| y.

-I know of at [east two other semiconductor design centers here in the Whispering Pines Business
Park, who could also be affected by ground vibration. High power microscopes and sensitive
instruments have a variety of industrial uses so there may be other businesses in other mdustnes
that would also be affected by ground vibration.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Ralph Andersson

Design Manager, Grass Valley Design Center
Linear Technology Corp.

355 Crown Paint Cir, Suite A

Grass Valley, CA 95945 -

(530) 271-2301 vaice

(530) 271-2305 fax

co: Grass Valley City Council, Nevada County Economic Resource Council

LINEAR TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION » 1830 McGerthy Blvd., Milphas, CA 95035-7417 » {408) 432-1900 « FAX: (408) 434-0507 » www.([near-tach.com
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Comment: _
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Organization (if any): J\} Dng_.

I believe the government agencies involved in the approval of the 1daho-Maryland
mining project have a responsibility, first in foremost, to the citizens of the Grass Vallcy
comrounity. This responsibility includes the protection of the health of the citizenry and
health of the local cnvironment; the Idaho-Maryland mine presents an unnecessary risk to
both. The promises of job creation and increased tax revenue are far outweighed by the’
risks presented. How many jobs would be lost should the quality of water, air quality,
sound pollution, or toxicity of the surrounding community decline as a result of this
project? How much would home values, the largest investment for most families, decline
should the area be labeled as polluted? It is clear to me, as it is to the vast majority of
others with whom I have spoken, this project simply does not present enough reward for
the risks involved. The benefit largely goes to a few, at the risk of the many.

As Grass Valley citizens, we should celebrate the community’s glorious past, but we
necd not live in it.

L

Keitl, Bussetf
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- BANNER MOUNTAIN
Homeowners Association
PO. Box 833 Newvada City, CA 85959

October 7, 2007

Tom Last, Planning Director

Tdaho Maryland Mine Project

c¢/o Environmental Science Associates |
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

RE: Topics for the Idaho-Maryland Mine EIR

Dear Mr Last,

The Banner Mountain Homeowners Association represents residents living in the Banner
Mountain area, which is geographically located near but at higher elevation than the
Idaho Maryland Mine. We are concerned that dewatering the mine initially and during
subsequent long term operation could have a harmful effect upon ground water wells
located on Banner Mountain. In our view, the mine can be considered as a gigantic well
and its hydrogeologic connection to ground water sources on Banner Mountain is not

known.

Appendix E, Chapter 4: Environmental Analysis, Section 4.3 Hydrogeology, of the 1995
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Idaho-Maryland Gold Mine Dewatering and
~ Exploration Project only considered effects on ground water wells located in very close
proximity to the mine and did not include the Banner Mountain area. Therefore we
strongly urge that potential effects to ground water wells located on Banner Mountain
should be a topic to be addressed in the forthcoming Environmental Impact Review.

Sincerely yours, |

Willy Kollmeyer

President
Banner Mountain Homeowners Association

Phone 530-271-1378 _
Email wdkollmeyer@comeast.netBMHA
" Website www.bannermountain.org



To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept these comments on the proposed re-opening of the Idaho
Maryland Mine as my response to your letter soliciting comments. As | am no
expert on the subject, | consulted with knowledgeable friends, neighbors, and
others, including a land use planner. Here are my thoughts:

Economic Concerns

The EIR should contain an full explanation of definitions used by Emgold in
accordance with Canadian National Instrument 43-101, a rule developed by
the Canadian Securities Administrators that governs how scientific and technical
information about mineral projects is disclosed to the public. These definitions
include: “Measured”, “Indicated”, and “Inferred” Mineral Resources.

Economic studies should include an explanation of the difference in rules and
definitions (“measured”, “indicated”, “inferred”) accepted by the Canadian
Securities Administration but not accepted for use by American securities
regulators. NI 43-101 resource and reserve definitions do not guarantee
economic viability, yet these definitions of gold resource projections are used
throughout documentation presented by Emgold on its website. Unfortunately,
these differences were not discussed in Bay Area Economics’ Economic Viability
Study.

The following is some of the disclosure information published on Emgold’s
website:

“Cautionary Note to U.S. Investors concerning estimates of Measured and
Indicated Resources. This website may use the terms "measured resources" and
“indicated resources.” We advise U.S. investors that while such terms are
recognized and permitted under Canadian regulations, the U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission does not recognize them. U.S. investors are cautioned
not to assume that any part or all of the mineral deposits in these categories will
ever be converted into reserves.

Cautionary Note to U.S. Investors concerning estimates of Inferred Resources.
This website may use the terms "inferred resources." We advise U.S. investors
that while such term is recognized and permitted under Canadian regulations, the
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission does not recognize it. "Inferred
resources" have a great amount of uncertainty as to their existence, and great
uncertainty as to their economic and legal feasibility. It cannot be assumed that
all or any part of an inferred mineral resource will ever be upgraded to a higher
category. Under Canadian rules estimates of inferred mineral resources may not
form the basis of feasibility or other economic studies. U.S. investors are
cautioned not to assume that any part or all of an inferred resource exists, or is
economically or legally mineable.”



The Cost of Mining

In 2005, Emgold CEO Ross Guenther stated that Emgold’s cost of mining for
gold would run about $160 an ounce. In September 2007, Newmont president
and CEO Wayne Murdy, in a presentation to the Denver Gold Forum, stated that
its cost of mining in 2007 would be $400 an ounce. Newmont mines mainly in
Nevada and in Third World countries. Source:
http://www.bizjournals.com/denver/stories/2007/09/04/daily27.html

What is the estimated cost of hardrock gold mining in California in 2007? This
may be difficult to calculate since there are no medium or large gold mines like
the one Emgold is proposing in operation in California today, but a comparison to
costs in the neighboring state of Nevada may be useful.

Groundwater/Aquifer Issues:

What recent scientific studies have either the City or County done to evaluate the
underground aquifer Emgold plans to pump for 20 years?

Does the City or County have any independent research to quantify the amount
of water in the aquifer? What about water quality, particularly in light of current
global warming predictions for the Sierra Nevada region and drought predictions
from state and federal agencies and other researchers?

In light of regional climate change predictions and population increases, how
much of Grass Valley’'s water may need to come from underground reserves in
the future, as the result of progressively earlier snow-melt in the Sierra that is
depleting flows in rivers that feed our reservoirs?

A study of Grass Valley’'s underground water reserves should be undertaken
prior to allowing any company to mine our groundwater. In the absence of a such
a study, how can Grass Valley determine how much water it has to spare for
Emgold’s mine operations and their potential effect on the shared aquifer, private
wells, wetlands, stream levels, springs, ponds, etc.?

Or, does the City of Grass Valley or Nevada County have any independent
hydrological studies such as the one in Pima County, Arizona, which recently
found that a proposed mining operation there would “lower the regional water
table up to 1,500 feet.” The mining hydrologist commissioned to do the study
predicted that the disruption of groundwater flows, exacerbated by pumping of
the waters “would draw from the regional groundwater similar to pumping from a
large diameter well” (quoted by the Green Valley News).

Source: Pima County Fears Rosemont Mine Would Impact Water Flow:
http://www.gvnews.com/articles/2007/09/12/news/news04.txt


http://www.bizjournals.com/denver/stories/2007/09/04/daily27.html

CA Water Law Relative to Aquifers

What does current California law say about underground water ownership and
potential legal conflict with neighboring property owners, and what is the specific
legal procedure to compensate private well-owners in the event Emgold’s mining
activities either pollute and/or decrease well function, or deplete the shared
underground aquifer or damage/destroy any independent water source, e.g.,
wetland, spring, stream, pond or seasonal stream as the result of over-pumping
or groundwater contamination? While my family receives treated Nevada
Irrigation Water, many of our neighbors have wells. Does the law require only
replacement of a damaged water asset, financial compensation, or both?

What if damage becomes evident long after mining ceases or in the event
Emgold files bankruptcy? According to hydrologists, the full impact of mines on
well water levels is often a matter of time, taking decades before the damage is
known since the drawdown continually expands. Wells several miles away can
be impacted.

Hydrologists also say there is no such thing as an “impermeable” wall separating
wells from mines, as Emgold claims. Because water moves slowly
underground, it could be many years before it becomes evident that groundwater
pumping has affected surface water. This is due to the fact that surface water
moves quickly, while groundwater moves very slowly through sand and gravel,
but moves nonetheless.

Emgold’s proposal to hook up private property owners to NID service in the event
of a catastrophe doesn’t address any loss in property values for neighbors who
lose an independent source of water (via private wells, ponds, springs, etc.) due
to mining activities and then become dependent on drinking water purveyors like
NID, entailing monthly water costs in perpetuity.

What is the economic value of a private well (including associated costs of well
drilling and installation/maintenance and other costs borne by homeowners over
the life of the well or included in the purchase price of the property if the current
owner did not drill the well) compared to a property that doesn’t have a well and
is completely dependent on outside deliveries?

An economic analysis of the dollar value of wells, springs, ponds, wetlands, and
streams needs to be done. Springs, ponds, and streams have value that far
exceed their utilitarian purpose drinking/irrigation/recreation. There are also
aesthetic values to consider, that translate into the economic value of property.

If a property owner’s well is negatively affected in any way (pollution/decreased
gpm output, poor water quality, etc.) and is forced to hook up to NID for drinking
and irrigation water, exactly how long will it take for NID to hook up that customer
and who will pay for the cost of installation as well as the water bills?



Prior to mine dewatering, who will test current output in gallons per minute of
surrounding wells in order to establish a baseline, and what is the definition of
“surrounding” (wells within a quarter mile, 2 miles, 4 miles, 6 miles?). Without a
gpm baseline (which requires actual well pumping, not dropping a simple gauge
down a well to determine water level), how will property owners know whether or
not wells were damaged by Emgold?

How will a property owner be able to prove that the mine actually caused the
damage? Who will pay for litigation if the property owner can't afford a lawyer?

Who will pay for the loss of landscaping from the lack of available water if a well
fails during the summer, or losses in property in the event a well shuts down
during a wildfire and the property owners can’'t defend their land? What if a well
fails during the sale of a property, while it's in escrow? Or, shortly after the sale
and the former property owner and realtor didn’t provide proper disclosure of the
potential for damage by the mine? Should realtors and “surrounding”
neighboring property owners be obliged to disclose the potential for a drawdown
in the aquifer? And, if so, for how long after the mine closes again?

Now that the EIR process is underway, are local realtors disclosing to their
clients that a hardrock gold mine is a possible neighbor?

In addition to a slow drawdown, The EIR needs also needs to address the
scenario of a “blowout ” of the sort that happened in 1995 at the San Juan Ridge
Mine in Nevada County when workers struck an underground water-bearing fault
zone and dewatered private wells up to 2 miles away. Approximately 14 private
wells were either damaged or destroyed permanently. The owners of the mine,
Siskon, were unable to repair all the damaged wells. It ceased operations in
1997. At the time, Robert Pease was project geologist for the San Juan Ridge
Mine and he now works for Emgold, which, like Siskon, is claiming that this
cannot happen at the IM. If a “blowout” does occur, what is the procedure for
landowner compensation?

Relevant Scientific Studies To Help Evaluate the Emgold EIR and risks
related to a hardrock gold mine just 100 feet from Wolf Creek, a tributary to
the Bear, Feather and Sacramento Rivers.

This EIR has the benefit of being able to take advantage of the most up-to-date
scientific studies relative to hardrock mining and water pollution including a
history of recent failures to properly evaluate the potential for water pollution at
recently permitted mines. This information was not available during the 1995 EIR
for the identical project.

To fully understand the environmental risks of this project, Grass Valley’'s EIR
should incorporate information from the December 2007 studies: Comparison of



Predicted and Actual Water Quality at Hardrock Mines,” and "Predicting
Water Quality Problems at Hardrock Mines: Methods and Models,
Uncertainties, and State-of-the-Art," by Kuipers, P.E., and geochemist Ann
Maest, Ph.D. These studies analyzed water quality predictions and outcomes at
25 representative metal mines permitted in the United States during the last 25
years.

This research found that “faulty water quality predictions, mitigation measures
and regulatory failures result in the approval of mines that create significant water
pollution problems. Despite assurances from government regulators and mine
proponents that mines would not pollute clean water, researchers found that 76
percent of studied mines exceeded water quality standards, polluting rivers, and
groundwater with toxic contaminants, such as lead, mercury, arsenic and
cyanide, and exposing taxpayers to huge cleanup liabilities. The scientists found
that predictions of mining's impact on clean water were made without checking
the results of past predictions. They also found that predictions were often made
using inadequate information, incorrectly applied. Not surprisingly, mitigation
measures based on the inaccurate predictions also typically failed to protect
clean water.” Source:
http://www.earthworksaction.org/PR_KuipersMaest.cim#KMREPORTS

Among the findings:

e 76 percent of mines exceed groundwater or surface water quality
standards

e 93 percent of mines that are near groundwater and have elevated
potential for acid drainage or contaminant leaching exceeded water quality
standards

e« 85 percent of mines that are near surface water and have elevated
potential for acid drainage or contaminant leaching exceeded water quality
standards

e Water quality standards for toxic heavy metals, such as lead, mercury,
cadmium, copper, and zinc, were exceeded at 63 percent of mines.

o Mitigation measures predicted to protect clean water failed at 64 percent
of the mines.

Links to the above study are as follows:

Comparison of Predicted and Actual Water Quality at Hardrock Mines
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/ComparisonsReportFinal.pdf

Predicting Water Quality at Hardrock Mines: Methods and Models, Uncertainties,
and State-of-the-Art
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/PredictionsReportFinal.pdf



http://www.earthworksaction.org/PR_KuipersMaest.cfm#KMREPORTS
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/ComparisonsReportFinal.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/ComparisonsReportFinal.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/PredictionsReportFinal.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/PredictionsReportFinal.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/pubs/PredictionsReportFinal.pdf

Does the EPA have jurisdiction over Canadian mining companies?

An on-going legal dispute between the State of California and a Canadian
corporation poses the question of whether or not the EPA even has jurisdiction
over Canadian corporations. Here is an article published in May 2007 on the
website of News 1130, a radio station in Vancouver, B.C., which poses the
guestion.

May 11, 2007 - 10:51 am

TORONTO (CP) - Sterling Centrecorp Inc. (TSX:SCF), a Canadian retail real
estate developer, says the California government will try to hold the company
liable for the cleanup costs of an abandoned mine site.

Sterling has known for a decade that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
considered the Toronto-based company as potentially liable for the cleanup at
the Lava Cap gold and silver mine, which has been inactive since 1943,
according to regulatory documents.

In 2001, the state's environmental protection agency made a similar claim

The site is near Nevada City, Calif., in the Sierra Nevada foothills.

Sterling has maintained it is not legally responsible for the contamination and "the
company believes it is questionable whether the EPA even has jurisdiction over
the company, a Canadian corporation.”

The company said it has referred the matter to its lawyers.

According to its annual information form for the year ended Dec. 31, 2006, and
filed with Canadian securities regulators, Sterling Centrecorp's subsidiary
Keystone Copper Corp. acquired the site in 1952 but never operated it as a mine.
According to the EPA, water from the mine entrance, containing unsafe levels of
arsenic, eventually flows into the Rollins Reservoir, which is a source of drinking
water. To facilitate cleanup in phases, the affected area has been designated as
four "operable units."

Cleanup at the mine's operable unit began in 2005.

Sterling Centrecorp is a North American real estate investment and services
company specializing in the retail property sector. As of Dec. 31, it had 19 million
square feet of retail and other commercial space under management or under
development.

Sterling shares traded Friday at $1.45, up 10 cents, at the Toronto Stock
Exchange.”

Source: www.news1130.com

In a related news release, written by Sterling Centrecorps, is further information:

Sterling Centrecorp Inc. (TSX: SCF) today advised that, late yesterday, it
received written notification from the Attorney General's Office on behalf of the
State of California, Department of Justice, advising that they will be filing a
complaint against the Company in respect of the Lava Cap Superfund Site in
Nevada City, California.

The notification reads, in part, as follows:


http://www.news1130.com/

"This letter is to inform you that the Office of the Attorney General will file a
complaint against Sterling Centrecorp Inc. in the United States District Court
within 30 days. The complaint will be filed on behalf of the California Department
of Toxic Substances Control and concerns the operation of the Lava Cap Mine in
Nevada City, California by Sterling Centrecorp Inc.'s predecessor in interest.”
"After careful consideration of the factual record and the controlling law, we have
determined that your firm is liable for response costs under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. section
9601 et seq."

Information regarding the Lava Cap matter has been contained in the
Company's continuous disclosure filings. A copy of the notification has been
referred to attorneys retained by the Company in connection with this matter.
Further information regarding the Lava Cap Superfund Site can be found at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's website  maintained at
www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/factsheets05/lava.pdf.

Ordinances requlating the transport of hazardous materials over city
streets and through neighborhoods

Many cities and counties in the U.S. have ordinances barring the transport of
toxic chemicals through residential neighborhoods and other areas.

What, if any, ordinance does the City of Grass Valley or Nevada County have
that regulates the transport of hazardous materials on city and county roads, in
order to protect residents from toxic spills as the result of overturned trucks or
vehicle accidents?

According to the initial study, “Sodium cyanide would be transported to the
Idaho-Maryland site approximately once every three weeks in granular or
powder form in one-to-two ton sacks...or as an alternative, a 24 percent to
32 percent sodium cyanide in water mixture may be used instead.” Other
toxic chemicals used at the mine include: lime, sodium hydroxide, dilute
hydrochloric acid, lead nitrate, Caro’s acid, hydrogen peroxide, sulphur
dioxide, sodium isobutyl xanthate, methyl isobutyl carbinol and soluble
starch.

What is the total amount of estimated cyanide use by Emgold over the 20- year
life of the mine, including both granular and liquid form? How will the cyanide
and other hazardous material (chemicals, explosives) arrive at the mine site? By
rail, roadway, air? Where exactly will these shipments of cyanide to Grass Valley
originate and what is the planned route for cyanide deliveries to town?

Will chemical shipments to the mine be handled by Emgold employees and
Emgold-owned trucks or by independent contractors and truckers? Will an
independent contractor/shipping company/ rail company/airline or Emgold be
liable for toxic spills as the result of accidents during transport?


http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/factsheets05/lava.pdf

In light of the fact that one teaspoon of a 2% cyanide solution can cause death to
humans, how will the City mitigate the danger of cyanide transport over city and
county roads, most of which support some form of residential or mixed-use
development, and some of which pass near schools, hospitals, day care centers,
retirement homes, businesses, parks, farms, streams, homes, and other
vulnerable areas? The chances of a cyanide truck accident/spill over a 20- year
period are significant, given the condition and congestion of our state, county,
and city roads, challenging Sierra Nevada weather conditions, 24-7/ 365-day
operation of the mine, and the potential for human error -- in combination with
the massive quantities of toxic chemicals Emgold will require over the expected
20- year life of the project.

What is the City of Grass Valley’'s and Nevada County’s emergency response
protocol to address a toxic spill on roads and private property, including re-
routing traffic and warning residents downstream of a spill? In the event of a toxic
spill or accident, what is the proposed procedure for compensating property
owners and residents for damage not only to their properties but to their health,
including in the event they develop cancer, reproductive and/or other diseases
and disabilities as the result of contact with toxic materials either en route to the
mine or from the mine to a landfill or toxic waste facility, or by contact with these
chemicals in Wolf Creek? What kind of insurance policy does Emgold have in
order to compensate residents or visitors who experience short or long-term
health problems as the result of contact with any of these chemicals?

Other cyanide and toxic substances issues

Cyanide allows mine companies to reopen old mines that would be otherwise
economically unfeasible without using large quantities of cyanide to leach gold
from low grade ore.

Cyanide leaks, accidents and spills can and do happen. For this reason, an
increasing number of communities worldwide have banned the use of any kind of
cyanide leaching at mines. The EIR should contain statistics on all cyanide spills
and accidents over the past 20 years, and how they happened.

The EIR should contain a detailed discussion of how cyanide breaks down into
other chemicals that can bio-accumulate in fish, plants, and other organisms, in
addition to what agency or agencies (local, state, or federal) would be
responsible for the testing of these breakdown chemicals in Wolf Creek.

“Acts of God” and Insurance
“Acts of God” accidents that can make some mine accidents unavoidable would

include earthquakes, subsidence, landslides, lightning strikes, floods, wildfire,
micro-bursts and even tornados (tornadoes have occurred in the Sierra Nevada



foothills, source: http://www.tornadoproject.com/alltorns/catorn.htm). It was a
lightning strike that was the cause of the recent Sago Mine disaster: Source:
Lightning 'caused US mine blast’:
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/6639935.stm

The EIR should contain a full discussion of the environmental risks for any of the
above-mentioned “acts of God” that may not be covered by Emgold’s insurance
policy. The question is: who will be liable if God or the insurance company won’t
pay? In order to calculate City (taxpayer) or state/federal (taxpayer) liability, the
EIR and any other economic viability studies, needs to contain information on
Emgold’s or its subsidiary’s insurance policies, in both Canada and the U.S.

| must admit that | was initially intrigued by the promise of hundreds of new jobs
in our area. | even purchased $1,000 worth of stock in the company. Since then,
my concerns have grown in direct proportion to my knowledge. In Emgold's
investor packet dated December 31, 2003, a financial report under the section
Risks and Uncertainties begins: "The business of exploration for minerals and
mining involves a high degree of risk. Few properties that are explored are
ultimately developed into producing mines... Unusual or unexpected formations,
formation pressures, fires, power outages, labour disruptions, flooding,
explosions, cave-ins, landslides ... are involved in the operation of mines and the
conduct of exploration programs."

The same report also cautions that "It is not always possible to fully insure
against such risks and the Company may decide not to take out insurance
against such risks as a result of high premiums or other reasons."

The question that remains unanswered in the above disclosure statement is
whether Emgold possesses adequate insurance to cover all worst-case
environmental scenarios. The City needs to include this information in the EIR
as it directly relates to Emgold’s ability to pay for any damage it causes over the
life of the operation and long after it closes.

Why is adequate disclosure of information from Emgold so important, not just to
investors but to City planners and elected officials? In a 1994 study conducted
by Robert Repetto of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies and
titted “Silence is Golden, Leaden, and Copper, Disclosure of Material
Environmental Information in the Hardrock Mining Industy,” the author
investigated the adequacy of Canadian and U.S. mining companies’ disclosure of
material environmental information. “In all but one of the case studies,
disclosures were found to be deficient, especially in the disclosure to investors of
known material environmental risks and liabilities. This finding lends weight to
recent calls for stricter enforcement by securities regulators of existing
environmental disclosure requirements and for better compliance by publicly
listed companies with current environmental disclosure rules.”


http://www.tornadoproject.com/alltorns/catorn.htm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/6639935.stm

The abstract of the study describes the problem in the mining industry, and can
assist the City in evaluating Emgold’s application: “The requirements applicable
to hardrock mining companies listed on U.S. and Canadian stock exchanges for
financial disclosure of material environmental information are summarized. Ten
financially material environmental events that occurred to ten such mining
companies in recent years are reviewed to explore to what extent the companies
had complied with such requirements. These events included dam failures,
increases in remediation liabilities, increased bonding requirements, and other
environmentally-related changes. The most common shortcomings in disclosure
were found in the failure of the Management Discussion & Analysis section of the
company financial reports to disclose material risks and uncertainties known to
management which were likely to result in material changes in financial
conditions and results.”

It is imperative that the City’s EIR require full disclosure and incorporate all the
financial risks to local, state, and federal taxpayers relative to environmental
issues.

Mine Waste Disposal Issues

Gold mining has accurately been described as essentially a waste management
industry with short-term benefits and long-term consequences, given the fact that
it takes the extraction of between 20 to 100 tons of ore and waste rock to yield
one ounce of gold. The rest is waste in the form of cyanidized tailings and waste
rock containing high concentrations of heavy metals and arsenic that can leach
into the ground and waterways when exposed to air and water either
underground or above ground.

As far as | can tell, Emgold has no legitimate plan for the disposal of its mine
waste:

1. Their “Ceramext” invention which is intended to dispose of half of the waste
produced doesn’'t yet work on a commercial scale, and Emgold says it is no
longer investing in the development of the technology (source:
http://www.emgold.com/s/News-2007.asp?ReportID=199837& Type=News-
Releases-2007& Title=Emgold-Mining-Corporation-Takes-New-Direction). The
city’s own hired consultant said, "Given the scale of the ceramic tile operation
that is proposed, the Ceramext process should be considered an unproven
technology until it is successfully put into commercial scale production. As such,
BAE recommends that the City of Grass Valley request that Emgold produce a
contingency plan for the disposal of mine tailings in the event that the Ceramext
process does not prove viable as a means of disposing of mine waste." This
contingency plan has yet to be produced by Emgold.

2. In the Spring of 2007 Emgold announced that, in order to “save energy” that
would be otherwise be expended in the Ceramext process, it would dispose of


http://www.emgold.com/s/News-2007.asp?ReportID=199837&_Type=News-Releases-2007&_Title=Emgold-Mining-Corporation-Takes-New-Direction
http://www.emgold.com/s/News-2007.asp?ReportID=199837&_Type=News-Releases-2007&_Title=Emgold-Mining-Corporation-Takes-New-Direction

the other half of its waste by backfilling tailings and waste rock into the shafts and
blocking them with cement. This out-of-sight, out-of-mind method of waste
disposal is unacceptable given what we know today about the formation of acid
mine drainage in underground hardrock mines.

This is precisely what happened at the Formosa Mine in Douglas County,
Oregon (I used to live in Roseburg, OR.) In the 1990’s a Canadian mining firm
backfilled its honeycomb of shafts with tailings and sealed the portals after
mining for 2 % years on a 76-acre site. Water saturated the tailings, “turning the
mine into an ideal cauldron for brewing acid mine drainage, which eventually ran
out of the main portal.” In September 2007, the Formosa Mine made the national
Superfund list and will have to compete for clean-up funds with 1200 other sites
nationally. Estimated cost of clean-up at the Formosa is $10 to $20 million.
Source:

http://www.registerguard.com/news/2007/09/18/al.formosa.0918.p1.php?section

=cityregion

3. Emgold also plans dispose of its waste by selling it as road base and
aggregate without explaining how it would remove all traces of the arsenic and
other heavy metals. This could result in spreading any contamination over wide
areas via city and county roads. The French Gulch gold mine in Shasta County,
for example, had recently used arsenic-heavy waste rock from the mine to patch
potholes along the gravel road leading to the mine. It had to be removed.
Source: http://www.redding.com/news/2007/sep/21/50-miners-released-near-

french-qulch/

Another recent example is the contamination of fish camps in Nome, Alaska from
toxic dust rising from a six-mile stretch of the historic Nome-Council highway built
from mine tailings by NovaGold Resources Inc., a Canadian mining company.
(Source: http://www.adn.com/front/story/9205340p-9121615c.html)

The EIR should require Emgold to submit a mine waste disposal plan that
doesn't rely on an untested technology like Ceramext or the backfilling of mine
shafts with cyanidized tailings and waste rock, or the disposal of mine waste on
local roadways.

The Current Condition of the Abandoned Mine Property

The EIR needs to contain a full report on the current condition of the ldaho-
Maryland Mine property and who will take financial responsibility for damage to
the property that still has not been cleaned up since the mine closed in 1956. A
list off all current owners of the property needs to be included. According to the
California Department of Toxic Substance Control, “The Idaho Maryland Mine
was identified as an abandoned mine in 1989. Tailings with metal contamination
including arsenic, chromuim, lead, and nickel were identified as being associated
with the former mining activities. Based on a site screening conducted in 1989,


http://www.registerguard.com/news/2007/09/18/a1.formosa.0918.p1.php?section=cityregion
http://www.registerguard.com/news/2007/09/18/a1.formosa.0918.p1.php?section=cityregion
http://www.redding.com/news/2007/sep/21/50-miners-released-near-french-gulch/
http://www.redding.com/news/2007/sep/21/50-miners-released-near-french-gulch/
http://www.adn.com/front/story/9205340p-9121615c.html

the mine was a very large operation, had a cyanide processing plant and a
twenty stamp mill. Some of the tailings have been removed and processed at the
Home Stake Mine. Proposition 65 report- heavy metals. Tailings highly
contaminated with arsenic.”

Source:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=29100007&
printerfriendly=True

These are some of my primary concerns that | believe should be addressed in
the Environmental Impact Report. Thank you for your consideration.

Lorraine Jewett-Burdick
13147 Foster Road
Grass Valley, CA 95945
(530) 273-9016



From: william clark

To: |dahoMaryland;

CC:

Subject: EIR Scoping Topics - Emgold

Date: Monday, October 08, 2007 9:22:02 PM
Attachments:

To ESA/Tom Last-
My concerns that the EIR should address are summarized below:

1. The EIR should quanitfy the amount of PM-2 and PM-10 that will be
generated from the mining operations as the ore is crushed on site.

2. The EIR should quantify the potential degradation in air quality and
potential health risks from these particulates.

3. The EIR should address the impact of the projected level of gravel truck
trips on the local roads and our main highway, highway 49. The impacts due
to gravel and rocks spilling from the trucks and striking and cracking auto
windshields.

4. The EIR should address the effects on local environment due to
de-watering operations at the mine and subsequent impacts to local and near
distant water wells used by residents close and near to the site.

5. The EIR should address the potential for noise pollution from the stamp
mill operations that will occur 24 hours aday asthe oreis crushed.

Regards
William Clark
Grass Valley, Ca


mailto:mrbjclark@sbcglobal.net
mailto:/O=ESA/OU=ESA-SF/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=IDAHOMARYLAND

10/09/07 16:31 FAX 530 274 4399 CLLY UI' GURADD vYaLLLL o =

127>

ENGINEERING DIVISION ?ggf;ﬂ;;’éc" 83945
7 . Fax: 530-274-439%
FAX COVER LETTER
Date: - October 8, 2007
To: Tom Last, Planning Director Fax: 415-896-0332
From: Trisha Tillotson, Senior Civil Engineer

Subject: Idaho-Maryland Mine - Initial Study

The following fax contains __1 __ page(s), including this cover letter. If you have any
difficulties with thls transmission, please call (530) 274-4373.

Please see the following comments concerning the Initial Study dated September 2007
for the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project:

1. The easement (DeMartini access road) on the western property line should be
shown on Figure 3-2.

2. Army Corp and Fish and Game will require approval of the storm dralnage tie in to
the Wolf Creek.

3. A preliminary drainage report must be prepared and must discuss detention. All
storm drainage from parking areas and areas subjected fo oil must enter into a
water/oil separator.

4. At the Round Hole site, the road must be hard surfaced and a driveway curb cut
will be required to be constructed onto Whispering Pines Lane.

5. The mine water treatment process will require an Industrial General Permit/NPDES
Permit.

6. Where will the aggregate be off-hauled to? :

7. Sanitary sewer flows must be generated and downstream sewer line capacities
analyzed with the additional projected flows including projected flows for full City
build-out of existing undeveloped City lots per current zoning. Downstream sewer
lines may need to be upsized in order to accommodate sewer flows from: the mine.

8. A peer review of the traffic study is required.

8. A neighborhood park and other facilities should be considered and incorporated
that relate to the needs identified in the Park Master Plan. The Park Master Plan
does not identify the Educational Center as a community need as the Initial Study
suggests dedicating to the City. Also, the City has identified a desire for a Wolf
Creek Trail easement. '

10.0n Page 3-41, the City of Grass Valley will also requife a Grading Pen'nlt,

~ Encroachment Permit, and Building Permits.

11.0n Page 4.7-2, under Section 4.7.2, the last sentence of the first paragraph
identifies potential hazardous materlals with the extension of the NID water line. If
the extension of a water line involves hazardous materials, than the extension of
sewer lines would also involve hazardous materials.

12. On Page 4.8-1, items 8 e.) and 8 1.) should be marked as “Less Than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporation.”

G:\DATA\ENG\DEVELOPMENT\Planning\ldaho Maryland Mine\FO?OQDEInItléI Study.doc
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0CT 10 2007
To: Tom Last , Planning, City of Grass Valley .
Re: Re-opening of Idaho Maryland Mine Environmental Science Assoc.

October 8, 2007

Pat Wynne, 207 South School Street, Grass Valley 95945, 530.273.6680

After attending public meetings, being on mailing and e-mail lists for both EmGold and the City
of Grass Valley and sending in several pages of written questions and comments to G V
Planning Department on a prior occasion-overall, following the proposal for the re-opening of
the Idaho- Maryland Mine from its inception-as a concerned citizen I have questions and
comments about many areas of the EIR to be completed within the coming year. I attended the
September 2007 meeting at Condon Park and this letter is in response to the request the Grass
Valley Planning Department. I should add that I have resided in Nevada County some 20+
years, am a retired educator, have served on the Nevada County Grand Jury and various County
committees and commissions, several boards of non-profits, and after doing a research project
for League of Women Voters on land use issues in Nevada County, volunteered for and worked
on the Land Use Committee for the rewrite of the Nevada County General Plan 1990-92 This
plan was made the official document for Nevada County in 1995, and the Grass Valley General
Plan was updated to conform to it. I am a long-time member of Sierra Club and Grass Valley
Neighbors and am a proponent of Smart Growth. I also presently serve on the Nevada County
Democratic Central Committee, am a Board member of APPLE, and volunteer for Center for the
Arts and WCCA. My questions and concerns for the EIR are as follows, in the order of
importance as I deem them to be:

1. Land Use

As one speaker commented at the Condon Park meeting, the basic problem for the re-opening of
the mine is that it is in the wrong location. The Grass Valley-Nevada City area today is vastly
different from when the historic mines, the Empire, North Star, Idaho- Maryland, were working
mines. The first is now a State Park even though gold ore is believed to still be underground and
the second is in the planning stage for a convention center, residences and business. The Idaho-
Maryland property is at present in the County and is zoned business park and light industry. In
neither case is an activity such as mining and tile manufacturing an appropriate use. If the
Idaho-Maryland site is to be annexed to the City, and it is in the sphere of influence and such is
the City’s expectation, its General Plan designation would be business park and urban medium
density residential. All of the surrounding property, which is close in to the City, has developed
in the same way. Annexation and development of the mine property would require a change in
the General Plan to industrial zoning. Heavy industry use of this property with ensuing possible
air and noise pollution and heavy truck traffic is inappropriate and detrimental to surrounding
areas which have been building up for business and professional use and apartments and condos.
The best use of this property, due to its close in location, is business and urban medium density
residential as it would be zoned under the Grass Valley General Plan.

According to an analysis issued recently by the Urban Land Use Institute, the U. S. Population is



expected to grow 23 per cent by 2030 (approximately the same time the mine would be in
operation if it proceeds), but building walkable neighborhoods instead of outward oozing
communities can decrease driving by up to 40 per cent. According to the City of Grass Valley’s
General Plan Housing Element, the population of Grass Valley and its Planning Area is expected
to increase twice as much even sooner, 46 per cent by 2020. The City’s Mineral Management
Element (Policy 4) encourages “...extraction of mineral resources in compatible areas prior to
intensified urbanization...” but Action 16 states “Surface access to subsurface mining may be
permitted only in compatible General Plan designations defined herein.” Although there would be
some benefit to Grass Valley from the re-opening of the Idaho-Maryland Mine in the form of jobs
and taxes, this does not over-ride the fact that this close-in to the City property’s best land use is
for mixed use business and professional offices and housing, particularly apartments and
condominiums to increase much-needed affordable housing. Without a change in the Grass
Valley General Plan, permitting of the mine and ceramics plant and annexation to the City may
not go forward. Good land use planning for the City would dictate that no such change in the
Grass Valley General Plan should be allowed.

2. Utilities and Service Systems

A study done by Alliance for a Post-Petroleum Local Economy, a grass roots group concerned
with effects of higher priced and less available electricity and natural gas for Nevada County,
summarized the energy consumption plans of the mine and ceramics plant: the mining
operation’s yearly electric consumption would be more than one third of the P G&E total
supplied to all of Nevada County; the tile plant would either double or triple Nevada County’s
total natural gas consumption. A number of questions arise from these figures: does PG&E have
the capacity to provide for the energy needs for the mine and plant without posing a threat of
blackouts for residential and business users? No natural gas service exists to the old mine site,
and Nevada County may not have enough pipeline capacity to supply the plant. Who would pay
for the new longer pipeline if such is needed? PG&E forecasts large commercial gas prices to rise
12.3 per cent 2006-7 and 10.6 per cent 2007-8. Could change in energy cost or availability lead
the mining company to abandon the project at any stage? Policy 5 of Grass Valley’s Mineral
Management Element states, “The city will consider the social and economic impacts associated
with proposed mining projects.”

Grass Valley Has a limited number of hookups available for wastewater treatment. How much
would the mine and ceramics plant impact the City’s ability to provide service to those projects
already approved but not yet constructed ? The same question applies to the SDA’s.

3. Hydrology and Water Quality

Three major concerns come to mind regarding these issues: the de-watering of the mine, first for
a 6 to 9 month period, and then throughout the proposed 20-year life of the project, would seem
to depend on having a system in place to insure that the treated water from mine tunnels would
not pose a danger to users since its outlet would be into Wolf Creek, which eventually is drinking
water for the population. What back-up systems would ensure the quality of water should the



treatment system fail? What protections would nearby residents who depend on wells for their
water have? With climate change occurring and the probability that the Sierra snowpack will
diminish, the need for greater reservoir capacity will become important. At a meeting last year of
the local Sierra Club chapter specifically on the changes to be expected for the Sierra as global
warming progresses, one of the speakers, a hydrologist for the State, made this point. The mining
tunnels which lie beneath Grass Valley and act as reservoirs for water could be an important
Tesource in coming years.

4. Transportation and Traffic

According to the City of Grass Valley MEA for the Idaho-Maryland project, published June 2006,
there would be potentially significant impacts in 5 of the 7 areas examined. This would greatly
add to traffic and transportation problems in an area already impacted by business expansion,
Weavers, Hills Flat and Moule, among others, and present and future development of Whispering
Pines Business Park. The Idaho-Maryland/East Main intersection, the subject of many studies,
surveys, and plans, and currently slated for a single-lane roundabout accessing Highway 49 via
“The Weave” expected to have a limited viability by CalTrans as traffic increases is already over
burdened. Routes out of the County, Highways 49/20 and 174, are barely adequate for present
usage, and Highway 49 from Grass Valley to Auburn is notorious for fatal traffic accidents. The
City does not have the funding needed for present road improvement and upkeep. An attempt to
increase funding, Measure T, which would have increased revenues by a sales tax, failed in 2006.
As for money from the State, which has many financial problems, little help for the highways can
be expected there. The question is, is it possible for the increased traffic due to a re-opening of
the mine and construction of a ceramics plant, most of it heavily laden trucks, to be mitigated? If
so, what will it cost? Who will pay, the mining company or Grass Valley taxpayers? Again,
Policy 5 of the Mineral Management Element should be referred to, “The city will consider the
social and economic impacts associated with proposed mining projects.”

5. Noise and Air Pollution

These were mentioned in the section on land use. They are discussed extensively in the June
2006 Grass Valley MEA. Since then, an organization called “Save the Air N C” has formed due
to concerns over ozone levels in Nevada County and increased asthma levels. Nevada County has
the dubious distinction of being listed nationally as having the dirtiest air in the country on many
hot summer days. The situation can only deteriorate with the opening of a large heavy industrial
venue in the heart of the city.

6. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed mining operation, by its nature, would involve blasting and use of explosive
materials. Other than the actual events, which would pose danger to not only the blast site but
nearby businesses, offices and homes, explosive materials would be transported over State,
County and City roadways and then be stored for a period above ground before being transferred
underground. Again, the land use issue is important. Is this type of industry and its innate



hazards appropriate in a close-in area where not only operators and workers in the industry would
be endangered but many others also?

Heavy truck traffic was discussed in Section 5, but hazards from such truck traffic to smaller
autos, pedestrians and bicyclists, particularly on the Idaho-Maryland/East Main roundabout which
would be used by the trucks to access the Golden Center Freeway and Highways 49 and 20 should
be investigated.

7. Population and Housing

The mining operation and ceramics plant is projected to employ some 400 people annually over
the life of the industry, 650 in the early construction phase. Hourly wages for most workers will
be in the $16-20 per hour range, or $41,600 maximum yearly before taxes (these figures were
obtained from Pat Nelson, who maintains the EmGold office in Grass Valley). Currently, the
median price for a home in Grass Valley is $419,000. Morgan Ranch, representative of new
housing going up in Grass Valley and the SDA’s has a beginning price of $475,000. Even with a
second income, and that assumes jobs in areas other than mining will be available, it is unlikely
that the average mine worker family will be able to afford home ownership. This brins up several
questions: are there, or will there be, enough affordable rentals for mine worker families? Will
mine workers actually reside in Grass Valley, thus fulfilling the promise of jobs for the City, or
will they commute from less expensive home areas such as Marysville and Yuba City, and what
of the added commute traffic and what benefit to Grass Valley in that case? And since the mine
opening involves a 100 plus acre annexation, why should not the mining company set aside
enough of that for employee housing to be constructed, this to be owned by EmGold and Golden
Bear and rented to employees at an affordable rate?

8. Public Services

If mine workers reside in Grass Valley (or if not, the hours of work and to and from travel time
must be considered) are medical facilities, schools, libraries, and the range of social services
adequate. At present, it is very difficult for newcomers to find a primary care doctor who is
accepting new patients. For many medical specialties, the patient must go out of county to a
larger area such as Sacramento. For example, there are no neurosurgeons in Western Nevada
County. County and City funds for law enforcement are strained, and each new resident puts
further pressure on these. The same is true for mental health and other social services. The
Community Center in Grass Valley, which a number of services for seniors, is in danger of
closing due to lack of funding. Will the mine operation and employees pay their way for
extended services, or will Grass Valley taxpayers be expected to foot the bill?

9. Agricultural Resources

Global warming and peak oil (decreasing petroleum supply and the need to develop other forms
of energy which do not increase the greenhouse effect), accepted now by all scientists,
government entities and corporations as a reality, must be considered when deciding how much
more land with the potential for farming or ranching should be given up for business, industry
and residences. The ability for an area to produce part if not all of its food will be increasingly



important as the climate changes and oil runs out, thus greatly increasing the costs of importing
food to an area.

10. Biological Resources

Conservation of wildlife and preservation of habitat and wildlife corridors should be considered
as these are important to the ecological health of the area as well as aesthetics and recreation.

11. Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources

These are all areas for consideration for the EIR. Although the Grass Valley area is not known as
prone to earthquakes, there are fault lines which might be affected by mining activity. Soils and
geology should be considered. What are the possibilities for cave-ins for workers underground?
How will de-watered mine tunnels hold up under roadways with heavy traffic? How will mining
operations and tile manufacture affect other mineral resources? '

12. Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, and Recreation

Although these have been listed last as topics for consideration for the EIR for the mine re-
opening and ceramics plant because hard to define and quantify or see as directly as perhaps,
traffic impacts, they may actually be the most important to those who reside in Grass Valley.
Business, industry, government, daily life, all are very affected in some way by tourism. Some
businesses and jobs are dependent on it. The area has grown up as an arts center. This is due,
first of all, to a very beautiful environment which attracts writers, musicians, painters and
sculptors, musicians and the like. In turn, this has attracted the type of business person and
resident whose interests center around the arts, and the type of tourist with these interests also.
The Center for the Arts in downtown Grass Valley and the Fairgrounds are venues for year
around cultural events, many world class. Nearby Nevada City also has many such events at the
Miners Foundry and several theaters. It is very difficult to fit a downtown Grass Valley gold-
mining operation and ceramics plant into this picture, or any other heavy, and dirty, industry.















Tom Last, Planning Director Page 2 of 2 October 12, 2007
Idaho Maryland Mine Project :

Regarding the potential depletion of groundwater, if treated water pipelines are under
consideration as mitigation for impact on surrounding wells, the EIR should address the
impacts of constructing treated water pipelines.

Concerning treated (potable) water availability, the New Brunswick site and Round Hole
site are within District boundaries and are entitled to water in accordance with Division
11 of the California Water Code. Water service and all rates and charges for service
shall be subject to the regulations of the District and the laws of the State. Application
shall be in compliance with State and County health departments.

The parcels involved in the Idaho Maryland Site are for the most part an exclusion from

the_'-District._AnneXatign---of*the»eXcIu‘sion'parceIs" will be required-before water service -
can be initiated. If there are any questions regarding the annexation process, please.

- contact Lisa Tassone, Board Secretary, at (530) 273-6185.

Sincerely,

Bill Gann
Business Coordinator

cc: Central, W/A File, ROW, L. Tassone

city routeGV ID Md Mine Project.doc
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Tom Last, Planning Director

. City of Grass Valley

125 East Main Street
Grass Valley, CA 95945
Sent via email to toml@cityofgrassvailey.com

October 8, 2007
RE: NOP Scoping Comments on the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project

Dear Mr. Last:

s

- Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Idaho-Maryland Mine (IMM) Project. The

following is a list of concerns I would like to see addressed in the IMM EIR. For all areas of concern that
are determined to have significant impacts, please ideutify mitigation measures that would eliminate
impacts or reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

Project Description

1. Please disclose the location of 2,800 acres of subsurface area (existing mineral rights) the project
applicant would or could potentially mine. Please provide a map of these locations for full public
disclosure of areas that could be mined underneath or near existing residential uses, schools,
daycare facilities, hospitals, or other sensitive uses.

2. Please include a discussion of project need in the project description, incfuding how much gold
from the mine is anticipated for use in jewelry and how much is anticipated for other applications
(such as industrial, technical, or electrical applicatioris).

3. Please include a ﬁgure that identifies construction staging areas.

Aesthetics

1. Please evaluate impacts to the existing viewshed on all potentially sensitive receptors, including
the Uuion Hill/Gold Hill neighborhood (from the north-facing side of the hill), State Route (SR)
49 (especially southbound travelers), Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital, and recreationists and
visitors at Empire Mine State Historic Park, While drivers of vehicles on freeways are not
normally considered sensilive receptors, the community of Grass Valley is defined in part by
views from SR 49, and members of the community and visitors to the area are aesthetically
affected by changes in the viewshed from tree-covered hillsides to industrial uses.

2. 'The NOP states that 1,180 trees (mostly ponderosa pine and cottonwood) would be removed from
the project site, and that 335 trees would be planted to replace these. 1t is notable that no
ponderosa pines or cottonwoods are proposed for replanting. Of the 9 trees listed on the
Conceptual Landscape Plan, only 2 are natives (incense cedar and Douglas fir). Of those, only
incense cedar occurs locally on the project site. Native vegetation is perhaps the single most
defining characteristic of local viewsheds and an important part of the identity and sense of place
ol the Grass Valley area. Aesthetic impacts (and to some degree, habitat and water conservation
impacts) can be reduced by incorporating more native plants and trees into the Conceptual
Landscape Plan. Please evaluate the aesthetic impacts of the removal o nearly 1,180 native trees
and incorporate more native plantings that natuxally occur on the project site into the landscape
plan as mitigation.

3. For the figures showing artistic renderings of the project site, please provide an inset map
identifying the vantage point of the rendering.

4. Several photo renderings (e.g., N27B) show the trees in fall colors. This replesentatlon is
disingenuous given that these colors will occur for only a fraction of each year. 1t would be just
as appropriate to show these deciduous “ornamentals™ in their winler garb (no leaves).
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5. - The NOP project description states that 266,000 cubic yards of soil would be cut and refilled on
the project site. Please evaluate the impacts of this change on the visual character of the project
area.

Biological Resources
1. Please provide a constraints diagram that maps sensitive bxologxcal resources usmg a GIS overlay

over the proposed project components.

Cultural Resources
1. Please provide a cultural resources monitor during any ground-disturbing activities given the
proximity of Wolf Creek to the project site.

Geology and Soils
1. The NOP project description states that 266,000 cubic yards of soil would be cut and refilled on

the pr oject site. Please eva[uate the impacts of this change in topography on slope stabxllty and
€rosion.

Hazards
1. Please disclose the hauling routes for any hazardous materials (written and visually), and identify
_ the steps the project applicant will take to prevent spills and accidents along these routes.
2. Please explain the method of sealing the concrete cyanide leaching tanks. Concrete is bhghdy
pervious and would leach the cyanide to the ground if not sealed properly.

3. Please identify existing hazards on the project site, especially those resulting from pasl mining

E)CthlthS . o

Hydrology and Water Quality

1. Please evaluate the impact of underground blasting on groundwater wells in the project vicinity.

2. Please include a full analysis of water supply issues, including an evaluation of how the project
will fit into plans for long-term, regional water supplies. Please disclose whether the anlicipated
supply is actual water or “paper” water.

Land Use and Planning
1. Page 3-5 of the NOP Project Description states that the GPA and Prezone Applicalions would

-“ensure consistency with [ .. .] the existing and historical uses of the property.” Ensuring

- cousistency with existing and historical uses is not a valid argument for a change in the City’s
anticipated uses for the site as identified in the General Plan. The General Plan docuinents the
City’s vision for its future uses, which often change from existing and historical uses in order to
improve the gualily of life for its residents and visitors. Only through a lengthy process is a
General Plan created by City staff, decision makers, and the public, and approved by elected
officials. Therefore, please do not use the argument in the EIR that reverting to historical uses
ensures any lype of land use or planning consistency — the project would not be consistent with
future plans, but with past uses.

2. Please include an evaluation of impacts to residents of the Grass Valley area resulting from the
proposed change (o the City’s land use vision. For example, nearby residents may rely on
planned uses when purchasing a home (in this case, residential and business park uses, which
have fewer visual and noise impacts) and would thus not be prepared for heavy industrial uses -
being placed in close proximity to their homes.

3. Please explain why the City would move forward with annexation of the 1daho-Maryland project
site when the project is not in line with the vision of the community as stated in the General Plan
and shown on the General Plan Land Use Map.

'
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" 4, The project application materials argue that because the project site is in an MRZ-2 and -3 area,

the project would bring the land uses on the site into consistency with the existing state-

designated mineral resource zone. However, it should be noted that most of the Grass Valley area -

is denoted as an MRZ-2 and -3 area. Additionally, the MRZ zoning designations are not required
“land use zoning on a state level” as the rezone/prezone application packet implies. These zones
are subject to City zoning, and the Grass Valley Zoning Ordinance states that the MRCZ zones
may be combined with zones other than residential zones, which exist on the I-M site. -

Noise

1. Please evaluate impacts to residents on the north slope of the Gold Hill/Union Hill area south of

the project from the anticipated construction and operational noise. Note that residents at the
upper elevations of these neighborhoods are at a higher elevation than the Idaho-Maryland project
site, and that there is a saddle in the topography at the western end of the project site that would
. allow noise to permeate to the south. Please provide a figure in the EIR that shows the cross

elevations in this area to surrounding sensitive uses and visually identify how the noise would
travel in this area. Please do not assume that impacts to residents at Bennett Street represent the
worst-case scenario, as the topogxaphy dips down at Bennett Street from the Idaho-Maryland
project site, potentially creating a noise barrier. Instead, please conduct an mdependem evaluation
of impacts to all sensitive receptors.

2. Please provide a wider range of noise measurement locations to include all sensitive uses in the
project area. Please provide a figure showing the locations of the ambient noise measurements.

3. The NOP project description states that 266,000 cubic yards of soil would be cut and refilled on
the project site. Please evaluate how this topographlcal modification could change noise *
pattems/create new noise issues, etc.

- Population and Housmg '

1. Please evaluate impacts to the housing supply in the Grass Valley area due to the propased
change in land use plans. Please identify the potential locations of additional housing that may be
needed as a result of the elimination of residential zoning, and include a figure showing this.
Please discuss whether Grass Valley have enough room other centrally located areas within’
walking and bicycling distance of town for its State-designated share of housing without
expanding into outlying areas. Will the project create growth-inducing impacts?

2. Please evaluate whether housing exists for the projected employees of the mine, and whether that
housing, if available, would be affordable to the potential employees. )

3. Please clanl‘y whether housing is being planned for mine workers, Public statements from mine
representatives have indicated that it is. If true, this future project should be evaluated in the EIR
to avoid segmentation of the project, o

Recreation

1. Please evaluate impacts to public use of the desxgnated trail areas on the Idaho Maryland mine
site. The City’s recreation plans call for trails through this area, but they will not be available for
use for at least 20 years if the proposed project is approved and implemented. :

Traffic :

1. Piease evaluate how this project will affect bicycle routes planned for the project area.

2. Please identify any connecting roads through the project site/s that will not allow access until the
mine shuts down its operations in 20+ years, and identify impacts to local circulation that such a
scenario would generate.

3. Please explain why the traffic report states lhal there will less traffic on Bennett Street in the
future scenario.
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4. Please include a figure showing major routes to and from the project site, as the written
description on page 3-35 of the NOP is confusing.

Utilities and Service Systems .
1. Please include an evaluation of the project’s energy consumption. Include a discussion of the

sustainability of the energy use levels demanded by the project. Incorporate mitigationrto reduce
energy consumption, including solar panels on rooftops, hydroelectric power generated from
water discharge, etc.

Socio€conomic Analysis .
1. Please evaluate potential deterioration of property values in the area around the Idaho-Maryland

~ site (within at least % mile) due to the physical degradation of the site (e.g., industrial structures,
removal of over native 1,000 trees, increased pavement), the increased noise, air quality impacts,
and perceived fear of water quality and water supply impacts.

2. Please evaluate the balance of fiscal impacts from increased tourism to the proposed visitor center
versus potentially decreased tourism to other areas in Grass Valley from the physical blight of a
highly visible area. This impact should be evaluated in terms of cumulative industrial
development visible from SR 49, and how this cumulative development affccts the tourist’s
perception of Grass Valley as a rural foothills community. :

Alternatives Analysis :
1. CEQA requires an evaluation of project alternatives that would feaslbly reduce project impacts.

Although CEQA requires an evaluation of only one type of "No Project” alternative, both the No
Project/No Development (or open space) alternative and the No Prolect/General Plan Buildout
alternative would be feasible alternatives to the proposed project. At a minimum, please evaluate
the No Project/General Plan Buildout alternative to identify the differences in impacts from the
proposed project versus the City’s existing plans for the site.

2. Please craft other alternatives in response to significant impacts. - , ' o

Genelal :

1. The NOP states that project construction wxll occur through 2015 for a tolal of 7 years of
construction. Because of this lengthy construction period, please do not describe project
construction impacts as “temporary,” as is common practice in environmental documents. While
the change is not permanent, it is also much longer than a standard construction period and would
create long-term impacts on nearby sensitive uses. '

2. Please provide figures where written descriptions are complex or potentially hard to follow for
the non-technical person or general public.

3. Please evaluate noise, visual, erosion, air quality, and any other applicable impacts from stagmg
areas. .

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project. I look
forward ta the Draft EIR and innovative mltlgatxon measutes that will reduce the impacts of this
project on our community.

Siylcerely,

ss'iE Hankins ~

865 Gold Hill Drive
Grass Valley, CA 95945

s
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Tom Last, Planning Djrector
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Re: _Traffic Elements to.Be Included in the Emgold EIR : -
Dear Tom:

CCAT recommends the following items be addressed in the EIR for Emgold:

1. A scenario which indicates the amount of truck traffic that would be required to remove
all the mine tailings from the site (no tile manufacturing), including the roadways to be
used and the final destination of the trucks. The traffic counts should be for a full work
day as well as AM peak hour and PM peak hour.

2. Another scenario similar to number #] above except that 50% of the tailings would be
processed on site by operation of the tile manufacturing,.

3. Inall scenarios where tailings will be transported offsite, the average gross weight of
each truck trip should be identified and what the constant full truck traffic will do to the
roadways used.

4. ldentification of "LOS" for each City and County intersection used by all vehicles (autos
& trucks) for:

Current status

Current status plus the proposed project with 100% tailings removed from site
Current status plus the proposed project with 50% tailings removed from site
Current status plus the proposed project with 0% tailings removed from site

5. Site location ef where the trucks will-be-fueled and how-the fuel will be broughttothe . .-
location; and the fuel truck trips are to be included in all vehicle counts, "LOS" analyses,
intersections used and an assessment of the effect of the gross weight of the fuel trips on
roadways used.

6. The traffic report should include an analysis for determining road capacity for vehicle
evacuation from a fire; and further the analysis should include how many vehicles can
evacuate the mine's effected area (not just the mine, but its surrounding area) with and
without the project within a 30-minute window.

CCAT looks forward to evaluating the above items upon the completlon of the draft EIR on the
Empgold Project.

On beha]f of the CCAT Executive Commiltee





