












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 I am no 
expert on the subject, I 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.cfm#KMREPORTS
 
Among the findings:  

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

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

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

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

• 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 
question.   
 
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 regulating 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.    
 
I must admit that I was initially intrigued by the promise of hundreds of new jobs 
in our area. I 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 
titled “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 I 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 ½ 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/a1.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-gulch/
 
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 Idaho-
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/
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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 I 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: IdahoMaryland; 

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 a day as the ore is crushed. 
 
Regards 
William Clark 
Grass Valley, Ca. 
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