50 62 53 67 55 74 50 65 58 72 
19 54 69 51 68 46 65 55 74 56 73 51 70 
20 57 72 55 72 50 68 62 75 60 77 55 73 
21 55 70 53 70 48 66 60 75 58 75 53 71 
22 56 71 53 70 48 67 61 75 58 75 53 72 
23 58 73 56 73 51 69 63 75 61 78 56 74 
24 60 75 58 75 53 71 65 80 63 80 58 76 
25 60 75 57 74 52 71 65 75 62 79 57 76 
26 51 64 49 63 44 56 55 69 50 65 45 60 
27 51 64 49 63 44 56 55 69 50 65 45 60 
28 51 64 49 63 44 56 55 69 50 65 45 60 
29 51 64 49 63 44 56 55 69 50 65 45 60 
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Table 4.10-6 
Baseline Ambient Conditions and Adjusted Nevada County Noise Standards by Receptor  

Receptor2 

Baseline Ambient Conditions1 Applicable Standards After Adjustment  
Daytime3 Evening3 Nighttime3 Daytime Evening Nighttime 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Lmax eq Leq max Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
30 51 64 49 63 44 56 55 69 50 65 45 60 

Notes:  
1. Baseline ambient conditions at each representative receptor were established through extrapolating the Table 4.10-1 data closest to each receptor using 

a 4.5 dB per doubling of distance decay rate. 
2. Receptor locations are indicated on Figure 4.10-2.  
3. Daytime = 7:00 AM – 7:00 PM; Evening = 7:00 PM – 10:00 PM; Nighttime = 10:00 PM – 7:00 AM 

 
Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2021). 
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The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, do not change the conclusions of 
the analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the criteria set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR subsequent to public 
review. The revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to information and 
analysis already conveyed. 
 
4.12 Transportation 
Page 4.12-12, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.2, Figure 4.12-1 is hereby replaced with the figure 
shown on the following page. 
 
Pages 4.12-13 and 4.12-14, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.2, Table 4.12-2 is hereby revised 
as shown on the following pages. 
 
Page 4.12-17, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.2, first and third paragraph and Table 4.12-4 are 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

Existing Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VMT is a metric that accounts for the number of vehicle trips generated and the length or 
distance of those trips. The available measures of VMT for Nevada County include the 
following: 
 

• Total VMT – the sum of VMT for all vehicle trips and trip purposes. 
• Residential VMT per capita – the sum of VMT for trips originating from home, 

divided by the number of residents. 
• VMT per worker – the sum of VMT for trips from home to work, divided by the 

number of workers. 
 

In July 2020, Fehr & Peers prepared Senate Bill 743, Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Implementation for the Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC). The NCTC in 
turn distributed the document to the various agencies within the County so each agency 
could develop their own significance threshold guidelines. Fehr & Peers recommends that 
VMT be expressed as a generation rate rather than a ratio. The County’s recommended 
threshold of significance is on a per service population basis (Nevada County Traffic impact 
Guidelines, June 2020). Because the proposed project is an industrial land use project, the 
calculated VMT per employee (worker) is also the VMT per service population County 
determined that the preferred significance threshold metric shall be VMT per worker (i.e., 
project employee). 
 
The subareas, based on similar travel characteristics and proximity, are recommended to 
be the following: the City of Grass Valley; the City of Nevada City; the Town of Truckee; 
Alta Sierra; Lake of the Pines; Lake Wildwood and Penn Valley; the remainder of western 
Nevada County; and the remainder of eastern Nevada County. Use of a subarea threshold 
acknowledges the differences in VMT generation in different parts of Nevada County.  
 
Table 4.12-4 presents the results of the VMT measurement analysis that considers trips 
from outside the model as well as within the NCTC Travel Demand Model (TDM) from 
several data sources including the NCTC Travel Demand Model (TDM), the California 
State Travel Demand Model, and MXD+, a trip generation tool developed by Fehr & Peers. 
As noted in further detail in the Method of Analysis section below, the data in Table 4.12-4 
was used to determine the significance threshold for the proposed project.  
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Figure 4.12-1 

Study Intersection and Roadway Segment Locations 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-2 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – Existing Conditions 

Location - Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
1. Neal St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 4.8 A 8.3 A 6.6 N/A 
2. S. Auburn St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 6.1 A 8.7 A 7.0 N/A 
3. E. Bennett Rd/Tinloy St/SR 49 WB Off-

Ramp ‡ SB/WB Stop A 3.9 A 6.1 A 4.1 Yes* 

4. E. Bennett Rd/Hansen Way/SR 49 EB On-
Ramp ‡ AWS A 9.2 B 14.8 B 10.1 No 

5. Main St/Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 WB 
Ramps ‡ Roundabout A 4.5 A 6.6 A 4.3 N/A 

6. Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ AWS B 13.514.4 C 18.219.3 A 9.59.8 No 
7. Idaho Maryland Rd/Railroad Ave ‡ AWS B 10.711.3 C 15.917.1 A 8.58.8 No 
8. Main St/Brunswick Rd/W. Olympia Dr ‡ Signal A 5.8 B 13.314.2 A 8.79.1 N/A 
9. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 WB Off-

Ramp/Maltman Dr ‡ Signal B 16.615.8 B 19.820.2 B 16.715.8 N/A 

10. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 8.68.7 B 13.213.3 A 9.28.8 N/A 
11. Brunswick Rd/Sutton Way ‡ Signal A 4.84.7 C 21.321.2 A 9.19.2 N/A 
12. Brunswick Rd/Idaho Maryland Rd ‡ 

NB Left 
SB Left 
EB 

 WB 

EB/WB Stop 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.08.1 

7.8 
10.310.5 
17.117.3 

 
A 
A 
B 
F 

 
9.0 
8.8 

13.713.9 
70.7 

 
A 
A 
B 
B 

 
8.0 
7.8 
10.6 
14.6 

Yes* 

13. Brunswick Rd/Whispering Pines Ln ‡ 
 NB Left 
 EB 

EB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
10.8 

 
A 
B 

 
9.1 
14.1 

 
A 
B 

 
8.3 
10.6 

Yes* 

14. Brunswick Rd/E. Bennett Rd/Greenhorn Rd 
† AWS B 10.6 C 17.4 B 10.5 Yes* 

15. Brunswick Rd/SR 174 † 
 SB 
 EB Left 

SB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
12.5 

7.67.7 

 
E 
A 

 
35.1 
7.8 

 
B 
A 

 
12.5 
7.4 

Yes* 

16. Brunswick Rd/Project Driveway † EB Stop Not Studied 
17. E. Bennett Rd/Millsite Rd † NB Stop Not Studied 
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Table 4.12-2 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – Existing Conditions 

Location - Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
18. Whispering Pines Ln/Centennial Site 

Driveway ‡ NB Stop Not Studied 

19. Idaho Maryland Rd/Centennial Dr ‡ 
NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
11.310.8 
8.28.1 

 
F 
A 

 
59.1 
8.3 

 
B 
A 

 
10.1 
7.6 

No 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way ‡ AWS A 8.18.0 B 12.412.5 A 8.0 No 
21. Sutton Way/Dorsey Dr ‡ AWS A 8.0 B 11.8 A 8.2 No 
22. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 7.9 B 13.6 A 7.8 N/A 
23. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Signal A 3.7 A 9.1 A 5.3 N/A 
24. Brunswick Road/Loma Rica Dr † Signal B 11.812.0 B 13.914.3 A 8.08.1 N/A 
Notes: 
• AWS = all way stop 
• † = Nevada County jurisdiction 
• ‡ = Grass Valley jurisdiction 
• Bold indicates intersection operates below the applicable threshold of significance 
• * = meets warrant in 3:30 PM hour 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Half of the project is located in the Grass Valley Subarea while half is located in 
unincorporated Western Nevada County The Grass Valley subarea was used as the basis 
due to the project’s proximity to the City. 

 
Table 4.12-4 

Home-Based VMT per Worker Total VMT per Service Population 
Location (SubArea) NCTC TDM 

Grass Valley 18.6 28.0 
Nevada City 26.6 36.2 

Truckee N/A 
Alta Sierra 27.8 17.1 

Lake Wildwood 34.3 22.5 
Penn Valley 18.6 18.8 

Lake of the Pines 25.0 16.4 
Unincorporated Western Nevada County N/A 18.1 

Western Nevada County Total 22.2 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 2021. 

 
Page 4.12-27 and 4.12-28, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.4, the discussion under the Vehicle 
Miles Traveled Standard of Significance subheading is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Standard of Significance 
For the proposed project, a VMT impact may be considered less than significant if: 
 

• The project’s total weekday VMT per service population is equal to or less than 
14.3 percent below the subarea mean under baseline conditions, or the project 
reduces the total VMT per service population for the subarea; and 

• The project is consistent with the General Plan and the Nevada County Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

 
As stated above, because the proposed project is an industrial land use project, the County 
determined that the preferred significance threshold metric shall be VMT per worker (i.e., 
project employee) is also the VMT per Service Population. The data in Table 4.12-4 was 
used to determine the significance threshold for the proposed project. Half of the project is 
located in the Grass Valley Subarea while half is located in unincorporated Western 
Nevada County. The subarea mean VMT per service population rates are 28.0 for Grass 
Valley and 18.1 for unincorporated Western Nevada County. The most conservative 
approach is to use the unincorporated Western Nevada County Grass Valley subarea was 
used as the basis due to the project’s proximity to the City. Therefore, the proposed project 
would be considered to result in a significant impact related to VMT if the project would 
result in a VMT per worker ratio that is less than 14.3 percent below the subarea mean for 
the Grass Valley unincorporated Western Nevada County subarea of 18.61. 

 
Pages 4.12-60, 4.12-65, 4.12-71 through 4.12-74, 4.12-76 through 4.12-79, DEIR Chapter 4.12, 
Section 4.12.4, Tables 4.12-10, 4.12-11, 4.12-14, and 4.12-15 are hereby revised on the following 
pages. 
 
Pages 4.12-81 through 4.12-83, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.4, the discussion under Impact 
4.12-5 is hereby revised as follows: 
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Table 4.12-10 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – EPAP Plus Project Conditions (Scenario #1) 

Location – Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM 
Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? 

EPAP EPAP Plus Project EPAP EPAP Plus Project EPAP EPAP Plus Project 

LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
1. Neal St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 4.8 A 5.1 A 8.4 A 8.2 A 7.0 A 7.1 N/A 
2. S. Auburn St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 6.3 A 6.1 A 8.7 A 8.7 A 6.9 A 7.0 N/A 
3. E. Bennett Rd/Tinloy St/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp ‡ SB/WB Stop A 3.8 A 3.8 A 6.4 A 6.3 A 4.2 A 4.0 Yes* 
4. E. Bennett Rd/Hansen Way/SR 49 EB On-Ramp ‡ AWS A 9.3 A 9.3 B 15.2 B 15.2 B 10.2 B 10.2 No 
5. Main St/Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Roundabout A 4.7 A 4.8 A 6.8 A 7.0 A 4.4 A 4.6 N/A 
6. Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ AWS BC 14.915.9 C 17.218.9 C 22.624.4 CD 23.725.7 AB 9.910.2 B 10.310.6 Yes* 
7. Idaho Maryland Rd/Railroad Ave ‡ AWS B 11.011.4 B 11.512.1 C 16.517.8 C 17.018.4 A 8.79.1 A 8.99.3 No 
8. Main St/Brunswick Rd/W. Olympia Dr ‡ Signal A 6.15.7 A 5.9 B 13.713.6 B 13.4 A 9.09.1 A 9.0 N/A 
9. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp/Maltman Dr ‡ Signal B 15.916.5 B 16.816.7 B 19.819.5 BC 19.820.5 B 16.516.3 B 16.917.0 N/A 
10. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 9.18.7 A 8.78.5 B 13.513.4 B 13.613.8 A 9.0 A 8.99.3 N/A 
11. Brunswick Rd/Sutton Way ‡ Signal A 5.2 A 5.25.0 C 21.5 C 22.021.8 A 9.59.6 A 9.29.4 N/A 
12. Brunswick Rd/Idaho Maryland Rd ‡ 

NB Left 
SB Left 
EB 

 WB 

EB/WB Stop 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.08.2 

7.8 
10.410.6 
17.918.1 

 
A 
A 
B 
D 

 
8.28.4 

7.9 
11.311.5 
25.425.8 

 
A 
A 
B 
F 

 
9.09.1 

8.8 
14.114.2 

83.7 

 
A 
A 
B 
F 

 
9.19.2 

8.9 
14.114.2 
98.2102.5 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.0 
7.9 

10.710.8 
15.3 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.2 
7.9 

11.211.3 
18.3 

Yes* 

13. Brunswick Rd/Whispering Pines Ln ‡ 
 NB Left 
 EB 

EB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
10.9 

 
A 
B 

 
8.8 
11.4 

 
A 
B 

 
9.1 
14.5 

 
A 
B 

 
9.1 
14.8 

 
A 
B 

 
8.3 
10.6 

 
A 
B 

 
8.5 
11.1 

Yes* 

14. Brunswick Rd/E. Bennett Rd/Greenhorn Rd † AWS B 10.711.0 B 12.713.3 C 18.519.6 C 20.722.0 B 10.811.0 B 12.412.8 Yes* 
15. Brunswick Rd/SR 174 † 
 SB 
 EB Left 

SB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
12.5 

7.67.7 

 
B 
A 

 
13.013.1 

7.7 

 
E 
A 

 
36.3 
7.8 

 
E 
A 

 
38.1 
7.8 

 
B 
A 

 
12.6 
7.4 

 
B 
A 

 
13.0 
7.4 

Yes* 

16. Brunswick Rd/Project Driveway † 
NB Left 
EB 

EB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
7.8 
11.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
12.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.2 
11.7 

No 

17. E. Bennett Rd/Millsite Rd † 
NB NB Stop Not Studied  

A 
 

8.5 Not Studied  
A 

 
8.7 Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 No 

18. Whispering Pines Ln/Centennial Industrial Site Driveway ‡ 
NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
9.6 
7.8 

Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
9.0 
7.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
8.7 
7.4 

No 

19. Idaho Maryland Rd/Centennial Dr ‡ 
NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
11.3 
8.2 

 
B 
A 

 
12.2 
8.4 

 
F 
A 

 
99.8100.9 

8.5 

 
F 
A 

 
112.3 
8.5 

 
B 
A 

 
10.2 
7.6 

 
B 
A 

 
10.8 
7.7 

Yes* 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way ‡ AWS A 8.1 A 8.5 B 13.914.0 B 14.3 A 8.1 A 8.5 No 
21. Sutton Way/Dorsey Dr ‡ AWS A 8.1 A 8.2 C 15.6 C 15.7 A 9.2 A 9.3 No 
22. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 9.3 A 9.3 B 13.7 B 14.0 A 8.2 A 8.3 N/A 
23. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Signal A 6.2 A 6.2 B 14.9 B 15.9 A 7.4 A 7.4 N/A 
24. Brunswick Rd/Loma Rica Dr † Signal B 11.812.0 B 11.511.7 B 14.214.6 B 14.715.2 A 8.38.4 A 8.58.6 N/A 
• AWS = all way stop 
• † = Nevada County jurisdiction 
• ‡ = Grass Valley jurisdiction 
• Bold indicates intersection operates below the applicable threshold of significance 
• * = meets warrant in 3:30 PM hour 

Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-11 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – EPAP Plus Project Conditions (Scenario #2) 

Location - Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM 
Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? 

EPAP EPAP Plus Project EPAP EPAP Plus Project EPAP EPAP Plus Project 

LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
1. Neal St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 4.8 A 5.0 A 8.4 A 8.6 A 7.0 A 6.8 N/A 
2. S. Auburn St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 6.3 A 6.2 A 8.7 A 8.6 A 6.9 A 7.0 N/A 
3. E. Bennett Rd/Tinloy St/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp ‡ SB/WB Stop A 3.8 A 3.8 A 6.4 A 6.4 A 4.2 A 4.1 Yes* 
4. E. Bennett Rd/Hansen Way/SR 49 EB On-Ramp ‡ AWS A 9.3 A 9.3 B 15.2 B 15.2 B 10.2 B 10.2 No 
5. Main St/Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Roundabout A 4.7 A 4.8 A 6.8 A 7.0 A 4.4 A 4.6 N/A 
6. Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ AWS BC 14.915.9 C 17.218.9 C 22.624.4 CD 23.725.7 AB 9.910.2 B 10.310.6 Yes* 
7. Idaho Maryland Rd/Railroad Ave ‡ AWS B 11.011.4 B 11.512.1 C 16.517.8 C 17.018.4 A 8.79.1 A 8.99.3 No 
8. Main St/Brunswick Rd/W. Olympia Dr ‡ Signal A 6.15.7 A 6.16.0 B 13.713.6 B 13.514.3 A 9.09.1 A 9.0 N/A 
9. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp/Maltman Dr ‡ Signal B 15.916.5 B 16.816.4 B 19.819.5 C 20.320.2 B 16.516.3 B 16.417.1 N/A 
10. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 9.18.7 A 8.78.8 B 13.513.4 B 14.014.3 A 9.0 A 8.89.2 N/A 
11. Brunswick Rd/Sutton Way ‡ Signal A 5.2 A 5.35.1 C 21.5 C 22.122.5 A 9.59.6 A 9.6 N/A 
12. Brunswick Rd/Idaho Maryland Rd ‡ 

NB Left 
SB Left 
EB 

 WB 

EB/WB Stop 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.08.2 

7.8 
10.410.6 
17.918.1 

 
A 
A 
B 
D 

 
8.28.4 

7.9 
11.511.6 
26.726.8 

 
A 
A 
B 
F 

 
9.09.1 

8.8 
14.114.2 

83.7 

 
A 
A 
B 
F 

 
9.2 
8.9 

14.314.4 
107.3 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.0 
7.9 

10.710.8 
15.3 

 
A 
A 
B 
C 

 
8.2 
7.9 

11.311.4 
18.8 

Yes* 

13. Brunswick Rd/Whispering Pines Ln ‡ 
 NB Left 
 EB 

EB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
10.9 

 
A 
B 

 
8.8 
11.5 

 
A 
B 

 
9.1 
14.5 

 
A 

BC 

 
9.19.2 

14.915.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.3 
10.6 

 
A 
B 

 
8.5 
11.2 

Yes* 

14. Brunswick Rd/E. Bennett Rd/Greenhorn Rd † AWS B 10.711.0 B 12.713.0 C 18.519.6 C 20.722.0 B 10.811.0 B 12.412.8 Yes* 
15. Brunswick Rd/SR 174 † 
 SB 
 EB Left 

SB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
12.5 

7.67.7 

 
B 
A 

 
13.0 
7.7 

 
E 
A 

 
36.3 
7.8 

 
E 
A 

 
38.1 
7.8 

 
B 
A 

 
12.6 
7.4 

 
B 
A 

 
13.0 
7.4 

Yes* 

16. Brunswick Rd/Project Driveway † 
NB Left 
EB 

EB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
7.8 
11.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
12.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.2 
11.7 

No 

17. E. Bennett Rd/Millsite Rd † 
NB NB Stop Not Studied  

A 
 

8.5 Not Studied  
A 

 
8.7 Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 No 

18. Whispering Pines Ln/Centennial Industrial Site Driveway ‡ NB Stop Not Studied Not Applicable Not Studied Not Applicable Not Studied Not Applicable 
19. Idaho Maryland Rd/Centennial Dr ‡ 

NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop 
 

B 
A 

 
11.3 
8.2 

 
B 
A 

 
12.2 
8.4 

 
F 
A 

 
99.8100.9 

8.5 

 
F 
A 

 
112.3 

8.5 

 
B 
A 

 
10.2 
7.6 

 
B 
A 

 
10.8 
7.7 

Yes* 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way ‡ AWS A 8.18.2 A 8.5 B 13.914.0 B 14.3 A 8.1 A 8.5 No 
21. Sutton Way/Dorsey Dr ‡ AWS A 8.1 A 8.2 C 15.6 C 15.7 A 9.2 A 9.3 No 
22. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 9.3 A 9.0 B 13.7 B 13.7 A 8.2 A 8.4 N/A 
23. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Signal A 6.2 A 6.1 B 14.9 B 15.6 A 7.4 A 7.3 N/A 
24. Brunswick Rd/Loma Rica Dr † Signal B 11.812.0 B 11.511.7 B 14.214.6 B 14.715.2 A 8.38.4 A 8.58.6 N/A 
Notes: 
• AWS = all way stop 
• † = Nevada County jurisdiction 
• ‡ = Grass Valley jurisdiction 
• Bold indicates intersection operates below the applicable threshold of significance 
• * = meets warrant in 3:30 PM hour 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-14 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

1. Neal St / Tinloy St 
EB 70 67 69 105 103 99 99 
WB 150 86 86 139 126 95 92 

2. S. Auburn St / Tinloy St 
NB through 80 78 73 115 117 78 73 
NB through-left 80 55 53 76 78 53 52 
SB 75 78 76 109 109 101 101 
WB 95 84 85 99 99 79 75 

3. E. Bennett Rd / Tinloy St – SR 49 WB Off-Ramp 
NB left turn 60 27 28 41 42 31 28 
NB through 150 46 45 54 56 47 47 

4. E. Bennett Rd / Hansen Way – SR 49 EB On-Ramp 
SB left turn 60 <25 <25 38 38 <25 <25 
SB through 150 <25 <25 95 95 35 35 

5. E. Main St / Idaho Maryland Rd - SR 49 WB Ramps 
NB --- <25 <25 26 26 <25 <25 
SB --- <25 <25 49 51 <25 <25 
EB --- 30 32 63 60 28 29 
WB --- <25 <25 53 53 26 27 

6. Idaho Maryland Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB right --- 120133 163183 5563 5563 <25 <25 
NB left 355 33 3833 63 63 <25 <25 
WB 90 3033 3540 203220 220240 3335 4043 

7. Idaho Maryland Rd / Railroad Ave 
EB 90 7580 8895 8098 83100 <25 <25 

8. E. Main St / Brunswick Rd – W. Olympia Dr 
NB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
NB right 125 4344 4246 119122 114116 6058 5560 
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Table 4.12-14 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

SB left (2 lanes) 355 6065 6671 179175 173181 99105 100109 
WB left (2 lanes) 150 4540 4144 9092 8887 6162 6364 
WB right 150 5449 5750 153155 148159 7177 7282 

9. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 WB Off-Ramp – Maltman Dr 
NB left 100 <25 <25 7563 7778 5755 5451 
NB right 100 3230 28 135123 131134 8576 82 
SB left (2 lanes) 260 117126 125135 191197 197208 136138 135149 
SB right 260 47 5048 8684 7984 5255 5558 
EB 160 4759 63 210201 207 123133 135137 
WB left 145 62 6264 107106 103104 8990 9694 

10. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB left 200 165153 159152 225224 221 177182 177196 
NB right --- 93113 98110 245243 250252 9185 9695 

11. Brunswick Rd / Sutton Way 
NB left (2 lanes) 280 5653 5358 241253 247259 110119 112114 
SB left 190 4342 4139 102104 110 5558 5756 
SB right 180 --- --- --- <25 --- --- 
EB left (2 lanes) 185 5955 5558 124133 122124 6769 6466 
EB right 250 4548 4750 150157 155159 8784 8289 
WB left 125 44 4440 144142 137135 6972 6470 

12. Brunswick Rd / Idaho Maryland Rd 
NB left 540 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 120 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB right --- <25 25 40 40 <25 <25 
WB left 60 25 40 68 73 <25 <25 

13. Brunswick Rd / Whispering Pines Ln 
NB left 210 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-14 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

14. Brunswick Rd / E. Bennett Rd – Greenhorn Rd 
NB left 225 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 260 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

15. Brunswick Rd / SR 174 
SB left 90 25 30 205 215 43 48 
EB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

16. Brunswick Rd / Project Driveway 
NB left 350 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
EB --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

17. E. Bennett Rd / Millsite Rd 
NB right --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

18. Whispering Pines Ln / Project Driveway 
NB --- -- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
WB left 100 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

19. Idaho Maryland Rd / Centennial Dr 
NB --- <25 <25 315 335 <25 <25 
WB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way 
SB right 90 <25 <25 45 45 <25 <25 
SB left --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
ÈB --- <25 25 98 100 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 63 70 <25 <25 

21. Sutton Way / Dorsey Dr 
SB right 120 <25 <25 38 38 <25 <25 
SB thru --- <25 <25 43 45 <25 <25 
NB --- <25 <25 98 98 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-14 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

EB --- <25 <25 110 110 40 40 
22. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 

NB Left (2 lanes) 215 112 113 104 108 56 60 
NB right 215 41 43 98 96 48 51 
EB left 180 60 60 155 150 56 66 

23. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
SB right 400 50 50 58 60 48 48 
SB left-thru 400 53 52 154 165 67 68 
EB right 155 36 40 199 205 41 44 
WB left 180 81 81 184 183 84 82 

24. Brunswick Rd / Loma Rica Dr 
NB right 410 3132 3130 26 26 <25 <25 
SB left 400 133137 146150 135 135 6465 6869 
WB left 100 3233 3536 160163 160163 3536 38 

Notes: 
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage. 
• Queuing distances based on stochastic modeling.  
• * indicates longest lane for multiple turn lane approaches. 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-15 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

1. Neal St / Tinloy St 
EB 70 67 66 105 103 99 94 
WB 150 86 87 139 138 95 89 

2. S. Auburn St / Tinloy St 
NB through 80 78 71 115 109 78 76 
NB through-left 80 55 52 76 67 53 52 
SB 75 78 71 109 104 101 100 
WB 95 84 82 99 103 79 75 

3. E. Bennett Rd / Tinloy St – SR 49 WB Off-Ramp 
NB left turn 60 27 27 41 43 31 32 
NB through 150 46 45 54 56 47 45 

4. E. Bennett Rd / Hansen Way – SR 49 EB On-Ramp 
SB left turn 60 <25 <25 38 38 <25 <25 
SB through 150 <25 <25 95 95 35 35 

5. E. Main St / Idaho Maryland Rd - SR 49 WB Ramps 
NB --- <25 <25 26 26 <25 <25 
SB --- <25 <25 49 51 <25 <25 
EB --- 30 32 63 60 28 29 
WB --- <25 <25 53 53 26 27 

6. Idaho Maryland Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB right --- 120133 163183 5563 5563 <25 <25 
NB left 355 33 33 63 63 <25 <25 
WB 90 3033 3540 203220 220240 3335 4043 

7. Idaho Maryland Rd / Railroad Ave 
EB 90 7580 8895 8098 83100 <25 <25 

8. E. Main St / Brunswick Rd – W. Olympia Dr 
NB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
NB right 125 4344 3943 119122 126132 6058 5963 
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Table 4.12-15 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

SB left (2 lanes) 355 6065 6472 179175 177193 99105 99104 
WB left (2 lanes) 150 4540 3646 9092 88 6162 6064 
WB right 150 5449 5658 153155 149163 7177 7482 

9. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 WB Off-Ramp – Maltman Dr 
NB left 100 <25 <2526 7563 7573 5755 52 
NB right 100 3230 2830 135123 129131 8576 8381 
SB left (2 lanes) 260 117126 127136 191197 199194 136138 143149 
SB right 260 47 5053 8684 7697 5255 5452 
EB 160 4759 5658 210201 204203 123133 128129 
WB left 145 62 6357 107106 104108 8990 8590 

10. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB left 200 165153 160165 225224 226231 177182 172182 
NB right --- 93113 100113 245243 259257 9185 9997 

11. Brunswick Rd / Sutton Way 
NB left (2 lanes) 280 5653 5257 241253 251268 110119 111 
SB left 190 4342 4140 102104 10599 5558 5657 
SB right 180 --- --- --- <25 --- --- 
EB left (2 lanes) 185 5955 6058 124133 128124 6769 6364 
EB right 250 4548 46 150157 161154 8784 8680 
WB left 125 44 4546 142 147152 6972 6770 

12. Brunswick Rd / Idaho Maryland Rd 
NB left 540 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 120 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB right --- <25 25 40 40 <25 <25 
WB left 60 25 43 68 75 <25 <25 

13. Brunswick Rd / Whispering Pines Ln 
NB left 210 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-15 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

EB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
14. Brunswick Rd / E. Bennett Rd – Greenhorn Rd 

NB left 225 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 260 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

15. Brunswick Rd / SR 174 
SB left 90 25 30 205 215 43 48 
EB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

16. Brunswick Rd / Project Driveway 
NB left 350 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
EB --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

17. E. Bennett Rd / Millsite Rd 
NB right --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

18. Whispering Pines Ln / Project Driveway – Not Applicable 
19. Idaho Maryland Rd / Centennial Dr 

NB --- <25 <25 315 335 <25 <25 
WB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way 
SB right 90 <25 <25 45 45 <25 <25 
SB left --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
ÈB --- <25 25 98 100 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 63 70 <25 <25 

21. Sutton Way / Dorsey Dr 
SB right 120 <25 <25 38 38 <25 <25 
SB thru --- <25 <25 43 45 <25 <25 
NB --- <25 <25 98 98 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-15 
EPAP Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

Location Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

EB --- <25 <25 110 110 40 40 
22. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 

NB Left (2 lanes) 215 112 107 104 113 56 59 
NB right 215 41 41 98 99 48 54 
EB left 180 60 62 155 157 56 65 

23. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
SB right 400 50 50 58 57 48 49 
SB left-thru 400 53 57 154 151 67 69 
EB right 155 36 39 199 196 41 41 
WB left 180 81 77 184 179 84 84 

24. Brunswick Rd / Loma Rica Dr 
NB right 410 3132 3130 26 26 <25 <25 
SB left 400 133137 146150 135 135 6465 6968 
WB left 100 3233 3536 160163 160163 3536 38 

Notes: 
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage. 
• Queuing distances based on stochastic modeling.  
• * indicates longest lane for multiple turn lane approaches. 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Because the proposed project is an industrial land use project, the County determined that 
the preferred significance threshold metric shall be VMT per worker (i.e., project employee) 
is the VMT per service population. The Grass Valley unincorporated Western Nevada 
County subarea was used as the basis due to the project’s proximity to the City as a 
conservative approach. As shown in Table 4.12-4, the Grass Valleyunincorporated 
Western Nevada County subarea has an associated home-based VMT per worker service 
population of 18.61. As shown in Table 4.12-16 on a per worker basis, the proposed project 
is modeled to generate a daily rate per service population (employee) of 13.9 14.4 VMT 
(under 2035 Plus Project Conditions in the 2020 base year), which is more than 14.3 
percent below the Grass Valley unincorporated area metric of 18.61 VMT per worker. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a reduced VMT per service population for the 
applicable subarea. 

 
Table 4.12-16 

Rise Grass Valley Project Generated VMT Summary 
Metric 2035 Future Year 2020 Base Year 

Total Daily Project VMT 1,538 
Maximum Employees on Site  

(including Centennial employees) 111 

Daily VMT per Employee Service Population 13.9 14.4 
Source: Fehr & Peers KD Anderson, 20202. 

 
In addition, because the proposed project is anticipated to employ approximately 312 direct 
employees during full operations, pursuant to Section L-II 4.1.9 of the Nevada County LUDC, 
the project applicant would be required to submit a detailed analysis of transportation 
alternatives, documenting feasible measures for reducing auto dependence.  
 
Although the overall project site is not currently served by transit and the Nevada County 
Transit Services Division does not have plans to bring service to the project area, the nearest 
bus route to either the Brunswick Industrial Site or Centennial Industrial Site is Route #3, which 
operates between the Tinloy Street/Bank Street Transit Center and the Nevada County Airport 
and passes directly by the Centennial Industrial Site. The proposed project would incorporate 
an area for bicycle racks at the Brunswick Industrial Site, which would provide a minimum of 
11 racks (44 bicycle spaces). Pursuant to Nevada County LUDC, additional potential 
transportation reduction alternatives for the proposed project were identified in the Traffic 
Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project, based on the Transportation Demand 
Management strategies included in the Vehicle Miles Traveled Implementation report 
prepared by Fehr & Peers for the NCTC, and include the following: 

 
• Commute Trip Reduction, #3.4.11, TRT-11: Provide Employer-Sponsored 

Vanpool/Shuttle: This strategy would make a company sponsored vanpool/shuttle 
available to allow employees to commute in a single vehicle. Because employees of 
the proposed project are likely to be coming from throughout the area, the use of 
specific locations for pick up, such as existing Park-and-Ride lots in the County, would 
facilitate the reduction of commute vehicles.  
 

• The proposed project could also institute a shuttle service between the project site(s) 
and the Tinloy Street/Bank Street Transit Center to provide a convenient location for 
employees to transfer from public transit or to be dropped off. A shuttle could operate 
several times each day, during the 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM shift changes and at the 
end of the administrative workday, after 3:30 PM. 

 
• Commute Trip Reduction, #3.4.3, TRT-3: Provide Ride-Sharing Programs: This 

strategy involves the employer providing ride-share coordination and parking facilities 
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to provide information for employees to ride share to and from work. This strategy is 
intended to match employees by location resulting in a reduction of commute 
vehicles. Rideshare activities would provide incentives for employees commuting to 
and from the site. Ridesharing could be coordinated between employees along a 
similar route from their residence to the work site. The use of existing Park-and-Ride 
lots may provide a location for employees to meet and commute together, reducing 
the number of vehicles in the roadway network. Three Caltrans Park-and-Ride 
locations exist in Nevada County, two in Penn Valley and one in Grass Valley; all are 
located along SR 20. A Park-and-Ride location also exists in Auburn for employees 
commuting along SR 49 from Placer County. Incentives may include the use of high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, less maintenance on a single vehicle due to reduced 
use, and cost sharing between employees/employer. 

 
Given that the proposed project would result in a VMT per worker service population ratio 
that is greater than 14.3 percent below the subarea mean for the Grass Valley 
unincorporated Western Nevada County subarea of 18.61, impacts associated with a 
conflict or being inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), would 
be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 

 
Page 4.12-91, DEIR Chapter 4.12, Impact 4.12-6, Mitigation Measure 4.12-6(b), is hereby revised 
to make minor changes based on further County input.  
 

4.12-6(b)  Prior to commencement of engineered fill any hauling of project materials 
(e.g., engineered fill, soil, rocks, etc.) on County or City roads, the project 
applicant shall enter into separate road maintenance agreements with 
Nevada County and the City of Grass Valley to provide the project’s fair 
share of funding for maintenance of roadways commensurate with the 
project’s impact to pavement conditions on both Nevada County and 
Grass Valley roadways, including Brunswick Road between E. Bennett 
Road and SR 49 and E. Bennett Road between project driveway and 
Brunswick Road. 

 
The above minor changes are not substantive and do not change the efficacy of the mitigation 
measure.  
 
Pages 4.12-97, 4.12-102, 4.12-108 through 4.12-111, and 4.12-112 through 4.12-115, DEIR 
Chapter 4.12, Section 4.12.4, Tables 4.12-18, 4.12-19, 4.12-22, and 4.12-23 are hereby revised 
on the following pages. 
 
The foregoing revisions to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, do not change the conclusions of the 
analysis in the DEIR. The revisions do not trigger any of the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(a) necessitating the recirculation of a DEIR subsequent to public review. The 
revisions correct errors and/or provide additional clarification to information and analysis already 
conveyed. 
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Table 4.12-18 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (Scenario #1) 

Location - Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM 

Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
1. Neal St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 6.7 A 6.9 A 9.0 A 9.0 B 11.7 B 12.2 N/A 
2. S. Auburn St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 7.2 A 7.1 A 9.9 A 9.5 A 9.0 A 9.1 N/A 
3. E. Bennett Rd/Tinloy St/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp ‡ SB/WB Stop A 4.1 A 4.1 A 8.0 A 7.6 A 4.4 A 4.5 Yes* 
4. E. Bennett Rd/Hansen Way/SR 49 EB On-Ramp ‡ AWS A 9.6 A 9.6 C 18.3 C 18.3 B 10.7 B 10.8 Yes* 
5. Main St/Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Roundabout A 5.1 A 5.3 A 8.3 A 8.4 A 4.9 A 5.1 N/A 
6. Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ AWS B 12.713.5 B 13.3 BC 19.422.7 B 19.6 B 11.912.1 B 12.0 N/A 
7. Idaho Maryland Rd/Railroad Ave ‡ AWS B 11.511.9 B 11.7 BC 19.324.0 B 19.4 B 12.212.8 B 12.4 N/A 
8. Main St/Brunswick Rd/W. Olympia Dr ‡ Signal A 6.16.3 A 6.2 B 14.014.6 B 14.2 A 9.89.9 A 9.7 N/A 
9. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp/Maltman Dr ‡ Signal B 17.117.6 B 18.1 B 16.917.2 B 17.2 B 16.116.3 B 16.4 N/A 
10. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 8.38.2 A 8.4 B 14.9 B 14.8 A 8.98.6 A 8.7 N/A 
11. Brunswick Rd/Sutton Way ‡ Signal A 5.35.5 A 5.2 C 28.228.9 C 30.2 B 10.710.3 B 10.5 N/A 
12. Brunswick Rd/Idaho Maryland Rd ‡ 

NB Left 
SB Left 
EB 

 WB 

EB/WB Stop B 17.317.8 B 18.5 C 31.632.8 C 32.5 B 18.118.2 B 18.7 N/A 

13. Brunswick Rd/Whispering Pines Ln ‡ 
 NB Left 
 EB 

EB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
8.4 
11.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.7 
11.4 

 
A 
C 

 
9.4 
19.3 

 
A 
C 

 
9.4 
19.9 

 
A 
B 

 
8.38.4 
11.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.5 
11.3 

Yes* 

14. Brunswick Rd/E. Bennett Rd/Greenhorn Rd † AWS B 11.011.3 B 13.0 CD 23.725.6 D 27.2 B 10.911.2 B 12.6 Yes* 
15. Brunswick Rd/SR 174 † 
 SB 
 EB Left 

SB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
7.77.8 

12.812.9 

 
A 
B 

 
7.8 
13.4 

 
A 
E 

 
7.8 
46.2 

 
A 
E 

 
7.8 
48.9 

 
A 
C 

 
8.27.4 

17.512.7 

 
A 
B 

 
7.4 
13.1 

Yes* 

16. Brunswick Rd/Project Driveway † 
NB Left 
EB 

EB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
7.8 
11.4 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.5 
12.9 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.1 
12.2 

Yes* 

17. E. Bennett Rd/Millsite Rd † 
NB NB Stop Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 Not Studied  
A 

 
8.7 Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 No 

18. Whispering Pines Ln/Centennial Industrial Site Driveway ‡ 
NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
9.7 
7.8 

Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
9.1 
7.5 

Not Studied 
 

A 
A 

 
8.7 
7.4 

No 

19. Idaho Maryland Rd/Centennial Dr ‡ 
NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop A 6.76.8 A 6.6 B 11.5 B 11.5 A 7.5 A 7.4 N/A 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way ‡ AWS A 8.08.1 A 8.4 B 14.2 B 14.5 A 7.9 A 8.1 Yes* 
21. Sutton Way/Dorsey Dr ‡ AWS A 9.0 A 9.1 F 213.1 F 214.3 B 10.4 B 10.5 Yes* 
22. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 8.9 A 8.6 B 14.8 B 15.0 A 8.7 A 8.9 N/A 
23. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Signal A 5.6 A 5.5 B 17.6 B 16.9 A 8.2 A 8.4 N/A 
24. Brunswick Rd/Loma Rica Dr † Signal B 11.912.1 B 11.6 B 14.815.3 B 15.5 A 8.18.2 A 8.2 N/A 
• AWS = all way stop 
• † = Nevada County jurisdiction 
• ‡ = Grass Valley jurisdiction 
• Bold indicates intersection operates below the applicable threshold of significance 
• * = meets warrant in 3:30 PM hour 
 

Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-19 
Project Traffic Hours Intersection LOS – Cumulative Plus Project Conditions (Scenario #2) 

Location - Jurisdiction Control 

6:30 – 7:30 AM 3:30 – 4:30 PM 6:30 – 7:30 PM 

Meets 
Traffic 
Signal 

Warrant? 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) LOS 

Average 
Delay 

(veh/sec) 
1. Neal St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 6.7 A 7.2 A 9.0 A 9.7 B 11.7 B 12.4 N/A 
2. S. Auburn St/Tinloy St ‡ Signal A 7.2 A 7.2 A 9.9 B 10.0 A 9.0 A 9.0 N/A 
3. E. Bennett Rd/Tinloy St/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp ‡ SB/WB Stop A 4.1 A 4.0 A 8.0 A 7.6 A 4.4 A 4.5 Yes* 
4. E. Bennett Rd/Hansen Way/SR 49 EB On-Ramp ‡ AWS A 9.6 A 9.6 C 18.3 C 18.3 B 10.7 B 10.8 Yes* 
5. Main St/Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Roundabout A 5.1 A 5.3 A 8.3 A 8.4 A 4.9 A 5.0 N/A 
6. Idaho Maryland Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ AWS B 12.713.5 B 13.314.3 BC 19.422.7 BC 19.623.1 B 11.912.1 B 12.012.3 N/A 
7. Idaho Maryland Rd/Railroad Ave ‡ AWS B 11.511.9 B 11.712.1 BC 19.324.0 BC 19.424.3 B 12.212.8 B 12.413.0 N/A 
8. Main St/Brunswick Rd/W. Olympia Dr ‡ Signal A 6.16.3 A 6.56.2 B 14.014.6 B 14.314.1 A 9.89.9 B 10.210.0 N/A 
9. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 WB Off-Ramp/Maltman Dr ‡ Signal B 17.117.6 B 17.717.9 B 16.917.2 B 17.817.1 B 16.116.3 B 16.416.0 N/A 
10. Brunswick Rd/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 8.38.2 A 8.27.8 B 14.9 B 14.915.0 A 8.98.6 A 8.78.9 N/A 
11. Brunswick Rd/Sutton Way ‡ Signal A 5.35.5 A 5.35.1 C 28.228.9 C 30.029.9 B 10.710.3 B 10.710.6 N/A 
12. Brunswick Rd/Idaho Maryland Rd ‡ 

NB Left 
SB Left 
EB 

 WB 

EB/WB Stop B 17.317.8 B 18.519.2 C 31.632.8 C 33.034.3 B 18.118.2 B 18.819.0 N/A 

13. Brunswick Rd/Whispering Pines Ln ‡ 
 NB Left 
 EB 

EB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
8.48.5 
11.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.7 
11.6 

 
A 
C 

 
9.4 
19.3 

 
A 
C 

 
9.49.5 
20.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.38.4 
11.0 

 
A 
B 

 
8.5 

11.311.4 
Yes* 

14. Brunswick Rd/E. Bennett Rd/Greenhorn Rd † AWS B 11.011.3 B 13.0 CD 23.725.6 D 27.229.4 B 10.911.2 B 12.613.0 Yes* 
15. Brunswick Rd/SR 174 † 
 SB 
 EB Left 

SB Stop 
 

A 
B 

 
7.77.8 

12.812.9 

 
A 
B 

 
7.8 

13.413.0 

 
A 
E 

 
7.8 
46.2 

 
A 
E 

 
7.8 
48.9 

 
A 
C 

 
8.27.4 

17.512.7 

 
A 
B 

 
7.4 
13.1 

Yes* 

16. Brunswick Rd/Project Driveway † 
NB Left 
EB 

EB Stop Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
7.8 
11.4 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.5 
12.9 

Not Studied 
 

A 
B 

 
8.1 
12.2 

Yes* 

17. E. Bennett Rd/Millsite Rd † 
NB NB Stop Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 Not Studied  
A 

 
8.7 Not Studied  

A 
 

8.6 No 

18. Whispering Pines Ln/Centennial Industrial Site Driveway ‡ NB Stop Not Studied Not Applicable Not Studied Not Applicable Not Studied Not Applicable 
19. Idaho Maryland Rd/Centennial Dr ‡ 

NB 
WB Left 

NB Stop A 6.76.8 A 6.66.7 B 11.511.8 B 11.511.8 A 7.5 A 7.47.5 N/A 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way ‡ AWS A 8.08.1 A 8.48.5 B 14.2 B 14.5 A 7.9 A 8.1 Yes* 
21. Sutton Way/Dorsey Dr ‡ AWS A 9.0 A 9.1 F 213.1 F 214.3 B 10.4 B 10.5 Yes* 
22. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 EB Ramps ‡ Signal A 8.9 A 8.7 B 14.8 B 15.3 A 8.7 A 9.3 N/A 
23. Dorsey Dr/SR 49 WB Ramps ‡ Signal A 5.6 A 5.8 B 17.6 B 17.6 A 8.2 A 8.5 N/A 
24. Brunswick Rd/Loma Rica Dr † Signal B 11.912.1 B 11.611.8 B 14.815.3 B 15.516.0 A 8.18.2 A 8.28.4 N/A 
Notes: 
• AWS = all way stop 
• † = Nevada County jurisdiction 
• ‡ = Grass Valley jurisdiction 
• Bold indicates intersection operates below the applicable threshold of significance 
• * = meets warrant in 3:30 PM hour 

 

Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-22 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

1. Neal St / Tinloy St 
EB 70 84 80 116 115 119 120 
WB 150 115 103 106 109 131 140 

2. S. Auburn St / Tinloy St 
NB through 80 73 75 137 136 98 102 
NB through-left 80 44 45 63 66 44 44 
SB 75 86 84 139 134 123 133 
WB 95 68 70 113 113 103 101 

3. E. Bennett Rd / Tinloy St – SR 49 WB Off-Ramp 
NB left turn 60 28 28 41 40 33 34 
NB through 150 46 44 66 64 46 49 

4. E. Bennett Rd / Hansen Way – SR 49 EB On-Ramp 
SB left turn 60 <25 <25 40 40 <25 <25 
SB through 150 <25 <25 145 145 45 45 

5. E. Main St / Idaho Maryland Rd - SR 49 WB Ramps 
NB --- <25 <25 32 32 <25 <25 
SB --- <25 <25 70 72 25 25 
EB --- 39 41 86 88 34 36 
WB --- <25 <25 66 68 32 33 

6. Idaho Maryland Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB right --- 3940 5153 4850 4850 <25 <25 
NB left 355 8186 8792 151152 151152 5520 5253 
WB 90 6165 6874 260276 266300 7472 7881 

7. Idaho Maryland Rd / Railroad Ave 
EB 90 123134 136150 166181 166181 5147 5753 

8. E. Main St / Brunswick Rd – W. Olympia Dr 
NB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
NB right 125 4244 4346 130133 139135 5965 6261 
SB left (2 lanes)  355 6867 6765 175180 176175 106102 109106 
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Table 4.12-22 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

WB left (2 lanes) 150 4344 44 97104 10298 6775 7169 
WB right 150 4752 5156 149 159152 7969 7482 

9. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 WB Off-Ramp – Maltman Dr 
NB left 100 <25 2829 6876 6671 5354 5352 
NB right 100 3032 3029 131122 117118 9184 8576 
SB left (2 lanes) 260 134144 142148 148150 151149 144140 133139 
SB right 260 4549 4644 84 86 5254 5651 
EB 160 6160 65 202199 203201 128133 141139 
WB left 145 6166 6158 106108 106105 9290 9395 

10. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB left 200 141147 152151 215223 218224 180173 177179 
NB right --- 106115 102117 262261 258254 95110 97103 

11. Brunswick Rd / Sutton Way 
NB left (2 lanes) 280 5860 5561 435467 545511 141146 136150 
SB left 190 3837 37 115113 110101 5152 57 
SB right 180 --- --- --- <25 --- --- 
EB left (2 lanes) 185 6157 5358 127147 138137 7066 6369 
EB right 250 5253 5051 224215 220222 98104 96114 
WB left 125 4849 4947 177170 179182 7484 7977 

12. Brunswick Rd / Idaho Maryland Rd 
NB left 540 9092 108112 151152 166170 56 7677 
SB left 120 <25 <25 188 188 103104 106108 
EB left 150 34 25 74 74 39 3940 
WB left 175 100104 99101 68 68 43 4344 

13. Brunswick Rd / Whispering Pines Ln 
NB left 210 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB left 110 <25 <25 58 60 <25 <25 

14. Brunswick Rd / E. Bennett Rd – Greenhorn Rd 
NB left 225 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 260 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-22 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

EB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

15. Brunswick Rd / SR 174 
SB left 90 25 28 248 260 45 48 
EB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

16. Brunswick Rd / Project Driveway 
NB left 350 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
EB --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

17. E. Bennett Rd / Millsite Rd 
NB right --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

18. Whispering Pines Ln / Project Driveway 
NB --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
WB left 100 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

19. Idaho Maryland Rd / Centennial Dr 
NB --- 2829 29 285302 285302 29 30 
WB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way 
SB right 90 <25 <25 48 48 <25 <25 
SB left --- <25 <25 35 35 <25 <25 
ÈB --- <25 <25 105 105 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 55 60 <25 <25 

21. Sutton Way / Dorsey Dr 
SB right 120 <25 <25 28 28 <25 <25 
SB thru --- <25 <25 190 190 <25 <25 
NB --- 30 30 1333 1340 58 60 
EB --- 25 25 188 188 <25 25 

22. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB Left (2 lanes)  215 98 103 125 120 58 54 
NB right 215 59 57 97 100 62 59 
EB left 180 63 60 180 177 65 67 
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Table 4.12-22 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #1) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 
– 4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

23. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
SB right 400 53 52 63 64 49 49 
SB left-thru 400 43 42 165 162 64 67 
EB right 155 41 44 218 217 40 42 
WB left 180 73 74 253 250 108 111 

24. Brunswick Rd / Loma Rica Dr 
NB right 410 32 3231 27 27 <25 <25 
SB left 400 134137 146151 147148 147148 6970 7475 
WB left 100 3536 38 178 178 337 3839 

Notes: 
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage.  
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage with more than 25-foot increase from No Project condition. 
• Queuing distances based on stochastic modeling.  
• * indicates longest lane for multiple turn lane approaches. 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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Table 4.12-23 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

1. Neal St / Tinloy St 
EB 70 84 86 116 117 119 118 
WB 150 115 116 106 110 131 144 

2. S. Auburn St / Tinloy St 
NB through 80 73 76 137 144 98 97 
NB through-left 80 44 46 63 69 44 45 
SB 75 86 84 139 137 123 129 
WB 95 68 69 113 117 103 93 

3. E. Bennett Rd / Tinloy St – SR 49 WB Off-Ramp 
NB left turn 60 28 26 41 40 33 34 
NB through 150 46 47 66 64 46 48 

4. E. Bennett Rd / Hansen Way – SR 49 EB On-Ramp 
SB left turn 60 <25 <25 40 40 <25 <25 
SB through 150 <25 <25 145 145 45 45 

5. E. Main St / Idaho Maryland Rd - SR 49 WB Ramps 
NB --- <25 <25 32 32 <25 <25 
SB --- <25 <25 70 71 25 25 
EB --- 39 41 86 88 34 34 
WB --- <25 <25 66 67 32 32 

6. Idaho Maryland Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB right --- 3940 5153 4850 4850 <25 <25 
NB left 355 8186 8792 151152 151152 5052 5253 
WB 90 6165 6874 260276 266300 7274 7881 

7. Idaho Maryland Rd / Railroad Ave 
EB 90 123134 136150 166181 166181 4751 5357 

8. E. Main St / Brunswick Rd – W. Olympia Dr 
NB left 110 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
NB right 125 4244 4345 130133 134136 5965 7068 
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Table 4.12-23 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

SB left (2 lanes) 355 6867 6673 175180 177173 106102 117116 
WB left (2 lanes) 150 4344 4746 97104 106100 7567 7371 
WB right 150 4752 5558 149149 155168 6979 7381 

9. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 WB Off-Ramp – Maltman Dr 
NB left 100 <25 <25 6876 6970 5453 5152 
NB right 100 3032 3028 131122 128121 8491 8378 
SB left (2 lanes) 260 134144 144151 148150 149158 140144 140147 
SB right 260 4549 5046 84 8682 5452 52 
EB 160 6160 6268 202199 205204 128133 139147 
WB left 145 6160 6560 106108 107108 9092 8994 

10. Brunswick Rd / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB left 200 141147 153137 215223 225230 180173 179 
NB right --- 106115 94103 262261 259263 11095 9698 

11. Brunswick Rd / Sutton Way 
NB left (2 lanes) 280 5860 5655 435467 490507 141146 139140 
SB left 190 3837 39 115113 113116 5251 54 
SB right 180 --- --- --- --- --- --- 
EB left (2 lanes) 185 6157 6057 127147 134 6670 62 
EB right 250 5253 50 224215 208224 98104 95 
WB left 125 4849 4750 177170 181180 8474 79 

12. Brunswick Rd / Idaho Maryland Rd 
NB left 540 9092 108113 151152 166170 56 77 
SB left 120 <25 <25 188 188 103104 107109 
EB left 150 34 <25 74 74 39 3940 
WB left 175 100104 99102 68 68 43 44 
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Table 4.12-23 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

13. Brunswick Rd / Whispering Pines Ln 
NB left 210 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB left 110 <25 <25 58 60 <25 <25 

14. Brunswick Rd / E. Bennett Rd – Greenhorn Rd 
NB left 225 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
SB left 260 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
EB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

15. Brunswick Rd / SR 174 
SB left 90 25 28 248 260 45 48 
EB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

16. Brunswick Rd / Project Driveway 
NB left 350 --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 
EB --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

17. E. Bennett Rd / Millsite Rd 
NB right --- --- <25 --- <25 --- <25 

18. Whispering Pines Ln / Project Driveway – Not Applicable 
19. Idaho Maryland Rd / Centennial Dr 

NB --- 2829 29 285302 285302 29 30 
WB left 130 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 

20. Idaho Maryland Rd /Sutton Way 
SB right 90 <25 <25 48 48 <25 <25 
SB left --- <25 <25 35 35 <25 <25 
ÈB --- <25 <25 105 105 <25 <25 
WB --- <25 <25 55 60 <25 <25 

21. Sutton Way / Dorsey Dr 
SB right 120 <25 <25 28 28 <25 <25 
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Table 4.12-23 
Cumulative Plus Project Queues (Scenario #2) 

 
Location 

 
Length* 

No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project No Project Plus Project 
EPAP 6:30 
– 7:30 AM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 AM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 3:30 – 
4:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

EPAP 6:30 – 
7:30 PM 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

Queue 
(feet) 

SB thru --- <25 <25 190 190 <25 <25 
NB --- 30 30 1333 1340 58 60 
EB --- 25 25 188 188 <25 25 

22. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
NB Left (2 lanes) 215 98 101 125 128 58 52 
NB right 215 59 60 97 101 62 63 
EB left 180 63 63 180 174 65 75 

23. Dorsey Dr / SR 49 EB Ramps 
SB right 400 53 52 63 59 49 49 
SB left-thru 400 43 38 165 161 64 69 
EB right 155 41 42 218 220 40 49 
WB left 180 73 76 253 249 108 114 

24. Brunswick Rd / Loma Rica Dr 
NB right 410 32 3231 27 27 <25 <25 
SB left 400 134137 146151 147148 14814

 

6970 7475 
WB left 100 3536 38 178 178 3637 3839 

Notes: 
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage.  
• Highlighted values indicate queue length in excess of available storage with more than 25-foot increase from No Project condition. 
• Queuing distances based on stochastic modeling.  
• * indicates longest lane for multiple turn lane approaches. 

 
Source: KDAnderson & Associates, Inc., 20221. 
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7 References 
DEIR Chapter 7, is hereby revised to include the following additional citations: 
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 1992. Protocol for Surveying Proposed 
Management Activities That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls. 
 
State of California. 2009. Addendum and Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration Osborne Hill Trail Network Project State Clearinghouse #2008112086 (within 
the Empire Mine State Historic Park). Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, 
California (January 2009). 
 
Roberts, S.L. 2017. Chapter 3: California Spotted Owl Habitat Characteristics and Use. In 
USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PSW-GTR-254: The California Spotted 
Owl Current State of Knowledge. 
 

The foregoing revisions to Chapter 7, Reverences, do not change the conclusions of the analysis 
in the DEIR. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 
Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local 
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency 
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified 
environmental findings related to environmental impact reports. 
 
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed 
project. The intent of the MMRP is to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures identified 
within the EIR for the proposed project. Unless otherwise noted, the cost of implementing the 
mitigation measures as prescribed by this MMRP shall be funded by the applicant. 
 
4.2 COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 
The MMRP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to 
the EIR prepared for the proposed project. This MMRP is intended to be used by Nevada County 
staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during 
project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this MMRP were developed in the EIR. 
 
The EIR presents a detailed set of mitigation measures that will be implemented throughout the 
lifetime of the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15370, as a measure 
that: 
 

• Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
• Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation; 
• Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; 
• Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 

during the life of the project; or 
• Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 
 
The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The 
MMRP will provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary and in-the-field 
identification and resolution of environmental concerns. 
 
Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by 
Nevada County. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measures, the 
monitoring action for each mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action, 
and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding and 
effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMRP. The County will be 
responsible for monitoring compliance.  

4. MITIGATION MONITORING 
AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
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4.3  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is designed 
to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for 
sign-off indicating compliance. 
 
The table also includes a list of the Conditions of Approval (COAs) referenced within Chapter 2, 
Responses to Comments, of this EIR that will be required of the proposed project, as well as the 
monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for sign-off indicating compliance for 
each COA. The COAs included in this chapter are not exhaustive; a complete list of COAs will be 
included in the staff report prepared for the proposed project.  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

4.1 Aesthetics 
4.1-2 Substantially damage 

scenic resources, 
including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a 
State Scenic Highway; in 
a non-urbanized area, 
substantially degrade the 
existing visual character 
or quality of public views 
of the site and its 
surroundings (public 
views are those that are 
experienced from 
publicly accessible 
vantage point) or, in an 
urbanized area, conflict 
with applicable zoning 
and other regulations 
governing scenic quality. 

4.1-2 In conjunction with submittal of Improvement 
Plans, the applicant shall submit a final 
Landscape Plan, prepared by a licensed 
landscape contractor, landscape architect, 
landscape designer, or horticulturist, for 
review and approval by the Nevada County 
Planning Department. The final Landscape 
Plan shall include the information identified 
in Nevada County Land Use and 
Development Code Sec L-II 4.2.7(E), such 
as:  

 
• all details depicted on the 

Preliminary plans and any 
modifications or additions included 
by conditions of approval;  

• location of all required plant 
materials, evenly dispersed within 
each required planting area;  

• legend listing the type, number, and 
size of plant materials, indicating 
both the required number and 
provided number, of each plant 
type;  

• irrigation plan; 
• if existing landscaping, including 

native vegetation, is to be retained, 
a note shall be provided on the plan 
stating that “any existing 
landscaping or native vegetation 
shown on the approved plan for 
retention, that is damaged or 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

In conjunction with 
submittal of 
Improvement Plans 
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removed during construction, shall 
be repaired or replaced in kind with 
equivalent size”; 

• A Note on the Plan, certified by a 
Licensed Landscape Architect, Lan
dscape Designer or Horticulturist, 
that trees are located on the Plan so 
as to cover 40% of the parking area 
with tree canopies within 15 years, 
consistent with Section 4.2.7.2.g of 
the Nevada County LUDC; 

• Assurance that the property owner 
will be responsible for the 
replacement of landscaping that 
does not survive or that deteriorates 
due to neglect; 

• All required trees shall be a 
minimum 15-gallon container size, 
with the trunk diameter no less than 
1.5 inches for canopy trees, and 1-
1.5 inches for understory trees, with 
the following exception: trees 
planting along project frontages for 
screening purposes shall include a 
mix of 15-gallon and 24-gallon trees. 
Shrubs shall be a minimum 5-gallon 
container size, and live groundcover 
plants shall cover bare ground. 

• Varied tree and plant materials shall 
be used throughout the parking lot. 
No one species shall comprise more 
than 75% of the plantings within 
each of the following categories: 
canopy tree, understory tree and 
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shrubs. Native vegetation shall be 
included in all required plantings 
unless confirmed by a 
licensed Landscape Architect that a 
native species will not satisfy a 
specific requirement; 

• Planting areas within paved parking 
lots shall be separated from 
vehicular areas and street right-of-
way by a permanently installed 
concrete or wooden perimeter curb 
at least 6” high and meet other 
requirements in Section 4.2.7.2.g. 

4.1-4 Long-term changes in 
visual character 
associated with the 
proposed project in 
combination with 
cumulative development.   

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-2. See Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-2 

 

4.3 Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy 
4.3-1 Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the 
applicable air quality 
plan. 

4.3-1(a) Prior to the initiation of construction, the 
following requirements shall be noted on 
project improvement plans. Improvements 
plans shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department for review and 
approval. 

 
Mitigations for Use During Construction:  
The following measures are from the 
Northern Sierra Air Quality Management 
District and are based on the significance 
threshold level of emissions. 
 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to the initiation 
of construction and 
noted on 
Improvement Plans 
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For all Significance Level Thresholds (A, B, 
and C) 

 
a. Alternatives to open burning of 

vegetative material shall be used 
unless deemed infeasible by the 
Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District. Among 
suitable alternatives are chipping, 
mulching, or conversion to biomass 
fuel. 

b. Grid power shall be used (as 
opposed to diesel generators) for 
job site power needs where feasible 
during construction. 

 
Additional Measures for Emissions at 
Level B Thresholds: 

 
c. All controls discussed above (a and 

b) shall be implemented. 
d. Temporary traffic control shall be 

provided during all phases of the 
construction to improve traffic flow 
as deemed appropriate by the local 
transportation agencies and/or the 
California Department of 
Transportation. 

e. Construction activities shall be 
scheduled to direct traffic flow to 
off-peak hours as much as 
practicable. 
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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 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to the initiation 
of construction 
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(Tier 4 engines automatically meet 
this requirement).  
 

a. For purposes of this mitigation 
measure, “commercially 
available” shall mean the 
availability of the Tier 4 Final 
equipment. 

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

4.3-2 Expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

4.3-2 Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan. 
Prior to the initiation of any clearing, grading, 
or construction activities, Rise Grass Valley 
Inc. shall submit an Asbestos Dust Mitigation 
Plan (ADMP) to Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District (NSAQMD) for review 
and approval. The provisions of the ADMP 
shall be initiated at the beginning of the 
project (before clearing or grubbing) and 
maintained for the duration of the project. 
The Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations 
(Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Section 93105) contains 
specific requirements for the preparation of 
an ADMP. Conditions of the ADMP shall 
include the following: 

 
• Provisions of this ADMP shall apply 

throughout construction, operation, 

Northern 
Sierra Air 
Quality 
Management 
District 
(NSAQMD) 

Prior to the initiation 
of any clearing, 
grading, or 
construction 
activities 
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and reclamation activities, except as 
specified otherwise. 

• All visible track-out material (from 
vehicles leaving the work site) must 
be removed from all public roads at 
least once per day using wet 
sweeping or a HEPA-filter-equipped 
vacuum device. Sweeping or 
vacuuming on public roads shall be 
conducted so as to avoid peak AM 
and PM traffic hours.  

• A gravel pad designed and 
maintained to effectively clean tires 
of exiting vehicles, or a wheel wash 
system, or a minimum of 50 feet of 
pavement must be placed between 
the construction area and any public 
road, and must be used by all exiting 
vehicles (including personal 
vehicles and delivery trucks) 
throughout the duration of the 
project.  

• All active storage piles shall be 
adequately wetted or covered with 
plastic to ensure that no visible dust 
crosses the property boundary. 
Potential dust emissions from 
disturbed surface areas and storage 
piles that will remain inactive for 
more than seven days shall be 
controlled to completely prevent 
visible dust from crossing the 
property boundary by at least one of 
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the following methods (pursuant to 
[e][4][C] of the ATCM): 

 
a. Keeping the surface 

adequately wetted; 
b. Applying chemical dust 

suppressants or chemical 
stabilizers according to the 
manufacturer’s 
recommendations and all 
applicable regulations; 

c. Covering with tarp(s) or 
vegetative cover; 

d. Installing wind barriers of 50 
percent porosity around three 
sides of all storage piles; 
and/or 

e. Installing wind barriers across 
open areas and between the 
project sites and any adjacent 
occupied residential or 
business property. 

 
• The maximum vehicle speed on all 

unpaved parts of the project sites 
must be clearly posted and must not 
exceed 15 miles per hour. 

• All areas where vehicles drive on 
the site, at all times when the area is 
subjected to vehicle or equipment 
traffic, shall be watered every two 
hours or kept adequately wetted to 
prevent visible dust emissions from 
leaving the property boundary, 
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except where a gravel cover has 
been established that has a silt 
content of less than five percent and 
an asbestos content of less than 
0.25 percent and is at least three 
inches thick. 

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

 
a. Pre-wetting the ground to the 

depth of anticipated cuts; 
and/or 

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

 
• 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, pursuant to 
(e)(4)(F)2 of the ATCM, and shall 
either: 
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a. be completely covered with 
tarps; or 

b. 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. 

 
• Upon completion of the project, 

disturbed surface areas shall be 
stabilized, pursuant to (e)(4)(G) of 
the ATCM, using one or more of the 
following methods: 

 
a. establishment of a vegetative 

cover; 
b. placement of at least three 

inches of material having an 
asbestos content of 0.25 
percent asbestos or less as 
measured using an approved 
asbestos bulk test method; 
and/or 

c. paving. 
 
• The NSAQMD’s Air Pollution Control 

Officer may require bulk sampling at 
any time. If bulk sampling is required, 
the sampling shall be performed in 
accordance with California Air 
Resources Board Test Method 435. 
Where Method 435 specifies 
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“serpentine,” this shall apply to gravel, 
decomposed ultramafic rock, and any 
other material as specified by the Air 
Pollution Control Officer. 

• The NSAQMD’s Air Pollution 
Control Officer may require air 
monitoring at any time, and may 
modify the ADMP on the basis of 
results of the monitoring. If required, 
provisions of air monitoring shall be 
determined in coordination with the 
NSAQMD. 

• Before site disturbance (e.g., 
clearing, grubbing, or grading) 
begins, the NSAQMD shall be 
informed by telephone at (530) 274-
9360 of the exact day on which site 
disturbance will commence. 

4.3-7 Generation of GHG 
emissions that may have 
a significant impact on 
the environment. 

4.3-7(a) Construction GHG Emissions 
Reductions. 
To reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions generated during project 
construction from construction equipment, 
the following measures shall be incorporated 
into the project construction drawings: 

 
a) Properly tune and maintain all 

construction equipment in 
accordance with manufacturer’s 
specifications; 

b) Where feasible, employ the use of 
electrical or alternative fueled (i.e., 
non-diesel) construction equipment, 
including forklifts, 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to the approval 
of construction 
drawings 
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concrete/industrial saws, pumps, 
aerial lifts, air compressors, and 
other comparable equipment types 
to the extent commercially available; 

c) To reduce the need for electric 
generators and other fuel-powered 
equipment, provide on-site electrical 
hookups for the use of hand tools 
such as saws, drills, and 
compressors used for building 
construction; 

d) Encourage and provide carpools, 
shuttle vans, transit passes and/or 
secure bicycle parking for 
construction worker commutes; 

e) Use locally sourced or recycled 
materials for construction materials 
(goal of at least 20 percent based on 
costs for building materials, and 
based on volume for roadway, 
parking lot, sidewalk and curb 
materials). Wood products utilized 
should be certified through a 
sustainable forestry program; and 

f) Minimize the amount of concrete for 
paved surfaces or utilize a low 
carbon concrete option. 

 
4.3-7(b) Carbon Offsets – Construction 

Emissions. 
Rise Grass Valley Inc. (Rise) shall retire 
carbon offsets in a quantity sufficient to 
offset the project’s construction greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions to below the 1,100 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
the first grading 
permit 
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metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent (MT 
CO2e) per year construction threshold, 
consistent with the performance standards 
and requirements set forth below. 
Specifically, prior to Nevada County’s 
(County) issuance of the project’s first 
grading permit, Rise shall retire carbon 
offsets equaling 2,345 MT CO2e, which was 
calculated by subtracting 1,100 MT CO2e 
(threshold) from the construction emissions 
generated by the project. 

 
Carbon Offset Standards – Eligible 
Registries, Acceptable Protocols and 
Defined Terms: 
“Carbon offset” shall mean an instrument, 
credit or other certification verifying the 
reduction of GHG emissions issued by the 
Climate Action Reserve, the American 
Carbon Registry, or Verra (previously, the 
Verified Carbon Standard). This shall 
include, but is not limited to, an instrument, 
credit or other certification issued by these 
registries for GHG reduction activities within 
the Nevada County region. The Project shall 
neither purchase offsets from the Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) registry 
nor purchase offsets generated under CDM 
protocols. Qualifying carbon offsets 
presented for compliance with this mitigation 
measure may be used provided that the 
evidence required by the “Reporting and 
Enforcement Standards” below is submitted 
to the County demonstrating that each 
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registry shall continue its existing practice of 
requiring the following for the development 
and approval of protocols or methodologies: 

 
i)  Adherence to established GHG 

accounting principles set forth in the 
International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) 14064, Part 2 
or the World Resources 
Institute/World Business Council for 
Sustainable Development 
(WRI/WBCSD) Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol for Project Accounting; and 

ii)  Oversight of the implementation of 
protocols and methodologies that 
define the eligibility of carbon offset 
projects and set forth standards for 
the estimation, monitoring and 
verification of GHG reductions 
achieved from such projects. The 
protocols and methodologies shall: 

 
a.  Be developed by the 

registries through a 
transparent public and 
expert stakeholder review 
process that affords an 
opportunity for comment and 
is informed by science; 

b.  Incorporate standardized 
offset crediting parameters 
that define whether and how 
much emissions reduction 
credit a carbon offset project 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-17 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

should receive, having 
identified conservative 
project baselines and the 
length of the crediting period 
and considered potential 
leakage and quantification 
uncertainties; 

c.  Establish data collection and 
monitoring procedures, 
mechanisms to ensure 
permanency in reductions, 
and additionality and 
geographic boundary 
provisions; and, 

d.  Adhere to the principles set 
forth in the program manuals 
of each of the 
aforementioned registries, 
as such manuals are 
updated from time to time. 

e.  Be approved by the 
California Air Resources 
Board, and be compliant with 
17 CCR § 95972 and AB 32 
(the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 
2006) to the extent 
applicable to voluntary 
offsets.  

 
Further, any carbon offset used to reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions shall be a 
carbon offset that represents the past 
reduction or sequestration of one MT of 
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CO2e that is “not otherwise required” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4[c][3]). Each 
carbon offset used to reduce GHG 
emissions shall achieve additional, real, 
permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and 
enforceable reductions, which are defined 
for purposes of this mitigation measure as 
follows: 

 
i)  “Additional” means that the carbon 

offset is in addition to: (1) any 
greenhouse gas emission reduction 
otherwise required by law or 
regulation; (2) any other GHG 
emissions reduction that otherwise 
would occur; and (3) is consistent 
with Health and Safety Code 
Section 38562(d)(2); 

ii)  “Real” means that the GHG 
reduction underlying the carbon 
offset results from a demonstrable 
action or set of actions, and is 
quantified under the protocol or 
methodology using appropriate, 
accurate, and conservative 
methodologies that account for all 
GHG emissions sources and sinks 
within the boundary of the 
applicable carbon offset project, 
uncertainty, and the potential for 
activity shifting leakage and market-
shifting leakage; 

iii)  “Verifiable” means that the GHG 
reduction underlying the carbon 
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offset is well documented, 
transparent and set forth in a 
document prepared by an 
independent verification body that is 
accredited through the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI); 

iv)  “Permanent” means that the GHG 
reduction underlying the carbon 
offset is not reversible; or, when 
GHG reduction may be reversible, 
that a mechanism is in place to 
replace any reversed GHG emission 
reduction; 

v)  “Quantifiable” means the ability to 
accurately measure and calculate 
the GHG reduction relative to a 
project baseline in a reliable and 
replicable manner for all GHG 
emission sources and sinks 
included within the boundary of the 
carbon offset project, while 
accounting for uncertainty and 
leakage; and 

vi)  “Enforceable” means that the 
implementation of the GHG 
reduction activity must represent the 
legally binding commitment of the 
offset project developer to 
undertake and carry it out. 

 
The protocols and methodologies of the 
Climate Action Reserve, the American 
Carbon Registry, and Verra establish and 
require carbon offset projects to comply with 
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standards designed to achieve additional, 
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable and 
enforceable reductions. Additionally, the 
“Reporting and Enforcement Standards” 
below ensure that the emissions reductions 
required by this mitigation measure are 
enforceable against Rise, as the County has 
authority to hold Rise accountable and to 
take appropriate corrective action if the 
County determines that any carbon offsets 
do not comply with the requirements set forth 
in this mitigation measure. 

 
The above definitions are provided as 
criteria and performance standards 
associated with the use of carbon offsets. 
Such criteria and performance standards are 
intended only to further construe the 
standards under CEQA for mitigation related 
to GHG emissions (see, e.g., State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a), (c)), and are 
not intended to apply or incorporate the 
requirements of any other statutory or 
regulatory scheme not applicable to the 
project (e.g., the Cap-and-Trade Program). 

 
Additionally, the County shall require that all 
carbon offsets purchased by the Project 
applicant shall originate from inside the state 
of California.  

 
Reporting and Enforcement Standards: 
Prior to issuance of requested grading 
permits, Rise shall submit a report to the 
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County that identifies the quantity of 
emission reductions required by this 
mitigation measure, as well as the carbon 
offsets to be retired to achieve compliance 
with this measure. For purposes of 
demonstrating that each offset is additional, 
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable and 
enforceable, the report shall include: (i) the 
applicable protocol(s) and methodologies 
associated with the carbon offsets, (ii) the 
third-party verification report(s) and 
statement(s) affiliated with the carbon offset 
projects, (iii) the unique serial numbers 
assigned by the registry(ies) to the carbon 
offsets to be retired, which serves as 
evidence that the registry has determined 
the carbon offset project to have been 
implemented in accordance with the 
applicable protocol or methodology and 
ensures that the offsets cannot be further 
used in any manner, and information 
sufficient for the County to verify that the 
purchased offsets meet the requirements 
identified within this mitigation.  

 
To ensure consistent and effective 
enforcement of this mitigation measure and 
to assist the County with its review of the 
report described above, an implementation 
process timeline and associated flow chart 
for the implementation and administration of 
this mitigation measure’s requirements has 
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been prepared and is attached as Appendix 
F to the FEIR.  

If the County determines that the project’s 
carbon offsets do meet the requirements of 
this mitigation measure, the offsets can be 
used to reduce project GHG emissions and 
project permits shall be issued. If the County 
determines that the project’s carbon offsets 
do not meet the requirements of this 
mitigation measure, the offsets cannot be 
used to reduce project GHG emissions and 
project permits shall not be issued. 
Additionally, the County may issue a notice 
of non-consistency and cease permitting 
activities in the event that the County 
determines the carbon offsets provided to 
reduce project GHG emissions are not 
compliant with the aforementioned 
standards. In the event of such an 
occurrence, project permitting activities shall 
not resume until Rise has demonstrated that 
the previously provided carbon offsets are 
compliant with the standards herein or have 
provided substitute carbon offsets achieving 
the standards of this mitigation measure in 
the quantity needed to achieve the required 
emission reduction. In the event that the 
project is out of compliance with this 
Mitigation Measure and fails to demonstrate 
compliance after receiving notice of said 
violation, the County shall have authority to 
impose administrative penalties, take legal 
action to force compliance, or to start 
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proceedings to suspend or revoke the 
Project’s permits. 

4.4 Biological Resources 
4.4-1 Have a substantial 

adverse effect to special-
status plant species 
either directly or through 
habitat modifications. 

Pine Hill Flannelbush 
4.4-1(a) i. Prior to issuance of grading permits for 

the Centennial Industrial Site, the project 
applicant shall obtain an Incidental Take 
Permit (ITP) from CDFW for Project-
related impacts to the Pine Hill 
Flannelbush.  During the consultation 
process with CDFW, the Centennial Pine 
Hill Flannelbush Habitat Management 
Plan (Matuzak 2021) (HMP) shall be 
revised if required by CDFW, and must be 
approved by CDFW prior to 
implementation.  This HMP shall include 
habitat enhancement and conservation 
easement requirements.  If the USFWS 
determines that the plants within the 
Study Area are the federally endangered 
Pine Hill flannelbush prior to project 
implementation, then a USFWS 
Biological Opinion must also be secured, 
and the USFWS would also need to 
approve the HMP prior to 
implementation.  Note that the measures 
outlined below are minimum measures, 
and additional measures may be required 
by CDFW to be included in the HMP 
during consultation. 

 
  Prior to issuance of grading permits for 

the Centennial Industrial Site, implement 
project-specific mitigation measures 1-3 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife 
Service 
(USFWS) 
 
California 
Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
(CDFW) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits for the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-24 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

outlined below consistent with the County 
and CDFW approved HMP, as well as the 
Habitat Enhancement and Conservation 
Easement. Project-specific mitigation 
measures generally include protective 
measures for the Pine Hill flannelbush 
within the on-site avoidance area. For 
project actions that will directly impact the 
Pine Hill flannelbush, measure 4 
(monitoring) shall occur on an ongoing 
basis, and measure 5 depends upon the 
results of monitoring, and thus, measures 
4 and 5 are not required prior to issuance 
of grading permits).   

 
1. Seed Collection; 

 
 Collect seed for seedbanking and for 

future replacement and recovery 
efforts pursuant to the requirements of 
Section 6.2 of the HMP. 

 
2. Develop Transplantation Plan and 

Monitoring Plan;  
 
 The Transplantation and Monitoring 

Plan shall be developed in 
consultation with USFWS and CDFW, 
and shall, at a minimum, address 
location(s) for dormant season 
relocation, site selection for 
transplanting, and metrics of 
successful establishment (i.e., Section 
6 of the HMP).  
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3. Transplanting; 
 
 Transplant the individuals of Pine Hill 

flannelbush that fall within the 
disturbance footprint to another site 
with similar soil, hydrologic, vegetation 
type and aspect. The transplantation 
site(s) selected shall extend the 
known population spatially, in other 
words, planting beyond the known 
perimeters of the existing population is 
preferable, to maintain population 
coverage. Transplanting shall occur in 
the season deemed to have the 
greatest potential for success, 
generally the fall, after rains have 
commenced. 

 
4. Transplant Monitoring; and 

 
 Transplants shall be monitored every 

month for the first six months, then 
subsequently, every two months for 
the first two years. After monitoring 
identifies successful establishment 
and flowering for the second season 
for each of the transplants, 
transplanting will have been deemed 
successful. 

 
5. Alternative Measures to 

Transplantation and Seed Collection 
(if required pursuant to the criteria in 
the HMP) 
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 If Steps 1-4 of the HMP are not 
successful in maintaining the Pine Hill 
flannelbush population numbers, then 
the following measures shall be taken: 

 
• Individuals shall be grown from 

seed and transplanted out in a 
100:1 ratio for those taken. 

• Transplants of individuals 
grown from seed shall be 
planted with similar soil, 
hydrologic, vegetation type and 
aspect.  

• Transplanting shall occur in the 
season deemed to have the 
greatest potential for success, 
generally the fall, after rains 
have commenced. 

• Transplants shall be monitored 
every month for the first six 
months, then subsequently, 
every two months for the first 
two years. 

 
ii. Habitat Enhancement: Prior to issuance 

of grading permits, pursuant to the HMP, 
the applicant shall enhance Pine Hill 
flannelbush habitat outside the 
disturbance footprint, which could include 
removal of invasive plants and 
conducting a pilot study by collaborating 
with CAL FIRE or other research facility 
to conduct prescribed fire in areas to 
enhance natural germination and 
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recruitment, as Pine Hill flannelbush need 
fire for successful germination, and root 
sprouts.  

 
iii. Conservation Easement: Prior to 

issuance of grading permits, the applicant 
shall record a Conservation Easement for 
the on-site Pine Hill flannelbush 
avoidance area, or use a similar land 
protection mechanism that runs with the 
land in perpetuity, to protect the Pine Hill 
flannelbush plants within the avoidance 
area. The management guidelines for the 
Conservation Easement or similar 
mechanism shall require that the habitat 
be managed for the Pine Hill flannelbush 
and its associated habitat. The applicant 
shall also record a Conservation 
Easement or use a similar land protection 
mechanism for any off-site areas not 
owned by the applicant where the 
transplants are to be located.  

 
Other Special-Status Plant Species 
4.4-1(b) Prior to issuance of grading permits for the 

Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick 
Area (i.e., Brunswick Industrial Site and East 
Bennett Road ROW), focused plant surveys 
shall be performed according to CDFW and 
CNPS protocol (e.g., “Procotols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 
Status Native Plant Populations and 
Sensitive Natural Communities”, CDFW 
2018), as generally described below. If 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits for the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area 
(i.e., Brunswick 
Industrial Site and 
East Bennett Road 
ROW) 
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special-status plant species (i.e., federal 
and/or state endangered, threatened, or 
proposed candidates for listing; CRPR Lists 
1 or 2) are not found during appropriately 
timed focused surveys, then further 
mitigation is not necessary. The results of 
the surveys shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department. 

 
Prior to Improvement Plan approval for each 
phase of the project, focused surveys shall 
be performed by a qualified botanist during 
the appropriate early blooming period for 
those special-status plant species identified 
in the Biological Resources Assessments as 
potential occurring within the Centennial 
Industrial Site and/or Brunswick Area. 
Furthermore, should additional plants having 
the potential to occur within these areas be 
given special-status in the future, the 
qualified botanist shall also determine the 
presence/absence of such species. The 
survey(s) shall be conducted on-site as well 
as in any off-site improvement areas, as 
applicable for each phase, during the early 
identification periods (bloom periods) for all 
potentially occurring special-status plant 
species. If the special-status plant species 
are not found to be present during the 
focused survey(s), then no further action is 
required. The results of the focused surveys 
shall be submitted to the Nevada County 
Planning Department. 
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If any special-status plant species are found, 
and they are located in an area where 
impacts are proposed, then the special-
status plants shall be completely avoided 
until a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is 
developed and approved by the Nevada 
County Planning Department. If the plant is 
listed on the federal or state Endangered 
Species lists or is state listed as rare, then 
development of this plan shall be conducted 
in consultation with USFWS and/or CDFW, 
respectively, and a BO and/or an ITP shall 
be obtained prior to impacts. The HMP shall 
include the avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures outlined below as part 
of compliance with the Nevada County Land 
Use and Development Code, Section L-II 
4.3.12. Note that transplantation and 
monitoring specifics are examples only, and 
final details will be developed based on the 
species to be impacted, if any. 
 

At a minimum, the HMP shall include the 
following protective measures for special-
status plant species with the potential to be 
impacted by the proposed disturbance: 

 
• a map of the location of special-

status species that may be disturbed 
or need to be protected; 

• location of environmental protection 
fencing to be placed around the 
individual plants to be protected; 
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• identification of the location of 
protected plants on design and 
construction drawings;  

• environmental awareness training 
for all personnel working on the 
project during initial site disturbance 
to discuss the location of the 
protected plants and the measures 
to be taken to avoid impacts to them; 
and 

• a qualified biologist shall be onsite 
during all vegetation and ground 
disturbing activities that are within 
the vicinity of special-status plants 
and weekly monitoring of the 
protective fencing along fencing 
along the buffer zone. 

 
Where individuals would be potentially 
affected directly by site disturbance and 
transplantation of individual plants is 
required to minimize and mitigate for impacts 
to such species, the following shall be 
integrated into the HMP: 

 
• remove bulbs of individual plants to 

be directly impacted during the 
dormant season; 

• relocate the bulbs to a site with 
similar soil, hydrologic, vegetation 
type and aspect as the portion of the 
project site where the plants are 
found; and 
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• identify the location(s) for dormant 
season relocation and site selection 
for transplantation. 

 
The HMP would also include a requirement 
to meet the following criteria: 

 
• metrics of successful establishment, 

which would include a minimum of 
80 percent survival of the 
transplants after two years of 
transplanting the species. 

 
If the 80 percent survival is not established 
after two years, transplants of individuals 
grown from seed shall be planted at a 
location with similar soil, hydrologic, 
vegetation type and aspect as the portion of 
the site where they are found. 
Transplantation shall occur in the season 
deemed to have the greatest potential for 
success, generally the fall, after rains have 
commenced. Transplants shall be monitored 
every month for the first six months, then 
every two months for a minimum of two 
years. After two summer seasons of 
monitoring identifies successful 
establishment of 50 percent of the initial 
transplants, transplant seedlings will be 
deemed successful. 

4.4-2 Have a substantial 
adverse effect, either 
directly or through 
habitat modifications, on 

Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog 
4.4-2(a) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

No more than 14 
days prior to 
disturbance within 
and directly 
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any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status wildlife 
species in local or 
regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the 
CDFW or USFWS. 

biologist following CDFW recommended 
Visual Encounter Survey (VES) methods no 
more than fourteen (14 days) prior to 
disturbance within and directly adjacent to 
(i.e., riparian zone) the South Fork Wolf 
Creek and Wolf Creek. If the pre-
construction survey does not detect foothill 
yellow-legged frog, a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey shall 
be provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are 
not required. 

 
If this species is documented during pre-
construction VES method surveys (egg 
masses, juveniles, or adults), disturbance to 
the stream and species shall be completely 
avoided given the species is listed as 
Threatened under CESA. If the species is 
documented during the pre-construction 
VES surveys, CDFW shall be contacted 
immediately. An Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) may be required from CDFW as part of 
the development of conservation measures 
to ensure avoidance and minimization of 
potential impacts to any frogs identified 
within South Fork Wolf Creek and/or Wolf 
Creek. The ITP may allow a CDFW qualified 
wildlife biologist with a CDFW handling 
permit for the species to move individuals 
out of the disturbance areas to avoid 
impacting this species and/or other potential 
conservation measures to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the species. 

 
CDFW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

adjacent to (i.e., 
riparian zone) the 
South Fork Wolf 
Creek and Wolf 
Creek 
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Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
Management Plans. The applicant shall 
implement the mitigation measures 
identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick Area, pursuant 
to Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which include 
measures designed to protect aquatic 
resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, 
but are not limited to, mitigation for 
encroachment into non-disturbance buffers, 
restoration of impacted areas within stream 
zones, implementation of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) during construction, and 
post construction erosion control.  
 

Western Pond Turtle 
4.4-2(b) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist no more than seven (7) days prior 
to the proposed disturbance within 325 feet 
of perennial water sources at both the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
The survey(s) shall include a search of these 
suitable habitat areas for western pond turtle 
nests and mature adults. If the pre-
construction survey does not detect western 
pond turtle, a letter report documenting the 
results of the survey shall be provided to the 
Nevada County Planning Department, and 
additional measures are not required. If a 
western pond turtle is found, it should be 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No more than seven 
(7) days prior to the 
proposed 
disturbance within 
325 feet of 
perennial water 
sources at both the 
Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial 
Sites 
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allowed to move out of the way of the 
disturbance zone on its own or a qualified 
wildlife biologist with a CDFW handling 
permit for the species can move individuals 
out of the disturbance areas to avoid 
impacting this species. Work in the area 
shall cease and fencing or other protective 
measures shall be employed to excluded 
and prevent access to the area until the 
identified turtle has cleared the area. 

 
If a nest is documented during pre-
construction surveys, a non-disturbance 
buffer shall be established, as determined by 
a qualified biologist, based on the location of 
the nest until all eggs have hatched and the 
juveniles have dispersed out of the proposed 
impact area. 

 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
Management Plans. The applicant shall 
implement the mitigation measures 
identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick Area, pursuant 
to Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which include 
measures designed to protect aquatic 
resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, 
but are not limited to, mitigation for 
encroachment into non-disturbance buffers, 
restoration of impacted areas within stream 
zones, implementation of BMPs during 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-35 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

construction, and post construction erosion 
control.  

 
California Red-Legged Frog 
4.4-2(c) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A qualified wildlife 
biologist approved by USFWS shall conduct 
preconstruction surveys within areas of 
suitable habitat on both the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial Sites in accordance 
with The Revised Guidance on Site 
Assessment and Field Surveys for the 
California Red-legged Frog (USFWS 
Guidance, August 2005) to avoid 
disturbance and take of the species. This 
Guidance recommends a total of up to eight 
(8) surveys to determine the presence of 
CRLF at or near a project site. If the protocol 
surveys do not detect CRLF, a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey shall 
be provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department, and additional measures are 
not required. 

 
If CRLF are identified during the pre-
construction surveys, coordination and 
consultations with the USFWS shall be 
required through a FESA Section 7 or 
Section 10 process. As part of the 
consultation process, specific avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures shall 
be required to be implemented, which could 
include, but may not be limited to the 
following: additional pre-construction 

 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Prior to the initiation 
of construction 
activities within 
areas of suitable 
habitat on both the 
Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial 
Sites 
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surveys and daily monitoring to ensure that 
the proposed site disturbance will not disturb 
individual CRLF, environmental awareness 
training to contractors working within or 
adjacent to CRLF habitat, and exclusionary 
fencing installation between CRLF aquatic 
habitat and disturbance areas. 

 
Additionally, a Habitat Management Plan 
(HMP) shall be required for any state or 
federally listed special-status wildlife species 
if documented within the Centennial or 
Brunswick Industrial Sites. The HMP would 
be developed for the special-status species 
as part of compliance with the Nevada 
County Land Use and Development Code, 
Section L-II 4.3.12 and it would include the 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures outlined above and as part of any 
coordination or consultation with the 
USFWS compliance with the Nevada 
County Land Use and Development Code, 
Section L-II 4.3.12. 

 
Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
Management Plans. The applicant shall 
implement the mitigation measures 
identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial Sites, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which include 
measures designed to protect aquatic 
resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, 
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but are not limited to, mitigation for 
encroachment into non-disturbance buffers, 
restoration of impacted areas within stream 
zones, implementation of BMPs during 
construction, and post construction erosion 
control 

 
California Black Rail 
4.4-2(d) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. Pre-construction 
surveys for California black rail shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist prior to the 
implementation of any ground disturbance 
within or directly adjacent to any perennial 
marsh and wet meadow habitat within the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
The pre-construction surveys for this 
species shall occur no more than fourteen 
(14) days prior to any such disturbance 
within or directly adjacent to the species 
habitat. The pre-construction surveys shall 
include conducting call back/response 
surveys. This species is most active 
between two hours before and three hours 
after sunrise; therefore, surveys shall start at 
sunrise and continue no later than 0930. If 
evening surveys are to be conducted, they 
shall be paired with a morning survey, and 
all sites shall have surveys conducted at 
both time periods. The preferred method for 
conducting surveys via the call-
back/response protocol of Evens et al 
(1991). If the pre-construction survey does 
not detect evidence of California black rail, a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
CDFW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No more than 14 
days prior to the 
implementation of 
any ground 
disturbance within 
or directly adjacent 
to any perennial 
marsh habitat within 
the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial 
Sites 
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letter report documenting the results of the 
survey shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department, and additional 
measures are not required. If a positive call 
back is identified during the surveys, then 
the species is assumed to be present and 
the area shall be avoided from disturbance 
in order to avoid impacts to individuals of the 
species, if feasible. 

 
Given the species is a CESA listed species, 
coordination with CDFW shall occur if a 
positive response to the call-back/response 
surveys occurs and if any proposed 
disturbance may impact the species. Any 
area containing this species would likely 
need to be avoided in order to avoid impacts 
to and take of this species, if feasible, or 
additional mitigation measures would be 
required in coordination with CDFW to 
minimize and avoid impacts to such species. 
Additional avoidance measures could 
include, but may not be limited to the 
following: environmental awareness 
training, daily construction monitoring by a 
CDFW qualified biologist when disturbance 
related activities occur within or directly 
adjacent to the species habitat, and 
exclusionary fencing installation between 
the species habitat and the proposed 
disturbance areas. Areas where no positive 
response to the call-back/response surveys 
are assumed to not contain individuals of the 
species and therefore, disturbance in those 
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areas would have no impact on this species. 
 

Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
Management Plans. The applicant shall 
implement the mitigation measures 
identified in the Aquatic Resources 
Management Plans for the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial Sites, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which include 
measures designed to protect aquatic 
resources and the biological resources they 
support. Such measures generally include, 
but are not limited to, mitigation for 
encroachment into non-disturbance buffers, 
restoration of impacted areas within stream 
zones, implementation of BMPs during 
construction, and post construction erosion 
control.  

 
Coast Horned Lizard 
4.4-2(e) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist no more than seven (7) days prior 
to disturbance within the areas of the 
Centennial and Brunswick Industrial Sites 
that contain disturbed or developed surfaces 
and annual grassland vegetation 
community. If the pre-construction survey 
does not show evidence of coast horned 
lizard, a letter report documenting the results 
of the survey shall be provided to the 
Nevada County Planning Department, and 
additional measures are not required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No more than seven 
days prior to 
disturbance within 
the areas of the 
Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial 
Sites that contain 
disturbed or 
developed surfaces 
and annual 
grassland 
vegetation 
community 
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If the species is documented during pre-
construction survey(s), a qualified wildlife 
biologist (approved by CDFW) shall move 
individual coast horned lizards outside of the 
proposed disturbance area(s) in order to 
avoid an impact to this species. The qualified 
biologist shall have all required permits 
before commencing species specific 
surveys. Once the coast horned lizard(s) 
have been removed from the disturbance 
area(s) and out of harm’s way, the proposed 
work would no longer pose a risk to 
individuals of the species. 

 
Special-Status Bats 
4.4-2(f) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. A pre-construction 
bat roosting survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than seven (7) 
days prior to disturbance of any structures or 
riparian and forested woodlands within the 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick 
Area to identify the presence or absence of 
roosting bats. If the pre-construction survey 
does not show evidence of roosting bats, a 
letter report documenting the results of the 
survey shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department, and additional 
measures are not required. 

 
If any Townsend’s big-eared bats (or any 
other species of bat, including the hoary and 
pallid bat) are identified during roosting 
surveys, passive removal of the roosting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No more than seven 
days prior to 
disturbance of any 
structures or 
riparian and 
forested woodlands 
within the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area 
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bats prior to disturbance to structures and 
riparian and forested woodlands shall be 
implemented to avoid impacts to this 
species. Passive removal includes allowing 
roosting bats to freely leave the roost site 
(riparian and forested woodlands and any 
structure). Once the roosting bats have been 
passively removed from the structure(s) and 
riparian and forested woodlands, the 
structure(s) would be closed off from 
recurring bat roosting within the structure(s) 
and the proposed work within the 
structure(s) would no longer pose a risk to 
individuals of the species. For riparian and 
forested woodlands containing bat roosts, 
the removal of trees associated with such 
woodlands would only occur once the bats 
leave the day roosts. Furthermore, if a 
maternal (breeding) roost is documented, no 
disturbance shall occur until a qualified bat 
biologist has determined the young bats are 
no longer roosting and the breeding roost 
has dispersed from the structure or riparian 
and forested woodlands they are found in. 

 
Nesting Birds 
4.4-2(g) Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures. Prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing activities for any phase of 
project construction, if construction is 
expected to occur during the raptor nesting 
season (February 1 to August 31), a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey prior to vegetation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
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Planning 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within seven days 
prior to 
commencement of 
ground-disturbing 
activities for any 
phase of project 
construction, if 
construction is 
expected to occur 
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removal, including one daytime survey and 
one nighttime survey targeted at California 
spotted owl, consistent with the USFWS 
(1992) California spotted owl survey 
protocol. The pre-construction survey shall 
be conducted within 7 days prior to 
commencement of ground-disturbing 
activities. The survey shall be conducted 
within all areas of proposed disturbance and 
all accessible areas within 250 feet of 
proposed disturbance. If the pre-
construction survey does not show evidence 
of active nests, a letter report documenting 
the results of the survey shall be provided to 
the Nevada County Planning Department, 
and additional measures are not required. If 
construction does not commence within 7 
days of the pre-construction survey, or halts 
for more than 14 days, an additional pre-
construction survey shall be required. 
Removal of any trees within the Brunswick 
Area would occur between September 1st 
and January 31st to ensure that no nesting 
birds, raptors, or owls would be impacted by 
the proposed IMM project.  

 
If any active nests are located within the 
proposed disturbance area, including active 
nests within riparian habitat for the yellow-
breasted chat, willow flycatcher, yellow 
warbler, and olive-sided flycatcher, an 
appropriate buffer zone shall be established 
around the nests, as determined by the 
project biologist. The biologist shall mark the 

during the raptor 
nesting season 
(February 1 to 
August 31) 
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buffer zone with construction tape or pin 
flags and maintain the buffer zone until the 
end of breeding season or the young have 
successfully fledged. Buffer zones are 
typically 100 feet for migratory bird nests and 
500 feet for raptor nests. If active nests are 
found within the disturbance footprint, a 
qualified biologist shall monitor nests weekly 
during construction to evaluate potential 
nesting disturbance by construction 
activities. Guidance from CDFW shall be 
required if establishing the typical buffer 
zone is impractical and/or the willow 
flycatcher, a State listed species, is 
documented nesting during the pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds. 
Additionally, an ITP could be required by 
CDFW if complete avoidance of willow 
flycatcher is not feasible. If construction 
activities cause the nesting bird(s) to 
vocalize, make defensive flights at intruders, 
get up from a brooding position, or fly off the 
nest, then the exclusionary buffer shall be 
increased, as determined by the qualified 
biologist, such that activities are far enough 
from the nest to stop the agitated behavior. 
The exclusionary buffer shall remain in place 
until the young have fledged or as otherwise 
determined by a qualified biologist. 

4.4-3 Have a substantial 
adverse effect on 
riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural 
community, or State or 

4.4-3(a) Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing 
activities, the applicant shall provide a US 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
verification letter to the Nevada County 
Planning Department, indicating Corps’ 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 

Prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing 
activities 
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Federally protected 
wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other 
means. 

concurrence with the total acreage of 
jurisdictional waters that would be impacted 
within the Centennial Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area as a result of the proposed 
project.   

 
4.4-3(b) The applicant shall implement the 

Watercourse/Wetlands/Riparian Areas 
Management Plans prepared for the 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick 
Area, as approved in their final form by 
Nevada County. Specifically, the applicant 
shall implement the mitigation measures and 
conditions identified in the Management 
Plans, which include measures designed to 
protect aquatic resources and the biological 
resources they support. Such measures 
generally include, but are not limited to, the 
following and shall be implemented in 
accordance with their specified timing (e.g., 
either prior to, during, or after ground 
disturbance activities within non-disturbance 
buffers): 

 
• Encroachment into the Non-

Disturbance Buffers 
 

o Limit construction to periods 
of extended dry weather and 
the dry summer season, if 
feasible; 

o Establishing the areas around 
active stream channels and 
wetlands as Environmentally 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to, during, and 
after ground 
disturbance 
activities within non-
disturbance buffers 
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Sensitive Area where those 
areas will not be impacted by 
construction or thereafter; 

o No fill or dredge material will 
enter or be removed from any 
wetlands or streams except 
for those identified in Table 
4.0 and Table 5.0 in the 
Management Plans during 
construction and thereafter; 

o Use appropriate machinery 
and equipment to limit 
disturbance within and 
directly adjacent to these 
areas; 

o Placement of soil erosion 
control devices (such as 
wattles, hay bales, etc.) 
between the protected 
aquatic resources (wetlands 
and streams) and the areas to 
be graded and disturbed to 
limit potential runoff and 
sedimentation into such 
protected resources; 

o Dewatering of any streams 
that will be required to occur 
as part of the proposed 
disturbance within the 
Brunswick Area must include 
a Water Diversion Plan and 
be approved by CDFW prior 
to the implementation of such 
dewatering activities; and 
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o Implement Best Management 
Practices during and following 
construction. 

 
• Restoration of Areas Adjacent to 

Impacted Streams 
 

Centennial Industrial Site 
o Placement of rock and rip rap 

along the embankment of 
Wolf Creek should be avoided 
given the proposed 
Centennial Site Idaho-
Maryland Mine Project will not 
encroach into Wolf Creek; 

o Some rock and rip rap can be 
placed at the top of the 
embankment of the 
ephemeral and intermittent 
streams within the Centennial 
Site Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Project, if needed, to protect 
the embankment(s) from 
erosion after construction is 
completed. This would 
potentially be implemented for 
ephemeral and intermittent 
streams that will not be 
completely filled or impacted 
and occur directly adjacent to 
the proposed fill of those 
streams; and 

o Plant willow cuttings from the 
adjacent willow trees and 
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other native shrubs and 
riparian trees along the 
embankments of streams not 
being impacted and filled as 
needed. A revegetation plan 
will be a requirement of the 
CDFW Streambed Alteration 
Agreement that will include 
impacts to the bed and bank, 
of any stream within the 
Centennial Site Idaho-
Maryland Mine Project Area. 
Implementation of General 
and Project Specific 
Conditions will be required for 
all permits for the proposed 
project. 

 
Brunswick Area 
o Placement of rock and rip rap 

along the embankment of the 
South Fork Wolf Creek should 
be minimized to reduce the 
footprint of such impacts to 
the perennial creek and its 
embankments; 

o Some of the rock and rip rap 
can be placed at the top of the 
embankment of the South 
Fork Wolf Creek to protect the 
embankment from further 
erosion during restoration of 
the riparian zone and 
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embankment on the southern 
side of the perennial stream. 

o Plant willow cuttings from the 
adjacent willow trees and 
other native shrubs and 
riparian trees along the 
embankment and broadcast 
seed the embankment with 
local, native grass seed. A 
revegetation plan will be a 
requirement of the CDFW 
Streambed Alteration 
Agreement that will include 
impacts to the bed and bank, 
of any stream within the 
Brunswick Area. 
Implementation of General 
and Project Specific 
Conditions will be required for 
all permits for the proposed 
project. 

 
• Implement BMPs During 

Construction 
 

o Minimize the number and size 
of work areas for equipment 
and spoil storage sites in the 
vicinity of any streams and 
wetlands that will not be 
disturbed by project 
development. Place staging 
areas and other work areas 
outside of the 50-foot non-
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disturbance buffers of 
ephemeral and intermittent 
aquatic resources and 100-
foot non-disturbance buffers 
of perennial aquatic 
resources. 

o The applicant shall exercise 
reasonable precaution to 
protect the aquatic resources 
within the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick 
Area, as well as the adjacent 
non-disturbance buffers of 
such aquatic resources, from 
pollution with fuels, oils, and 
other harmful materials. 
Construction byproducts and 
pollutants such as oil, cement, 
and wash water shall be 
prevented from discharging 
into or near these resources 
and shall be collected for 
removal off the site. All 
construction debris and 
associated materials and litter 
shall be removed from the 
work site immediately upon 
completion. 

o No equipment for vehicle 
maintenance or refueling shall 
occur within the 50-foot and 
100-foot non-disturbance 
buffers. The contractor shall 
immediately contain and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-50 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

clean up any petroleum or 
other chemical spills with 
absorbent materials such as 
sawdust or kitty litter. For 
other hazardous materials, 
follow the cleanup instruction 
on the label. 

 
• Implement Post Construction 

Erosion Control 
 

o Exposed bare soil along the 
embankment of South Fork 
Wolf Creek, where the outfall 
and dissipation rip rap will 
occur, as well as the 
embankment of Wolf Creek 
and any exposed bare soil 
adjacent to the other mapped 
aquatic resources within the 
Centennial Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area, including 
their 50-foot and 100-foot 
non-disturbance buffers, shall 
be protected against loss from 
erosion by the seeding of an 
erosion control mixture and 
restored with native grasses 
and mulching pursuant to 
Nevada County and 
regulatory agency guidelines. 
Non-native species that are 
known to invade wild lands, 
such as orchard grass, velvet 
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grass, rose clover, winter and 
spring vetch, and wild oats 
shall not be used as they 
displace native species. 

 
4.4-3(c) To the extent feasible, as determined by the 

qualified biologist in coordination with the 
Corps, the project shall be designed to avoid 
and minimize adverse effects to waters of 
the U.S. or jurisdictional waters of the State 
of California within the project area. Prior to 
initiation of ground-disturbing activities, a 
Section 404 permit for fill of any jurisdictional 
wetlands within the Centennial Industrial 
Site and Brunswick Area shall be acquired, 
and mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional 
waters that cannot be avoided shall conform 
with the Corps “no-net-loss” policy, be 
provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio and be 
based on the final impact acreages verified 
by the Corps. Mitigation for impacts to both 
federal and State jurisdictional waters shall 
be addressed using these guidelines. 
Compensatory mitigation can include but is 
not limited to the following: onsite and/or 
offsite wetland creation and/or restoration, 
purchase or placement of conservation 
easements, payment of an in-lieu fee, and/or 
purchase of mitigation credits at an 
approved Corps wetland mitigation or 
conservation bank. 

 
The applicant must also obtain a water 
quality certification from the RWQCB under 

 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
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Planning 
Department 
 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 
(USACE) 
 
Central Valley 
Regional 
Water Quality 
Control Board 
(RWQCB) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Prior to initiation of 
ground-disturbing 
activities 
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Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
Written verification of the Section 404 permit 
and the Section 401 water quality 
certification shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Planning Department. 

 
4.4-3(d) Prior to initiating of ground disturbing 

activities within the non-disturbance buffers 
for aquatic resources on the Centennial 
Industrial Site and Brunswick Area, the 
applicant shall apply for a Section 1600 Lake 
or Streambed Alteration Agreement from 
CDFW. Impacts to CDFW 1600 jurisdictional 
areas shall be outlined in the application and 
are expected to be in substantial 
conformance with the impacts to biological 
resources outlined in this EIR (see Tables 
4.4-9 through 4.4-11). Impacts for each 
activity shall be broken down by temporary 
and permanent, and a description of the 
proposed mitigation for biological resource 
impacts shall be outlined per activity and 
then by temporary and permanent. 
Minimization and avoidance measures 
within jurisdictional areas shall be proposed 
as appropriate and may include: 
preconstruction species surveys and 
reporting, protective fencing around avoided 
biological resources, worker environmental 
awareness training, seeding disturbed areas 
immediately adjacent to riparian areas with 
native seed, and installation of project-
specific storm water BMPs. Mitigation may 
include restoration or enhancement of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
CDFW 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to initiation of 
ground disturbing 
activities within the 
non-disturbance 
buffers for aquatic 
resources on the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Area 
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jurisdictional resources on- or off-site, 
purchase of habitat credits from an agency-
approved mitigation/conservation bank, off-
site or on-site conservation easements, 
working with a local land trust to preserve 
aquatic or riparian areas, or any other 
method acceptable to CDFW. Mitigation 
shall be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio. 

 
A site revegetation plan would be required to 
be developed and approved by CDFW as 
part of a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
permit condition and native trees planned for 
removal with a diameter at breast height of 4 
inches or greater would need to be mitigated 
for through planting of native riparian trees 
within adjacent stream zones not being 
impacted by the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Project, with clear success criteria identified, 
monitoring and reporting required, and 
corrective actions to be taken if mitigation 
measures do not meet the proposed 
success criteria. 
 
Written verification of the Section 1600 Lake 
or Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department. 

4.4-6 Cumulative loss of 
habitat for special-status 
species. 

4.4-6 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a-b), 
4.4-2 (a-g), and 4.4-3(a-d). 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-
1(a-b), 4.4-2 
(a-g), and 4.4-
3(a-d) 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-1(a-
b), 4.4-2 (a-g), and 
4.4-3(a-d) 
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4.5 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
4.5-1 Cause a substantial 

adverse change in the 
significance of a 
historical resource 
pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 
15064.5. 

4.5-1(a) Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
project applicant shall share the historical 
documentation of the Idaho-Maryland Mine 
Company in their possession with the public 
through one of the following libraries: the 
California State Library, the California 
Geology and Mining Library, or the Searls 
Library. The library shall consist of the 
following information: 

 
• Surface Maps (5 maps) – Approx. 

year at 1956, Showing topography, 
buildings, roads, exploration 
trenches and drill holes, 
underground workings at surface, 
and geology; 

• 103 Level Maps (103 maps) – 
Approx. year 1942, Showing mine 
tunnels, raises and shafts, survey 
stations, geology, and drill holes; 

• Mine Geology Maps (61 maps) – 
Approx. year 1956, Showing 
geology on tunnels driven post 
WW2; 

• Mine Stoping Maps (219 Maps) – 
Approx. year 1956, Showing mine 
stoping; 

• Operation Reports 1919 to 1924 
and 1926 to 1935, Providing 
monthly or annual reports on 
underground exploration and mine 
development; 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
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• Monthly Development Reports – 
1936 to 1956, Providing monthly 
reports on mine development;  

• Geological Summary Reports – 
1936 to 1942, Providing monthly 
reports on underground 
exploration;  

• Underground Geology Photos – 
Collection of photos from 1940’s of 
underground tunnels and geology; 
and 

• A digital mine model, including a 
2D and 3D digitization of historic 
mine tunnels available in AutoCAD 
dwg and dxf formats.  

 
Proof of submittal to one of the above-listed 
libraries shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department. 
 

4.5-1(b) Following initial mine dewatering, and prior 
to commencement of underground mining, 
the project applicant shall retain a qualified 
historian meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards, to perform a historical 
study of the underground mine workings in 
the areas deemed safe by a certified mining 
geologist. The historical study shall include 
but not be limited to an evaluation of the 
underground work environment, 
engineering, equipment, and practices, to 
the maximum extent feasible. The historical 
study shall be deposited at the same library 
selected in Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a) and 
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Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Following initial 
mine dewatering, 
and prior to 
commencement of 
underground mining 
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submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department.  

4.5-2 Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of an 
archeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 
15064.5. 

4.5-2 If cultural resources are discovered during 
construction or mining activities, pursuant to 
Nevada County LUDC Section L-II 4.3.6, all 
work shall cease within 200 feet of the find 
(based on the apparent distribution of 
cultural resources) and the County shall be 
immediately notified.  Examples of cultural 
materials include midden soil, artifacts, 
chipped stone, exotic (non-native) rock, or 
unusual amounts of baked clay, shell, or 
bone.   

 
 A qualified archeologist meeting the 

Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or 
historical archaeology, as appropriate, shall 
assess the significance of the find and make 
recommendations for further evaluation and 
treatment as necessary, to the satisfaction of 
the County. Further evaluation and 
treatment recommendations shall be 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(3) and may include processing 
materials for reburial, minimizing handling of 
cultural objects, leaving objects in place 
within the landscape, construction 
monitoring of further construction activities, 
and/or returning objects to a location within 
the project area where they will not be 
subject to future impacts.  

 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

If cultural resources 
are discovered 
during construction 
or mining activities 
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 Following a review of the find and 
consultation with appropriate experts, the 
authority to proceed may be accompanied 
by the addition of development requirements 
which provide for protection of the site and/or 
additional measures necessary to address 
the unique or sensitive nature of the site.  
The treatment recommendations made by 
the cultural resource specialist shall be 
documented in the project record. Any 
recommendations made by these experts 
that are not implemented, must be 
documented and explained in the project 
record.  Work in the area(s) of the cultural 
resource discovery may only proceed after 
authorization is granted by the Nevada 
County Planning Department following 
coordination with cultural resources experts.   

4.5-3 Disturb any human 
remains, including those 
interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries. 

4.5-3 Any person who, in the process of project 
activities, discovers any human remains 
within the project area, shall cease from all 
project activities within at least 200 feet of 
the discovery. In the event that human 
remains are encountered, the sheriff-
coroner shall be notified immediately upon 
discovery. In the event that Native American 
human remains are encountered, the Native 
American Heritage Commission or the most 
likely descendants of the buried individual(s) 
who are qualified to represent Native 
American interests shall be contacted. 
Specific treatment of Native American 
human remains shall occur consistent with 
State law. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Sheriff-
Coroner 
 
Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 
(NAHC) 

In the event that 
human remains are 
encountered in the 
process of project 
activities 
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4.5-4 Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as 
defined in PRC Section 
21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is 
geographically defined in 
terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a 
California Native 
American Tribe. 

4.5-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.5-2 and 
4.5-3. 

 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-
2 and 4.5-3 

See Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-2 and 
4.5-3 

 

4.6 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 
4.6-1 Directly or indirectly 

cause potential 
substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, 
strong seismic ground 
shaking, seismic-related 
ground failure, including 
liquefaction, and 
landslides. 

4.6-1 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. Recommendations regarding 
slope stability and seismic criteria are set 
forth in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the 
Geotechnical Report, including but not 
limited to:  

 
• Permanent cut slopes shall not be 

steeper than 2:1, horizontal to 
vertical (H:V).  

• Fill slopes greater than 30 feet in 
height shall be terraced with 
surface drains that restrict surface 

Nevada 
County 
Building 
Department 

Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans 
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runoff from travelling more than 30 
feet continuously down the fill slope 
face. The applicant shall retain 
NV5 to review fill slope 
configurations greater than 
approximately 10 feet in height, 
prior to fill placement.  

• Fill shall be placed in horizontal lifts 
to the lines and grades shown on 
the grading plan. Slopes shall be 
constructed by overbuilding the 
slope face and then cutting it back 
to the design finished grade slope 
gradient. Fill shall not be 
constructed or extended 
horizontally by placing soil on an 
existing slope face and/or 
compacted by track walking.  

• Building footings shall be trenched 
into competent native soil, 
weathered rock or compacted fill, 
and reinforced with a minimum of 
two No. 4 rebar reinforcement, one 
near the top of the footing and one 
near the bottom.  

• Slab-on-grade floors shall be used 
and designed by a structural 
engineer with regard to the 
anticipated loading. Interior 
building concrete slab-on-grade 
floor shall meet minimum concrete 
slab thickness, steel reinforcement, 
rebar, and crushed rock or 
aggregate base layer 
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specifications in Section 5.2.3 of 
the Geotechnical Report.  

• Rock anchors or doweling shall be 
used to provide lateral and uplift 
resistance where shallow, 
competent rock limits footing 
excavation. Rock anchors should 
only be installed in competent rock. 

4.6-2 Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. 

4.6-2 Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the 
Plans shall incorporate the Mitigation 
Measures and Best Management Practices 
(BMP) included in Section 5 of the 
Management Plans for Steep Slope and 
High Erosion Potential (Centennial Industrial 
Site and Brunswick Industrial Site, 2020), as 
approved in their final form by Nevada 
County. Mitigation Measures and BMPs set 
forth in the Management Plans include but 
are not limited to:  

 
• Incorporating the provisions of the 

Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plans (ECPs) (December 15, 
2020) into the project design, 
including the “Notes” on the ECPs; 
including but not limited to the 
following:  

 
o The structural and hydraulic 

adequacy of all storm water 
containment or conveyance 
facilities shown on the ECPs 
shall be verified by a civil 
engineer, and he/she shall so 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans 
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attest on the Plans, with proof 
provided to Nevada County 
prior to any project grading, 
clearing, or tree disturbance.   

o Soil stockpiling shall have 
proper erosion control 
measures applied to control 
runoff and prevent erosion. 

o All areas where construction 
activities have been 
completed between April 15th 
and October 15th shall be 
planted no later than 
November 1st. Land 
disturbance areas completed 
at other times of the year shall 
be planted within 15 days. If 
re-vegetation is infeasible or 
cannot be expected to 
stabilize an erodible area with 
assurance during any part of 
the rainy season and the 
unstable area exceeds 2,500 
square feet, additional 
erosion and sediment control 
measures or irrigation of 
planted slopes may be 
required, as determined 
appropriate, to prevent 
increased sediment 
discharge. 

 
• Obtaining coverage under the 

SWRQB NPDES Construction 
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General Permit (Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ), including: 
 
o Submittal of a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) and payment of permit 
fee(s); 

o Preparation and 
implementation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) for each Site; 

 
• Performing earthwork in 

accordance with the grading 
recommendations presented in the 
Centennial Industrial Site and 
Brunswick Industrial Site 
Geotechnical Engineering Reports 
(NV5); 

• Prohibiting disturbance of steep 
slopes (slopes of 30+ percent) 
beyond the area proposed to 
receive fill during that season (i.e., 
prior to the next anticipated storm 
event); 

• Monitoring of Mitigation Measures 
in accordance with the 
Construction General Permit 
monitoring requirements, as set 
forth in Section 5.3 of the 
Management Plans; and 

• Implementation of remedial 
measures in the event that water 
quality standards set forth in the 
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Construction General Permit are 
not being met.  

4.6-3 Be located on a 
geological unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable 
as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in 
on or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse, or be located 
on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1B of 
the UBC. 

4.6-3(a) The Improvement Plan submittals shall 
include final geotechnical engineering 
reports produced by a California Registered 
Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engineer. 
The Improvement Plans shall include the 
recommendations of the Geotechnical 
Engineering Reports, including but not 
limited to the following: 

 
• Grading 
• Import Fill 
• Existing Fill 
• Cut Slope Grading 
• Engineered Fill Placement  
• Fill Slope Grading 

 
In accordance with the recommendations 
from the Geotechnical Engineering Reports 
(Geotechnical Engineering Report, Idaho-
Maryland Mine Project – Brunswick 
Industrial Site. November 18, 2019; and 
Geotechnical Engineering Report, Idaho-
Maryland Mine Project – Centennial 
Industrial Site. December 20, 2019), grading 
plan review and construction monitoring 
shall occur, as follows:  

 
• Prior to construction, a licensed 

geotechnical engineer shall be 
retained at the applicant’s expense 
to review the final grading plans to 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, 
and  
not less than once 
per quarter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-64 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

confirm whether the 
recommendations from the 
Geotechnical Engineering Reports 
have been adequately 
incorporated in the plans, and to 
provide additional and/or modified 
recommendations, if necessary; 
and 

• The applicant shall retain a 
licensed geotechnical engineer to 
perform construction quality 
assurance (CQA) monitoring 
during all earthwork grading 
performed by the contractor to 
determine whether the 
recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Reports 
have been implemented, and if 
necessary, provide additional 
and/or modified recommendations. 

 
A CQA report demonstrating successful 
compliance with Geotechnical Engineering 
Report recommendations in all on-site 
earthwork shall be submitted to Nevada 
County periodically, but not less than once 
per quarter.  

 
4.6-3(b) In conjunction with submittal of Improvement 

Plans for the Brunswick Industrial Site, the 
applicant shall submit a grading plan, cross 
sections, and a slope stability analysis of 
proposed cut slopes for the new service 
shaft collar and the clay-lined pond dam 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Building 
Department 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In conjunction with 
submittal of 
Improvement Plans 
for the Brunswick 
Industrial Site 
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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.  

 
4.6-3(c) In conjunction with submittal of 

Improvements Plans for the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial Sites, the applicant 
shall submit a physical closure evaluation of 
the following near-surface mine features to 
the Nevada County Building Department:  

 
• East Eureka Shaft (shall be closed 

prior to initial mine dewatering) 
• East Eureka Drain (shall be closed 

prior to initial mine dewatering) 
• Idaho Drain Tunnel (shall be closed 

prior to initial mine dewatering) 
• Idaho Pump Shaft (shall be closed 

prior to initial mine dewatering) 
• Idaho Shaft (shall be closed prior to 

initial mine dewatering) 
• South Idaho Shaft (shall be closed 

prior to placement of engineered fill 
at the Centennial Industrial Site) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Building 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In conjunction with 
submittal of 
Improvement Plans 
for the Centennial 
and Brunswick 
Industrial Sites 
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The evaluation shall be stamped by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer and identify 
methods of physical closure, based on 
overexcavation of surface soil in the areas of 
these features to determine where 
competent, native soil/rock is located and to 
identify the trend of any subsurface mining-
related structures. Closure methods could 
include but not be limited to the use of a cast-
in-place concrete cap or plug supported by 
temporary false work and covered to the 
ground surface with engineered fill.  The 
closure design shall include drainage piping 
for those near surface features that currently 
discharge groundwater, and closure shall 
occur prior to initial mine dewatering or, for 
the South Idaho Shaft, prior to the placement 
of engineered fill at the Centennial Industrial 
Site. 

4.6-4 Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water 
disposal systems where 
sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste 
water. 

4.6-4 In conjunction with submittal of Improvement 
Plans, the project applicant shall submit a 
complete sewage disposal design report 
accounting for all sewage waste water 
disposal per project buildout, for review and 
approval of the Nevada County 
Environmental Health Department. Unless 
otherwise determined in the sewage 
disposal design report, the Improvement 
Plans shall comply with the 
recommendations set forth in the septic 
system evaluation prepared for the 
Brunswick Industrial Site by Navo & Sons, 
Inc., including the following: 
 

Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 

In conjunction with 
submittal of 
Improvement Plans 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-67 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

• Leach lines shall be installed 36 
inches wide by 24 inches deep, 
with 12 inches of drain rock and 7-
foot separation on center per line, 
installed level on contour.  

• The leach shall be pressure dosed 
leach lines consisting of a minimum 
of four zones. The rotation of zones 
would allow the zones to rest in 
between doses and prevent over 
saturation of any one zone. In 
addition, if one zone has a problem, 
that zone could be isolated and 
repaired while other zones are 
working. This would result in little to 
no downtime and greatly reduce 
the possibility of sewage spills 
(surfacing).  

• Duplex (two) pumps shall be used 
in the pump tank to ensure that if 
one pump fails, a backup exists. 
The pumps would alternate to the 
extent of their life, unless one fails. 

• Due to the distance and elevation 
between the proposed shower and 
laundry area to the leach field, the 
pump line would be running 
through a low area upgradient from 
potentially sensitive areas. The 
pump line shall be sleeved in this 
low area to avoid potential issues 
related to sensitive areas if the line 
were to rupture.   
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• During installation, existing trees 
shall be maintained in place to the 
extent feasible to avoid the creation 
of large holes in the leach area, 
help stabilize soil, and help absorb 
leaching effluent. 

• The following setbacks shall be 
maintained: 

 
o 10 feet from developed 

property lines; 
o 50 feet from undeveloped 

property lines; 
o 50 feet from seasonal 

drainages; 
o 25 feet from center line of 

swales; and 
o 100 feet from any perennial 

streams or domestic wells. 
 

• The pressure dose septic system 
shall be maintained annually for the 
life of the system. 

• The septic system shall be installed 
by a licensed contractor (A, C-34, 
or C-42) familiar with installation of 
the proposed system.  

• A permit to install the septic system 
shall be obtained from the NCEHD. 

• The pump screen shall be removed 
and rinsed annually.  
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• The pump, pump float, alarm float, 
and alarm shall be checked for 
proper operation annually. 

• The primary and 100 percent repair 
area shall be protected from 
vehicular traffic, structures, or any 
other activity that may cause 
alterations such as grading, 
cuts/fills, etc.  

• All drainage shall be diverted away 
from the septic tank, pump tank, 
and leach field. Irrigation in the 
area of the leach trenches shall be 
kept to a minimum to avoid 
saturation of the soil. Drip irrigation 
should be used.  

• Water conservation is 
recommended to maximize the life 
expectancy of the absorption 
trenches. 

• Any leaks shall be fixed 
immediately to avoid unnecessary 
saturation of the leach trenches.  

4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.7-1 Create a significant 

hazard to the public or 
the environment through 
the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 

4.7-1(a) The mine operator shall comply with all 
applicable federal and state regulations 
governing the transport, underground 
storage and use of explosives, including 
MSHA (CFR Title 30, Part 57), OSHA (CFR 
Title 29, Part 1910 and 1926), and CCR 
(Title 8, Part 5251ff. and 5291).  

 

Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 

During the 
transport, 
underground 
storage, and use of 
explosives 
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4.7-1(b) The mine operator shall prepare a Risk 
Assessment when the underground mine is 
accessible after initial dewatering and before 
storage of explosives underground, 
specifying the location of each magazine 
and its maximum storage capacity.  The Risk 
Assessment shall be performed by a 
qualified professional (e.g., licensed 
engineer) in accordance with the Methods 
and Algorithms Used for Quantitative Risk 
Analysis of the Institute of Markers of 
Explosives and submitted to MSHA for their 
review. The Risk Assessment shall 
demonstrate protection of the public from 
hazards of explosives storage and be 
provided to the Nevada County Planning 
Department before underground storage of 
explosives. 

 
4.7-1(c) The mine operator shall ensure, through the 

enforcement of contractual obligations, that 
all contractors or suppliers transport 
explosives in a manner consistent with all 
applicable regulations and guidelines. Proof 
of the agreement between the operator and 
contractor or supplier transporting 
explosives shall be provided to the Nevada 
County Planning Department before 
transporting explosives to the site. 

 
4.7-1(d) 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 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

After initial 
dewatering and 
before storage of 
explosives 
underground 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to transporting 
explosives to the 
site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
transport, storage, 
or use of hazardous 
materials or 
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(HMBP). The County shall review and 
approve the HMBP prior to the use or 
storage of hazardous materials or 
explosives on-site. 

 
Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 

explosives at the 
site 

4.7-2 Create a significant 
hazard to the public or 
the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident 
conditions involving the 
likely release of 
hazardous materials into 
the environment or be 
located on a site which is 
included on a list of 
hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as 
a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the 
public or the 
environment. 

4.7-2(a) If disturbance of the mine waste beneath the 
southeastern paved area within the 
Brunswick Industrial Site is proposed as part 
of the project, the site-specific arsenic 
concentration data resulting from the Phase 
I/II ESA prepared by NV5 for the proposed 
project shall be furnished to the project 
contractor(s) so the contractor(s) can 
comply with applicable health and safety 
requirements accordingly. The project 
contractor(s) shall retain a Certified 
Industrial Hygienist to develop specific 
handling procedures for the mine waste, 
including dust mitigation. Mine waste shall 
not be removed from the site without 
regulatory approval by the RWQCB or 
DTSC. Verification of proper handling and 
disposal of the mine waste shall be provided 
to the Nevada County Planning Department. 

 
4.7-2(b) If unidentified or suspected contaminated 

soil or groundwater evidenced by stained 
soil, noxious odors, or other factors, is 
encountered during site improvements, work 
shall stop in the area of potential 
contamination, and the type and extent of 
contamination shall be identified by a 
Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB 
 
Department of 
Toxic 
Substances 
Control 
(DTSC) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 

If disturbance of the 
mine waste beneath 
the southeastern 
paved area within 
the Brunswick 
Industrial Site is 
proposed as part of 
the project 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If unidentified or 
suspected 
contaminated soil or 
groundwater is 
encountered during 
site improvements 
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or qualified professional. The REA or 
qualified professional shall prepare a report 
that includes, but is not limited to, activities 
performed for the assessment, summary of 
anticipated contaminants and contaminant 
concentrations, relevant Environmental 
Screening Levels for identified 
contaminants, whether the contaminants 
exceed Environmental Screening Levels, 
thus warranting remediation, and 
recommendations for appropriate handling 
and disposal. Site improvement activities 
shall not recommence within the 
contaminated areas until any necessary 
remediation identified in the report is 
complete. The report and verification of 
proper remediation and disposal shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

 
4.7-2(c) Prior to commencement of any construction 

activities, the project applicant shall 
determine the location of all existing wells on 
the site. Prior to any ground disturbance 
activities within 50 feet of an identified well 
on the project site, the applicant shall hire a 
licensed well contractor to obtain a well 
abandonment permit from the NCEHD for 
any wells that will no longer be used, and 
properly abandon the on-site wells, pursuant 
to Department of Water Resources Bulletin 
74-81 (Water Well Standards, Part III), for 
review and approval by the NCEHD.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
any construction 
activities 

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
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4.8-1 Violate any water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or 
ground water quality. 

4.8-1(a) The applicant shall submit a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for 
coverage under the Limited Threat 
Discharge permit (General Order R5-2022-
0006; NPDES No. CAG995002), at least six 
months prior to construction of the water 
treatment system; and the Notice of 
Applicability (NOA) shall be received before 
initial mine dewatering can begin and 
provided to Nevada County Planning 
Department. The NOI shall include 
evaluation of potential constituents of 
concern, including ammonia, arsenic, 
hexavalent chromium, iron, manganese, pH, 
total suspended solids, TDS, and cis-1,2-
DCE, and demonstrate that water treatment 
plant (WTP) design shall successfully treat 
mine water to meet the water quality 
standards and treatment goals identified in 
the Limited Threat Discharge Order. Upon 
construction of the WTP, sampling shall be 
provided to the RWQCB demonstrating that 
the treated water meets the water quality 
standards and treatment goals specified in 
the Order. Ongoing monitoring of treated 
water shall occur at a location specified by 
the State prior to the point of discharge at 
South Fork Wolf Creek. The owner shall be 
required to submit quarterly monitoring 
reports to the State Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, demonstrating compliance 
with the maximum daily effluent limitations 
specified in Section V of the NPDES permit. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At least six months 
prior to construction 
of the water 
treatment system 
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The applicant shall submit to the County a 
copy of the NOI and evidence of the 
applicant’s receipt of the NOA specified 
above prior to initial mine dewatering. The 
applicant shall submit copies of sampling 
and monitoring reports to the County at the 
time such reports are submitted to the 
RWQCB. 

 
The applicant shall also submit a Report of 
Waste Discharge (RoWD) and obtain Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for use of 
the surface impoundment (i.e., Brunswick 
clay-lined pond) in the mine water treatment 
process. At a minimum, the liner of the clay-
lined surface impoundment shall be 
upgraded to include a synthetic liner meeting 
the specifications in Title 27, Section 
22490(f), of the California Code of 
Regulations. Prior to initial mine dewatering, 
the applicant shall submit to the Nevada 
County Planning Department a copy of the 
RoWD and evidence of the applicant’s 
receipt of WDRs, as well as evidence of the 
completion of modifications to the clay-lined 
pond in compliance with the requirements.   

 
4.8-1(b) 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 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
construction 
activities 
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Prevention Plan (C-SWPPP). The applicant 
shall submit a copy of the NOI and C-
SWPPP to the to the Nevada County 
Planning Department prior to the initiation of 
construction activities at a given site.  C-
SWPPP(s) shall be maintained and all BMPs 
and reporting requirements 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).  

 
4.8-1(c) 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). The applicant shall submit a copy 
of the NOI and I-SWPPP to the to the 
Nevada County Planning Department prior 
to termination of the C-SWPPP. 

 
4.8-1(d) Prior to placement of CPB in the mine, the 

applicant shall conduct strength, rheological, 
and geochemical testing using the final CPB 
formulation in order to confirm that no 
constituents (e.g., pH values or chromium) 
release above water quality standards from 
the final selected CPB formulation, as a 
result of the binder composition or the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
operations at the 
Brunswick Industrial 
Site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to placement 
of CPB in the mine 
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interaction between the binder and the 
tailings material. The applicant shall submit 
a RoWD to the Central Valley RWQCB for 
the use of CPB at least six months prior to 
the proposed initial use of CPB. The WDR 
permit shall be received by the applicant 
prior to initiating any mine backfilling using 
CPB. The applicant shall submit to the 
Nevada County Planning Department a copy 
of the RoWD and evidence of the applicant’s 
receipt of WDRs prior to the use of CPB.   

 
4.8-1(e) The applicant shall submit a RoWD and 

obtain WDRs from the Central Valley 
RWQCB for construction of the engineered 
fill areas. The WDR permit shall be received 
by the applicant prior to initiating any 
engineered fill placement activities at the 
Centennial or Brunswick Industrial Sites. 
Proof of coverage shall be provided to the 
Nevada County Public Works Department. 
As part of this process, the RWQCB will 
determine the appropriate mining waste 
classification for the proposed engineered 
fill, and will consider the following factors: (1) 
whether the waste contains hazardous 
constituents only at low concentrations; (2) 
whether the waste has no or low acid 
generating potential; and (3) whether, 
because of its intrinsic properties, the waste 
is readily containable by less stringent 
measures. The engineered fill areas shall be 
constructed in accordance with the Title 27 
specifications, pursuant to the mining waste 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Nevada 
County Public 
Works 
Department 
 
Central Valley 
RWQCB  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to initiating any 
engineered fill 
placement activities 
at the Centennial or 
Brunswick Industrial 
Sites 
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classification determined by the RWQCB. 
The applicant shall submit to the Nevada 
County Planning Department a copy of the 
RoWD and evidence of the applicant’s 
receipt of WDRs prior to the placement of fill 
or fill site preparation disturbance at the 
Brunswick Industrial Site and Centennial 
Industrial Site. The RoWD must also include 
a report on the physical and chemical 
characteristics of the waste, in compliance 
with Water Code section 13260(k), that 
could affect its potential to cause pollution or 
contamination as well as a report that 
evaluates the potential of the discharge of 
mining waste to produce, over the long term, 
acid mine drainage, the discharge or 
leaching of heavy metals, or the release of 
other hazardous substances. The WDR’s 
will require continuous and routine 
characterization and classification (Cal Code 
regs Title 27 section 22480(b)) of the mining 
waste to evaluate any possible changes in 
the geological or geochemical nature of the 
waste. The applicant will prepare and 
implement a Waste Characterization Plan 
(Characterization Plan) which will be 
incorporated into the approved WDR. The 
purpose of the Characterization Plan is to 
continually evaluate the different forms of 
mining wastes and to appropriately classify 
these wastes as Group A, Group B, or Group 
C based on an assessment of the potential 
risk of water quality degradation posed by 
each waste. Through the WDR these wastes 
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will be required to be managed, treated, 
stored, or disposed of in a manner that is 
protective of water quality. The applicant 
shall not sell or utilize waste rock and tailings 
from the Project for construction aggregate 
or fill purposes offsite (i.e. sites other than 
the applicants Brunswick and Centennial 
sites) unless such material has been tested 
and confirmed to qualify as Group C mining 
waste under California Code of Regulations 
Section 22480 and the approved WDR. The 
specific methods, volumes and frequency of 
characterization will be established in the 
approved WDR.  

4.8-2 Substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially 
with groundwater 
recharge such that the 
project may impede 
sustainable groundwater 
management of the 
basin. 

4.8-2(a) The project applicant shall implement the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP) 
prepared by Itasca Denver, Inc. (February 
2021), as approved by the County. 
Implementation of the GMP shall be initiated 
prior to the dewatering of the mine and on an 
ongoing basis. Pursuant to the GMP, a 
network of monitoring wells shall be installed 
to the satisfaction of the Nevada County 
Environmental Health Department. Prior to 
construction of any monitoring wells within 
the County or City right-of-way, the applicant 
shall obtain an encroachment permit from 
the Public Works Department of the 
respective agency. Groundwater-level and 
groundwater quality information shall be 
obtained from the project groundwater 
monitoring wells and collected on a quarterly 
basis, and submitted in report form to the 
Nevada County Environmental Health 

Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
Nevada 
County Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to the 
dewatering of the 
mine and on an 
ongoing basis 
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Department, and used to generate the 
following information: 

1) Water-level and groundwater 
quality monitoring data for a 
minimum of 12 months before 
commencement of dewatering of 
the mine. 

2) Water-level hydrographs for each 
well showing the water-level 
variations over the monitoring 
period and a comprehensive well 
hydrograph showing long-term 
water levels for each well over the 
entire monitoring period. 

3) Potentiometric-surface contour 
maps showing the groundwater 
elevations across the site. These 
may be produced for a subset of 
the shallow wells and a second 
subset for the deeper wells if it is 
judged that the shallow and deep 
well systems are in separate water-
bearing zones. Alternatively, a 
combined potentiometric map that 
includes both shallow and deep 
well pairs may be constructed if it is 
judged that the shallow and deep 
wells are installed within the same 
water-bearing zone. 

4) A projected water-level impact 
assessment for individual domestic 
wells shall be performed once 
dewatering of the underground 
mine workings commences, based 
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on responses of the measured 
groundwater levels of the project 
monitoring wells. The projected 
groundwater drawdown shall be 
estimated for each domestic well in 
the project area. This impact 
assessment shall be performed by 
tabulating the variation of the 
measured water levels from the 
project monitoring wells over the 
monitoring period and during the 
dewatering of the underground 
mine workings and mining 
operations. For each domestic 
well, a projected and seasonally 
averaged water level shall be 
estimated based on the domestic 
well location and the background 
potentiometric conditions, which 
will serve as a baseline 
groundwater level and shall be 
developed prior to the initiation of 
dewatering of the underground 
mine workings. 
 

4.8-2(b) If, based on the GMP, it is determined that 
mining operations are resulting in a 
significant impact to any well(s) (i.e., a 10 
percent or greater reduction of the water 
column of any well), pursuant to Nevada 
County General Plan Policy 17.12, the 
project applicant shall be responsible for 
providing a comparable supply of water to 
such homes or businesses whose wells are 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If, based on the 
GMP, it is 
determined that 
mining operations 
are resulting in a 
significant impact to 
any well(s) 
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significantly impacted, and if necessary, 
providing an immediate water supply until 
the source of the problem is determined and 
rectified. The comparable supply of water 
shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Nevada County Environmental Health 
Department.  Such action could include 
extension of NID potable water or deepening 
of domestic water wells, in all cases paid for 
by the project applicant. 

 
4.8-2(c) Prior to commencement of initial mine 

dewatering, the project applicant shall 
implement the Well Mitigation Plan 
(February 2, 2021, Rise Grass Valley, Inc.) 
by connecting 30 properties in the East 
Bennett area to the NID potable water 
system (see Figure 1 and Table 1 of the Well 
Mitigation Plan for specific property 
locations). The project applicant shall be 
responsible for fully funding the following for 
each property connection:  

 
1)  Engineering and Permitting to NID 

and County standards. 
2)  Construction of main water piping, 

interconnecting the existing NID 
pipelines at E. Bennet Road and 
Whispering Pines Lane in 
accordance with NID standards 
and NID approved engineering 
design. 

3)  Construction of service lateral 
piping in accordance with NID 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
initial mine 
dewatering 
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standards and NID approved 
engineering design. 

4)  Installation of water meters at 
property line in accordance with 
NID standards and NID approved 
engineering design. 

5)  Connection of water meters to 
house (If requested and authorized 
by property owner)  

6)  Closure of domestic water wells (If 
requested and authorized by 
property owner)  

7)  NID installation and capacity 
charges for a 5/8-inch meter 
connection.  

8)  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. 
2) The property is annexed into the 
City of Grass Valley.  

9)  Of the 30 properties, it is 
anticipated that only APN 009-600-
012 is not eligible for water cost 
reimbursement as it is currently 
vacant. Existing NID customers will 
not be eligible for reimbursement of 
NID water charges and will be 
confirmed through consultation 
with NID during the design 
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process. 
10) All easements necessary for 

construction and ongoing 
maintenance of the new pipeline 
shall be acquired by the applicant 
and conveyed to NID prior to 
acceptance of the new potable line.   

 
Proof of satisfaction of this measure shall be 
provided to Nevada County Environmental 
Health Department for each property 
identified in the Well Mitigation Plan.  

4.8-3 Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, 
including through the 
alteration of the course 
of a stream or river or 
through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 
 

i) Result in 
substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

ii) Substantially 
increase the rate or 
amount of surface 
runoff in a manner 
which would result 
in flooding on- or 
off-site? 

4.8-3 As part of the Improvement Plan submittal 
process, the applicant shall submit a Final 
Drainage Report to the Nevada County 
Planning and Public Works Departments for 
review and approval. The Final Drainage 
Report may require more detail than that 
provided in the preliminary report, and will be 
reviewed in concert with the Improvement 
Plans to confirm conformity. The report shall 
address the Centennial and Brunswick 
Industrial Sites, be prepared by a Registered 
Civil Engineer, and shall, at a minimum, 
include:  narrative describing existing 
conditions, the effects of the proposed 
improvements, all appropriate calculations, 
watershed maps, changes in flows and 
patterns, and proposed on- and off-site 
improvements to accommodate flows from 
this project, including treated mine water 
discharge and stormwater runoff. The Final 
Drainage Report shall demonstrate that the 
on-site storm drain systems are sized such 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
Nevada 
County Public 
Works 
Department 

Prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans 
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iii) Create or 
contribute to runoff 
water which would 
exceed the 
capacity of existing 
or planned 
stormwater 
drainage systems 
or provide 
substantial 
additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

iv) Impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

that site runoff (in addition to treated mine 
discharge for the Brunswick Industrial Site) 
under the post-development condition will 
not exceed pre-development levels in the 
downstream channel(s) during the design 
storm events.  

 

4.8-5 In flood hazard, tsunami, 
or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due 
to project inundation. 

4.8-5 The applicant shall implement the Floodplain 
Management Plan prepared for the 
Centennial Industrial Site, as approved in its 
final form by Nevada County. Specifically, 
the applicant shall implement the mitigation 
measures and conditions identified in the 
Floodplain Management Plan, which include 
measures designed to mitigate the impact of 
development on the floodplain. Such 
measures generally include, but are not 
limited to, the following and shall be 
implemented in accordance with their 
specified timing (e.g., either prior to, during, 
or after ground disturbance activities within 
the 100-foot floodplain buffer): 

 
• Grading and land disturbance 

within the limits of the SFHA (100-
year floodplain) of Wolf Creek shall 
be avoided. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to, during, and 
after ground 
disturbance 
activities within the 
100-foot floodplain 
buffer 
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• Prior to commencing construction, 
the 100-year floodplain boundary 
shall be delineated by appropriate 
means on the Centennial Industrial 
Site to ensure that construction 
activities remain outside the 100-
year floodplain. 

• As early as practicable once the 
engineered fill development has 
begun, the detention basin 
proposed in the Preliminary 
Drainage Analysis & Detention 
Study by Nevada City Engineering, 
Inc. shall be installed and made 
operational. During the grading 
operation, erosion control 
measures should be maintained in 
place on the fill pad to avoid silt and 
runoff from the pad proceeding 
down the fill slope towards Wolf 
Creek, and to direct all runoff to the 
detention basin which is to be 
constructed at the northwest corner 
of the fill area. During this time all 
potential runoff from the 
engineered fill pad area shall 
concurrently be directed to this 
basin for both its detention and de-
siltation benefits. 

• No significant increase in 
impermeable surfaces shall occur 
within 100 feet of the 100-year 
floodplain. The only added 
impervious surface shall be 
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approximately 520 lineal feet of 
concrete V-ditch at the toe of the 
engineered fill slope. This will have 
no measurable impact on drainage 
runoff or flooding. 

• Areas within 100 feet of the 100-
year floodplain, which are 
disturbed due to construction 
activity, shall be regraded to a 
smooth, natural contour 
resembling their pre-development 
configuration, with the exception of 
approximately 0.55-acre of 
engineered fill located on the 
northeast corner of the proposed 
Centennial Industrial Site. Grading 
shall be done in such a manner as 
to smoothly convey flows through 
the property without accelerating 
their transit to downstream areas. 
All disturbed areas shall be subject 
to erosion control measures and 
protection during and after the 
engineered fill placement operation 
in order to stabilize any disturbed 
soil, thus eliminating the likelihood 
of increased erosion exiting the site 
toward downstream properties. 

• Temporary disturbance of 
vegetation within 100 feet of the 
100-year floodplain due to 
construction shall be remediated 
by appropriate replacement 
plantings as recommended by the 
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project biologist and as pursuant to 
the project Reclamation Plan. 

4.10 Noise and Vibration 
4.10-1 Generation of a 

substantial temporary 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess 
of standards established 
in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies, due to 
initial construction 
activities. 

4.10-1 The following noise reduction measures 
shall be implemented during construction of 
the potable water line along East Bennett 
Road and shall be included on Improvement 
Plans for installation of the potable water line 
to the satisfaction of the Nevada County 
Planning Department. 
 

• Provide advanced notification of 
pipeline construction dates and 
durations to each of the residences 
located along the construction 
corridor. 

• Ensure that all equipment utilizing 
internal combustion engines are 
fitted with working mufflers in good 
repair. 

• Utilize the quietest equipment 
capable of performing the required 
construction. 

• Locate construction staging areas 
as far as feasibly possible from 
existing residences. 

• If portable generators or air 
compressors are to be used, locate 
that equipment as far as feasibly 
possible from existing residences 
and, if possible, shield them from 
view of those residences using 
intervening topography or vehicles. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Noted on 
Improvement Plans, 
and during 
construction of the 
potable water line 
along East Bennett 
Road 
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• All mobile equipment shall be fitted 
with broad-band “growler” type 
back-up warning devices rather 
than the conventional “beeper” 
devices. 

4.10-2 Generation of a 
substantial temporary 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess 
of standards established 
in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies, due to fill 
placement, compaction, 
off-site traffic, and 
related activities. 

4.10-2 Haul truck operators shall be required to 
operate their trucks in such a manner so as 
to not require the use of jake brakes along 
the project haul routes. The project applicant 
shall post signage at the exits of both the 
Centennial Industrial Site and Brunswick 
Industrial Site informing drivers that the use 
of jake brakes is not permitted. Additionally, 
drivers directly employed by the project 
applicant, as well as any contract drivers, 
shall be required to abstain from use of jake 
brakes as a company policy. Proof of sign 
postage (e.g., photographic documentation) 
and a copy of the company policy language 
shall be provided to the Nevada County 
Planning Department prior to 
commencement of hauling. In the event that 
jake brake usage associated with project-
related heavy truck traffic is observed, the 
project applicant shall implement additional 
measures to educate drivers regarding the 
safe operation of their vehicles without the 
use of jake brakes or take disciplinary action, 
if required, to the satisfaction of the Nevada 
County Planning Department.  In addition, 
haul trucks shall be fitted with broad-band 
“growler” type back-up warning devices 
rather than the conventional “beeper” 
devices. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
commencement of 
hauling 
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4.10-3 Generation of a 
substantial permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess 
of standards established 
in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies. 

4.10-3 The following conditions shall be met, 
subject to review and approval by the 
Nevada County Planning Department:  

 
1. All on-site mobile equipment shall 

be fitted with broad-band “growler” 
type back-up warning devices 
rather than the conventional 
“beeper” devices. 

2. A comprehensive noise monitoring 
program shall be conducted of 
each facet of the operation to both 
verify the modelling assumptions of 
the project noise analysis (Bollard 
Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Noise 
and Vibration Analysis, Idaho 
Maryland Mine, Nevada County, 
California BAC Job #2018-203. 
March 8, 2021) and to ensure that 
compliance with the applicable 
Nevada County noise standards is 
being achieved at nearby sensitive 
receptors. The noise monitoring 
program shall evaluate noise levels 
at a minimum of five Receptor 
locations surrounding the 
Brunswick Industrial Site. The 
noise monitoring system shall 
consist of the installation of 
permanent noise monitors at three 
to five locations on the Brunswick 
Industrial Site, and one site at the 
Centennial Industrial Site, to be 
determined by a third-party noise 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Within 30 days of 
installation and 
operation of mine-
related equipment 
at the Brunswick 
Industrial Site 
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consultant under contract with the 
County, in coordination with the 
applicant. The permanent monitors 
shall be provided with a continual 
power source, and shall include 
internet connectivity technology, to 
enable electronic retrieval of noise 
monitoring data at any time by the 
County’s third-party noise 
consultant.   

 
a. 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, using noise level 
data and noise attenuation 
calculations accounting for 
distance to the 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 
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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. 

b. After the initial noise 
monitoring evaluation 
described under “a”, the 
County’s third-party noise 
consultant shall evaluate 
permanent noise monitoring 
data at the pre-determined 
receptor locations as follows: 
i) on a quarterly basis during 
the first five years of project 
operation; ii) once per year 
thereafter for the life of the 
project; and iii) in response to 
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public noise complaints. If the 
results indicate that the 
County noise standards are 
being exceeded, then the 
actions described in “a” shall 
be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the County. 

4.10-4 Exposure of persons to 
or generation of 
excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne 
noise levels. 

4.10-4 The project applicant shall conduct a project-
specific Ground Vibration Monitoring 
Program, as set forth in this mitigation 
measure. As part of the Ground Vibration 
Monitoring Program, the mine shall employ 
between eight and ten seismographs, which 
shall be installed prior to any onsite blasting, 
and used during all blasting of levels above 
the 1,000-foot level. The seismographs shall 
be placed at the following locations: 
 

• One at the Brunswick Shaft; 
• One at each of the four corners of 

the Mine Property; 
• One in the Whispering Pines 

Industrial Park; 
• Two at nearby residences; and 
• Two travelling seismographs which 

can change location depending on 
the weekly/monthly mining plan. 

 
After the mine has stopped blasting at the 
proposed shaft and above the 1,000-foot 
level, only five seismographs would be 
required for the Ground Vibration Monitoring 
Program. One seismograph shall be located 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to any on-site 
blasting, during all 
blasting of levels 
above the 1,000-
foot level, and 
monthly 
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at the Brunswick Shaft and one in each of 
the four corners of the mine property. The 
five seismographs would collect relevant 
data throughout the entire operation to 
understand how the ground is transmitting 
vibration in these areas. 
  

Once mining operations commence, the 
project applicant shall hire a blast consultant 
to assist with the development of a 95 
percent confidence level equation for the 
site-specific ground vibration. The blast 
consultant would take the data acquired by 
the seismographs set-up on the mine, run a 
linear regression and log-log confidence 
model to develop an equation that the mine 
can use to modify blasting, as needed, to 
ensure vibration levels remain below 0.4 in/s 
at sensitive receptors.  
 
Results of the Ground Vibration Monitoring 
Program and the equation for site-specific 
ground vibration shall be submitted to the 
Nevada County Planning Department, on a 
monthly basis, for review. 

4.12 Transportation 
4.12-1 Conflict with a program, 

plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing study 
intersections under 
EPAP Plus Project 
Conditions. 

4.12-1(a) Brunswick Road/Idaho Maryland Road – 
Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
applicant shall pay the GVTIF to the City of 
Grass Valley. Proof of payment shall be 
submitted to the Nevada County Community 
Development Agency.  
  

Nevada 
County 
Community 
Development 
Agency 
 
 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
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4.12-1(b) SR 174/Brunswick Road – The project 
applicant shall enter into a Traffic Mitigation 
Agreement with the County regarding the SR 
174/Brunswick Road intersection. The 
Agreement shall require the applicant to pay 
the project’s fair share contribution toward 
the improvements necessary to improve 
intersection operations to an acceptable 
level. The Agreement shall include the fair 
share calculations and total payment 
amount. Based on the Caltrans methodology 
to assess fair share, it is estimated that the fair 
share percentage is 14.9%.   

 
4.12-1(c) Idaho Maryland Road/Centennial Drive - Prior 

to issuance of building permits, the applicant 
shall pay the GVTIF to the City of Grass 
Valley. Proof of payment shall be submitted 
to the Nevada County Community 
Development Agency.  

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Community 
Development 
Agency 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

4.12-6 Substantially increase 
hazards to vehicle safety 
due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment). 

4.12-6(a)  Prior to the commencement of construction 
and issuance of Encroachment Permits, 
construction signing and traffic control plans 
shall be provided to the Nevada County 
Public Works Department and the City of 
Grass Valley for review and acceptance. The 
construction signing and traffic control plan 
shall include (but not necessarily be limited 
to) items such as: 

 
• Guidance on the number and size 

of trucks per day entering and 
leaving the project site; 

Nevada 
County Public 
Works 
Department  
 
City of Grass 
Valley 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to the 
commencement of 
construction and 
issuance of 
Encroachment 
Permits 
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• Identification of arrival/departure 
times that would minimize traffic 
impacts; 

• Approved truck circulation 
patterns; 

• Locations of staging areas;  
• Locations of employee parking and 

methods to encourage carpooling 
and use of alternative 
transportation; 

• Methods for partial/complete street 
closures (e.g., timing, signage, 
location and duration restrictions); 

• Criteria for use of flaggers and 
other traffic controls; 

• Preservation of safe and 
convenient passage for bicyclists 
and pedestrians through/around 
construction areas; 

• Monitoring for roadbed damage 
and timing for completing repairs;  

• Limitations on construction activity 
during peak/holiday weekends and 
special events; 

• Preservation of emergency vehicle 
access; 

• Coordination of construction 
activities with construction of other 
projects that occur concurrently to 
minimize potential additive 
construction traffic disruptions, 
avoid duplicative efforts (e.g., 
multiple occurrences if similar 
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signage), and maximize 
effectiveness of traffic mitigation 
measures (e.g., joint employee 
alternative transportation 
programs); 

• Removing traffic obstructions 
during emergency evacuation 
events; and 

• Providing a point of contact for 
residents and guests to obtain 
construction information, have 
questions answered, and convey 
complaints. 

 
The construction signing and traffic control 
plan shall be developed such that the 
following minimum set of performance 
standards is achieved throughout project 
construction.  

 
• All construction employees shall 

park in designated lots owned by 
the project applicant or on private 
lots otherwise arranged for by the 
project applicant. 

• Roadways shall be maintained 
clear of debris (e.g., rocks) that 
could otherwise impede travel and 
impact public safety. 

 
4.12-6(b)  Prior to any hauling of project materials (e.g., 

engineered fill, soil, rocks, etc.) on County or 
City roads, the project applicant shall enter 
into separate road maintenance agreements 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to any hauling 
of project materials 
(e.g., engineered fill, 
soil, rocks, etc.) on 
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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.  

 
4.12-6(c) Prior to approval of Encroachment Permit for 

driveway construction at the intersection of 
E. Bennett Road/Millsite Road, the Nevada 
County Public Works Department shall 
review and approve the improvement plans 
for the E. Bennett Road/Millsite Road 
intersection which need to include pavement 
widening and designation that only right- 
hand turns are allowed from the project site 
at this location. Prior to commencement of 
project operations, the E. Bennett 
Road/Millsite Road intersection shall be 
improved to the satisfaction of Nevada 
County Public Works Department, at the 
expense of the project applicant.  

 
4.12-6(d) Prior to the County issuing any permits for 

work on the Centennial Industrial Site: 1) the 
project applicant shall submit plans to the 
Grass Valley Engineering Division and 
receive approval from the City of Grass 
Valley for widening of Whispering Pines 
Lane along the Centennial Industrial Site’s 

City of Grass 
Valley 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County Public 
Works 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Grass Valley 
Engineering 
Division 
 
 
 
 

County or City 
roads 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
project operations, 
the E. Bennett 
Road/Millsite Road 
intersection shall be 
improved to the 
satisfaction of 
Nevada County 
Public Works 
Department, at the 
expense of the 
project applicant. 
 
 
 
Prior to the County 
issuing any permits 
for work on the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site, the 
project applicant 
shall submit plans to 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-98 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

frontage for purposes of facilitating adequate 
truck turn movements into and out of the 
Site. The plans shall reflect a 12-foot two-
way-left-turn-lane (TWLTL), a 12-foot travel 
lane, and a six-foot bicycle lane; 2) In 
addition, the applicant shall designate and 
record a landscape easement to mitigate 
sight distance concerns. The plans shall be 
approved by the City of Grass Valley and the 
project applicant shall be responsible for 100 
percent of the cost for this improvement.  
 

4.12-6(e)  Prior to commencement of operations, the 
project applicant shall obtain an 
encroachment permit from Nevada County 
and install: 1) W51 “Slow Trucks” road sign 
along Brunswick Road, about 500 feet north 
of the E. Bennett Road intersection; 2) A 
second sign shall be installed at the 
applicant’s expense just south of the crest of 
the grade, warning truck drivers of the 
transition in grade and presence of the 
downgrade Loma Rica Drive intersection.  

 
4.12-6(f) Prior to the County issuing any permits for 

work on the Brunswick Site, the project 
applicant shall remove any landscaping over 
2 feet in height inside the sight line from the 
project driveway to Brunswick Road.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

the Grass Valley 
Engineering 
Division and receive 
approval from the 
City of Grass Valley 
for widening of 
Whispering Pines 
Lane along the 
Centennial 
Industrial Site’s 
frontage.  
 
Prior to 
commencement of 
operations, the 
project applicant 
shall obtain an 
encroachment 
permit from Nevada 
County for the noted 
sign installation to 
be funded by the 
applicant.  
 
Prior to the County 
issuing any permits 
for work on the 
Brunswick Site, the 
project applicant 
shall remove any 
landscaping over 2 
feet in height inside 
the sight line from 
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the project driveway 
to Brunswick Road.  

4.12-8 Conflict with a program, 
plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing study 
intersections under 
Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions. 

4.12-8(a) SR 174/Brunswick Road – Implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(b).  

 
 
4.12-8(b) Sutton Way/Dorsey Drive - Prior to issuance 

of building permits, the applicant shall pay 
the GVTIF to the City of Grass Valley. Proof 
of payment shall be submitted to the Nevada 
County Community Development Agency.  

See Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-
1(b)  
 
City of Grass 
Valley 
 
Nevada 
County 
Community 
Development 
Agency 

See Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-1(b) 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 

4.12-10 Conflict with a program, 
plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing intersection 
queues under the 
cumulative scenario. 

4.12-10 Prior to commencement of project 
operations, the Brunswick Road/Sutton Way 
intersection shall be re-timed to the 
satisfaction of the City of Grass Valley, at the 
expense of the project applicant. Based on 
the Caltrans methodology to assess fair 
share percentage, the fair share is 8.5 
percent. Final payment amount shall be 
determined by the City of Grass Valley, and 
shall represent the reasonable cost of re-
timing the intersection.  

City of Grass 
Valley 
 
Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
commencement of 
project operations 

 

4.13 Wildfire 
4.13-2 Due to slope, prevailing 

winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose 
project occupants to, 
pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the 

4.13-2 In conjunction with submittal of Improvement 
Plans, the applicant shall submit a 
comprehensive Vegetation Management 
Plan, inclusive of the Centennial and 
Brunswick Industrial Sites, for the review and 
approval by the County Fire Marshall’s 
Office. The applicant shall implement all 
provisions of the Vegetation Management 

Nevada 
County Fire 
Marshall’s 
Office 

In conjunction with 
submittal of 
Improvement Plans 
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uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. 

Plan during the project construction, 
operations, and reclamation activities. The 
Vegetation Management Plan shall include 
but not be limited to:  

 
• description of existing vegetative 

fuel sources; 
• description of vegetation removal 

during initial construction and 
inventory of equipment to be used;  

• requirement that exhausts of all 
equipment powered by gasoline, 
diesel, or other hydrocarbon fuel 
shall be equipped with effective 
spark arrestors designed to 
prevent the escape from the 
exhaust of carbon or other 
flammable particles over 0.0232 
inches. Motor trucks, truck tractors, 
and passenger vehicles shall not 
be subject to this provision if their 
exhaust systems are equipped with 
mufflers;   

• requirement that all welding rigs 
shall be equipped with a minimum 
of one 20-pound or two 10-pound 
fire extinguishers;  

• description of proposed landscape 
planting types;  

• description and graphical 
presentation of defensible space 
zones; 
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• long-term maintenance schedule 
and safety practices, addressing at 
a minimum:  

 
o Removal of fire prone fuels 

and dead material.  
o Removal of branches beneath 

large trees.  
o Maintenance of live plants, 

bushes, shrubs, and trees.  
o Removal of needles and 

leaves and other combustible 
debris and litter from roofs 
and gutters.  

o Annual grasses and forbs 
shall be cut down to a 
maximum height of four 
inches within 100 feet of 
structures and on engineered 
fill slopes. 

o Trimming of vegetation within 
specified horizontal distances 
from roadways and overhead 
power line(s), the latter of 
which may be implemented 
by PG&E as the service 
provider, consistent with 
clearance requirements in 
PRC Sections 4292 and 
4293.   

o Seasonal removal of all dead 
and dying vegetation to 
reduce vegetation volume 
and ladder fuels.  



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-102 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

o Coordination with adjacent 
property owners, as 
applicable, to maintain tree 
canopies, vegetation and 
ladder fuels on an annual 
basis.  

o Horizontal and vertical 
spacing among shrubs and 
trees shall be created using 
the “Fuel Separation” method, 
the “Continuous Tree 
Canopy” method or a 
combination of both to 
achieve defensible space 
clearance requirements. 
Spacing shall be done in 
accordance with the State 
Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection's, “General 
Guidelines for Creating 
Defensible Space, February 
8, 2006.” 

Conditions of Approval 
COA-1 APM-AQ-1: Exhaust Emission Controls 

The following measures shall be implemented during construction, operation, and 
reclamation to reduce exhaust emissions: 
 

• All off-road diesel-fueled equipment and emergency generators owned by 
Rise Grass Valley Inc. shall be equipped with Tier 4 Final engines. 

• 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 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During construction, 
operation, and 
reclamation 
activities 
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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” 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. 

• All off-road equipment shall be maintained in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a qualified 
mechanic, and equipment shall be confirmed that it is in proper condition 
prior to operation. 

COA-2 APM-AQ-2: Surface Fugitive Dust Controls 
The following measures shall be implemented to reduce surface fugitive dust 
emissions: 

 
• During construction, operation, and reclamation, all exposed soil surfaces 

(e.g., unpaved disturbed areas, unpaved parking areas, and unpaved 
staging areas, and soil piles) shall be adequately wetted to ensure that no 
visible dust crosses the property boundary, except when rains are 
occurring. As an alternative to watering, inactive soil piles shall be covered 
to minimize wind erosion.  

• During construction, all on-site roadways shall be paved as soon as 
possible after grading and any unpaved gravel roads shall be treated with 
chemical stabilizers in order to control fugitive dust.  

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During construction, 
operation, and 
reclamation 
activities 

 



Final EIR 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

December 2022 
 

 
Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 4-104 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
Idaho-Maryland Mine Project 

Impact 
Number Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule Sign-off 

COA-3 APM-AQ-3: ASUR Plan 
Rise Grass Valley Inc. shall implement the ASUR Plan, which incorporates 
measures designed to minimize asbestos in engineered fill produced by the project, 
as well as minimize the emission of asbestos-containing dust from the underground 
mine (see Appendix E.2). The ASUR Plan builds on the provisions of applicable 
regulations, including the two CARB ATCMs for naturally occurring asbestos (i.e., 
ATCM for Surfacing Applications [17 CCR 93106] and ATCM for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations [17 CCR 93105]), and includes 
additional measures beyond what is required in the ATCMs in order to limit any 
potential emission of asbestos dust and to protect human health and the 
environment. The ASUR Plan incorporates routine asbestos testing by TEM and an 
Asbestos Inventory to ensure that average mined material and engineered fill 
contains less than 0.01 percent asbestos by mass of PCM equivalent units. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During project 
operations 

 

COA-4 In the event that sand tailings or waste rock material is transported from the 
Brunswick Site prior to 2033 to locations other than the Centennial Site, all transport 
of such material shall be accomplished using electric vehicles.  

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

In the event that 
sand tailings or 
waste rock material 
is transported from 
the Brunswick Site 
prior to 2033 to 
locations other than 
the Centennial Site 

 

COA-5 Except for the construction of the proposed Service Shaft, all underground blasting 
for production, tunnelling, and raising would take place more than 500 feet below 
ground surface and no underground mining will take place outside of the area 
denoted on the maps included in Appendix A of the Final EIR. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During blasting 
activities 

 

COA-6 The following measures have been added to the Domestic Well Monitoring Program, 
and shall be included as a condition of approval for the Project: 

 
1) Property owner’s shown in Table 1 will be contacted at least three months 

prior to commencement of the required 12-month groundwater monitoring 
period and the company will request permission to inspect and install 
monitoring equipment at the well.  

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

As part of the 
Domestic Well 
Monitoring Program 
implementation 
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2) Property owners who respond and grant permission for well monitoring will 
be added to the Domestic Well Monitoring Program. 

3) The well will be inspected to determine the characteristics of the well, 
including location, well depth, casing and screen depth, static water level, 
and well yield. A water quality sample will be taken during the inspection. 

4) Instrumentation will be installed to measure water level on a periodic basis 
(such as 1 or 4 hours) and pumping rates (to correlate water level with the 
wells use). Data from the instruments will be transmitted by telemetry. 

5) Water level data will be collected for at least 12 months prior to the 
commencement of mine dewatering and will continue throughout the period 
of initial mine dewatering (dewatering of the historic mine workings) and for 
at least the first 5 years of operations.  

6) All data collected and reports generated will be provided to the property 
owner and to Nevada County. 

7) All costs of well monitoring will be paid by the company and well monitoring 
equipment will remain the property of the company. A property owner may 
terminate well monitoring upon request and the company will remove any 
installed monitoring equipment. 

8) For any well that is monitored under the Domestic Well Monitoring Program, 
monitoring results will be used to supplement the analysis from the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan to determine whether an individual 
groundwater well is expected to be impacted or has been impacted by 
dewatering operations, using the threshold set forth in the Well Mitigation 
Plan. 

COA 7  The applicant shall be required to install all noise reducing project features and 
equipment included in the Project Description, and assumed in the noise impact 
analysis included in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR.  While the applicant is not required 
to use the specific brands and models assumed in the DEIR, the applicant shall be 
required to demonstrate that the noise reducing project features and equipment 
actually installed as part of the project achieve the same or better noise reduction 
as was assumed in the DEIR.  The applicant shall be required to provide 
specifications on all installed noise reduction features and equipment to the County 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During construction, 
operation, and 
reclamation 
activities 
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to verify that the noise reductions comply with the assumptions in the DEIR.  Further, 
the County will verify and enforce use and operation of noise reduction equipment 
and features through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3. 

COA 8  The applicant shall be required to use only electrical, pneumatic, or battery powered 
mining equipment in the underground mine. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During mining 
activities 

 

COA 9  The project will not burn vegetative material. Processing of vegetation before 
placement of engineered fill will be done by chipping. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

During construction, 
operation, and 
reclamation 
activities 

 

COA 10 The applicant will be required to provide one-week notice of any expected flow 
interruptions when feasible, and notice of any spill or contaminating event.  
Additionally, the applicant will be required to provide NID access to real-time flow 
data of South Fork Wolf Creek directly downstream from the Project’s discharge, 
with 15-minute interval data, with a trend history of at least one week.  The County 
will not require the flow data to be publicly available, but the data may be made 
publicly available at the applicant’s or NID’s discretion. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

One week prior to, 
and during, any 
expected flow 
interruptions, and in 
the event of any 
spill or 
contaminating event 

 

COA 11  To ensure that reclamation will proceed in compliance with the approved 
Reclamation Plan, the County shall require security that will be released upon 
satisfactory performance. The Project Applicant may post 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.   

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
commencement of 
mining operations 

 

COA 12  Except for the construction of the proposed Service Shaft, all underground blasting 
for production, tunnelling, and raising would take place more than 500 feet below 
ground surface and no underground mining will take place outside of the area 
denoted on the maps included in Appendix A of the Final EIR. 

Nevada 
County 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to approval of 
improvement plans 
and during 
construction and 
operation 
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	The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has 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 785: Thomas Jacobsen

	The comment appears to be primarily focused on airborne asbestos and water quality concerns related to the proposed project. For asbestos, please see Master Response 22 – Conservatism Used for Asbestos Assessment and Master Response 23 – Adequacy of A...
	Response to Comment Ind 785-3
	The comment very generally expresses concerns related to underground water resources and quality of life. Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – please see Mas...
	Response to Comment Ind 785-4
	The commenter notes observations of common wildlife species on the project site. Please see Response to Comment Ind 585-18.
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	Please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells.
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	The comment is outside the scope of CEQA – please see Master Responses 1 and 2.
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	Please see Master Response 8 – Mine Waste Characterization and Master Response 35 – Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek.
	Response to Comment Ind 785-10
	Please see Master Responses 1 and 2 for quality of life concerns, which are outside the scope of CEQA.
	Response to Comment Ind 785-11
	Please see Master Response 3 – Operator Responsibility.
	Response to Comment Ind 785-12
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers.
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	The comment appears to express general opposition to the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
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	The comment appears to express general opposition to the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
	Individual Letter 786: Thomas Krauel
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	Individual Letter 792: Tim Brown

	Regarding well impact concerns, please see Master Response 15 – Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding cancer concerns, the DEIR evaluated diesel exhaust, silica, asbestos, and heavy metals and the related impacts were found to be less th...
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	Individual Letter 834: William Hall
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	Individual Letter 836: William Huddleston
	Individual Letter 837: William Larsen

	The commenter asserts that the DEIR is a sham but does not provide any specific examples or evidence to support this spurious claim. Thus, a detailed response is neither possible nor required. Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.
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	2.15_Late Letters Responses to Comments
	Late LETTER 1: christopher claydon
	The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Quality of life and economic concerns are outside the sc...
	Late LETTER 2: nealeen coward

	The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA –...
	With regard to concerns about air pollution, please see Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. Noise associated with the proposed project is addressed in Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR.
	Late LETTER 3: Rick Larsen

	The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. With regard to concerns about the Project Applicant, the...
	Late LETTER 4: Rober Burbridge

	The commenter’s opposition to the project and concern regarding the Project Applicant is noted for decisionmakers. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 - Non-EIR/Administrative Issues. Quality of life concerns are outside the scope of CEQA –...
	Late LETTER 5: Sebastian Gotla
	Late LETTER 6: Valerie Kack

	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.
	Regarding toxic waste, please see Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. With regard to concerns about impacts to waterways, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR and Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fo...

	2.16_IMM Public Comment Meeting Responses
	DEIR Meeting
	With respect to concerns regarding groundwater, effects on nearby wells, and drought, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model, Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells, and Master Res...
	The groundwater model does not assume that the rock is homogenous and includes changes in hydraulic conductivity with depth, geological units, and faults. Please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR and Appendices K.2 and K.3 of the DEIR and Master Response 14...
	Regarding concerns about water quality, please see Master Response 35. Regarding effects on nearby wells, please see Master Response 14 - Adequacy of Groundwater Model and Master Response 15 - Adequacy of Groundwater Monitoring Wells. Regarding air po...
	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 Responses 1 and 2.
	Regarding toxic waste, please see Master Response 8 - Mine Waste Characterization. Regarding effects to Wolf Creek, please see Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, Master Response 35 - Discharge to South Fork Wolf Creek, and Master Response 36 – Flows in South Fo...
	Regarding concerns about increased truck traffic, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the DEIR.
	Response to Comment Meet-98
	Property values and economic concerns are outside the scope of CEQA – Please see Master Response 2.
	Regarding air quality, please refer to Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of the DEIR. Regarding noise and vibration, please refer to Chapter 4.10, Noise and Vibration, of the DEIR. Regarding traffic, please refer to Chapt...
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	3.1  Introduction
	3.2  Description of Changes
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	Mitigation Measures

	4.3-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
	4.3-2 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
	4.3-7 Generation of GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment.
	4.4-1 Have a substantial adverse effect to special-status plant species either directly or through habitat modifications.
	4.4-2 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.
	4.4-3 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.
	4.5-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5.
	4.8-1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality.
	4.8-2 Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin.
	4.10-4  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.
	4.12-6 Substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).
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