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PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

1 Petition, p. 1
[T]he Mine wasfirst established in
1851 ....

Petition, p. 3

The first mention of mining activity
within the vicinity of the Vested Mine
Property isin 1851.

The terms “Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
The property that was
geographically defined in 1954
was parceled out. 1daho-
Maryland Industries, Inc.,
eventualy only holds 175.64
acres of surface rightsand 2,585
acres of subsurface rights.
(Exhibits 224.) A more accurate
term isthe “ Subject Properties,”
which are those properties subject
to the Vested Rights Petition
(“Petition).

“Stating that ‘the Mine was first
established in 1851 isan
ahistorical characterization
because as used in the petition,
‘the Mine' refersto acollection
of mines with independent origins
that were later consolidated by
ownership. Thereis evidence to
support that two of the mines that
were consolidated by ownership
in the twentieth century, Union
Hill and Eureka, located claimsin
1851." (S. Miltenberger, Ph.D.,
Principal & H. Norby, M.A.,
Senior Historian, Peer Review
Comments, Idaho-Maryland Mine
Vested Right Petition
(“Historian™), Comment No. 1.)

“Petitioner’ s assertion that “[t]he
first mention of mining activity
within the vicinity of the Vested
Mine Property isin 1851” is
“uncited, and thus cannot be
evaluated as to accuracy or
credibility.” (Historian, Comment
No. 3)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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I Historical mining journals report
employees of the I[daho-Mayland
Mines Corp. are, “leaving the
gold mines to seek employment
in lead and copper mines which
are considered more essential
industries.” (Engineering and
Mining Journa Idaho-Maryland
Mine References 1948-1970
(Dec. 1950) (County Exhibit
1001).)

Petition, p. 34

1952:

Exhibits 173 and 174 depict the Mine
Property and many of the mines that
collectively comprise the present day

Mine.36”

367 Property Map for Title Insurance, Idaho

Maryland Mines Corpora6on (1952) [Exhibit 173];
Map of Idaho-Maryland Mine Property [Exhibit
174].

I “Exhibit 173 isan undated map
that appears to have been an
attachment to atitle report that is
not provided in the exhibits. The
legend shows * Surface & Mineral
Owned’ and ‘Mineral Only
Owned’ but the demarcationsin
the legend and on the map are
difficult to discern. Exhibit 174
is an undated map with no
legend. It is not clear who
produced the color annotations on
the map and for what purpose.”
(Historian, Comment No. 29.)

I TheArcheological Site Record
attached to the Historic Properties
Inventory, which was prepared as
aresult of acultural resources
study in compliance with the
National Historic Preservation
Act, describes the site condition
as. “littered with ‘industria’
trash...[1]] All features not in
immediate vicinity of shaft have
been completely destroyed by
subsequent use of the
stefv]...[T|After the mine's
closure in 1956, the structures of
the New Brunswick were

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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dismantled down to the site’s
cement pads, foundations, ore
bins and other objects of
concrete. Thetailings area was
levelled, alarge section of
railroad grade was destroyed and
much of the area paved to
accommodate subsequent lumber
mill operations. These
compromisesto the site's
integrity have essentialy
destroyed the means by which the
property’ s significance can be
conveyed visualy.” (Historic
Properties Inventory and Finding
of Effect Remedial Action Plan,
(July 2020) (County Exhibit
1002).)

1 Tungsten was produced at the

Union Hill mine during World
War |1, but was then abandoned
prior to March 1951.
(Engineering and Mining Journal
Idaho-Maryland Mine References
1948-1970 (March 1951) (County
Exhibit 1003).)

Petition, p. 35

1954:

During the year, 88,632 tons of ore
was produced from the New
Brunswick shaft and milled at the
Brunswick mill,3"* and Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation reports
losses of $471,372.372 Active mining
occursin at least 14 areas throughout
the Mine,3” and new discoveries of
scheelite containing tungsten are
made.3’* Bullion from the Mine is
shipped to the American Smelting and
Refining Co. in Selby.3®

1 Inregardto Petitioner’ s assertion

that “[a]ctive mining occursin at
least 14 areas throughout the
Mine,” it must be noted that
“[t]he source provided (Exhibit
179) isrecords for September and
October 1954 only, showing only
mining activities at the
‘Brunswick Unit.” The language
presented in the petition —
“throughout the Mine' - suggests
something more expansive.”
(Historian, Comment No. 30.)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 4 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND
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371 Clark 242.

372 Oroville Mercury (July 7, 1955) [Exhibit 178].
373 Mine Development Reports, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corp. (Sept. 1954) [Exhibit 179].

374 The Sacramento Bee (Feb. 10, 1954) [Exhibit
180].

375 Clark 242.

4, Petition, p. 56

As of the vesting date, the Vested Mine
Property was located within 1,000 feet of
multiple county roads, including East
Bennett Road, Idaho Maryland Road, and
Brunswick Road, as depicted in Exhibits
318%2 and 319.%63

562 Data from Road Commissioners O ce, Nevada County
(1955) [Exhibit 318].
563 County Surveyor Map (June 22, 1955) [Exhibit 319].

I Theterms“Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

5. Petition, p. 35

1954:
Several surface properties are sold,
with reservation of mineral rights, as
well asreservation of rights necessary
to facilitate mining operations,
including roadways and
maintenance.®’® For example, the deed
from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation to John J. Looser, dated
July 22nd, contains the following
reservations:
all the mineral, metal matter and
rock contained under said premises,
with the right to extract at any time
hereafter all the mineral, metal
matter and rock contained under
said property, from any depth up to
and within 75 feet of the surface of
said property, without disturbing
the surface thereof.

all necessary or convenient rights of
way for roads, pipe lines, or other
easements necessary or convenient

1 It appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Dean and
Gladys Perkins (Jan. 1954)
[Exhibit 181] that the Deed did
NOT contain any “reservation of
rights necessary to facilitate
mining operations.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

1 It appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Glen and
Mary Jones (Oct. 1954) [Exhibit
183] that the Deed did NOT
contain any “reservation of rights
necessary to facilitate mining
operations.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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for working said Independence
Quartz Mine, Patented, and in
consideration of said right to so
follow the Independence Quartz

Ledge and said rights of way.3"’
376 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora&on to Dean and Gladys Perkins (Jan.
1954) [Exhibit 181]; Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corpora©on to Looser (July 1954) [Exhibit
182]; Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Jones (Oct. 1954) [Exhibit 183];
Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines Corpora©on
to Nevada County Horsemen, Inc. (Oct. 1954)
[Exhibit 184].
377 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to John J. Looser (July 1954) [Exhibit
182].

Petition, p. 69

Beginning in 1954, the Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation sold severa surface properties,
while expressy reserving mineral and mining
rights,®% using the below language, or in
some cases, substantially similar thereto:

EXCEPTING AND

RESERVING THEREFROM

all the mineral, metal matter

and rock contained under

said premises, with the right

to extract at any time

hereafter all the mineral,

metal matter and rock

contained under said

property, from any depth up

to and within 75 feet of the

surface of said property,

without  disturbing the

surface thereof.

all necessary or convenient
rights of way for roads, pipe
lines, or other easements
necessary or convenient for
working said Independence

the property transferred by that
Deed.

I Thus, in half of the deeds that

Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation granted in 1954
(cited by Petitioner), the company
sold off properties and did not
retain any mineral or access
rights, certainly demonstrated an
intent to abandon mine operations
on those properties.

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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Quartz Mine, Patented, and
in consideration of said right
to so follow the Independence
Quartz Ledge and said rights

of way.56°
668 Exhibits 181, 182, 183, 184.
669 Exhibit 182

Petition, pp. 35-36

1954:

On September 10, 1954, the Nevada
County Board of Supervisors adopts
Ordinance No. 196, the Nevada
County Zoning Enabling Ordinance,
which requires, for the first time, a
Use Permit for the “commercial
excavation of natural materials within
adistance of 1,000 feet from any
public street, road, or highway.” 3"
This ordinance becomes effective

October 10, 1954.37°
378 Nevada County Ordinance No. 196 (1954)
[Exhibit 185].
379 |bid.

Petition, p. 69

Exhibits 194 through 198 clearly
demonstrate that mining operations at
the Vested Mine Property were
conducted before, during, and after
1954, when Nevada County
Ordinance No. 196 was codified.

Petition, p. 69

i “Asnoted above, the source

provided (Exhibit 179) to support
this only shows mining activities
at the ‘Brunswick Unit.” The
language presented in the petition
— ‘throughout the Mine' -
suggests something more
expansive.” (Historian, Comment
No. 74.)

I Some mining operations were

conducted in 1954, but thereis no
evidence supporting mining at all
times after 1954 at the Subject
Property.

In 1954, active mining was occurring in at
least 14 |ocations throughout the Mine,%°
and new discoveries of scheelite containing
tungsten were made.®® That year, 88,632
tons of ore was produced and milled.%’

665 Exhibit 179.

666 Exhibit 180.
567 Clark 242

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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Petition, p. 36

1955:

In January, the Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation prepares to sink awinze on the
3,280-foot level of the Mine, where several
sample sacks of high- grade gold had been
gathered while driving the No. 25 drift. 3 An
areaof the Mine was enlarged to set the
hoist, and 40 feet of rope-raise run above the
level .28 A first shipment of 200 tons of
tungsten ore is shipped to Lovelick, Nevada
for treatment, as depicted in Exhibits 187
and 188.32 Ore and waste bins were
completed, and the actual sinking operations
were about to begin when the operation was
stopped due to the company’ s critical cash
position.®® The Oroville Mercury reports
that due to lack of financing, there can be no
assurance that sinking operations will

continue. 3
380 Clark 242.
381 |piq.

382 The San Francisco Examiner (Aug. 18, 1955) [Exhibit 186].

383 |pidl.
384 Oroville Mercury (July 7, 1955) [Exhibit 178].

Petitioner’ s citation (Exhibit 186)
does not state that ore and waste
bins were completed, and the
actual sinking operations were
about to begin when the operation
was stopped due to the
company’s critical cash position.

Petitioner’ s citation to the
Oroville Mercury (July 7, 1955)
(Exhibit 178) does not state that,
due to lack of financing, there can
be no assurance that sinking
operations will continue. Rather,
the newspaper article states:

The President of 1daho
Maryland Mines Corp., once
one of the leading gold
producersin the California
Mother Lode, saysthefirmis
in “critical” condition and may
have to discontinue
operations.

President Bert C. Austin said
in hisannual report to
stockholders yesterday that the
corporation lost $471,372
during 1951, increasing the
company’s overall deficit to
$1,579,937. Hesaid Idaho
Maryland’s current assets total
only $68,611, including
$17,428 in cash, while current
liabilities are $147,172.

“Y our corporation’s current
cash position is critical.”
Austin told the stockholders.
“Under present conditions
your management can offer no
assurance that operations can
be continued.”

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 8 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

Austin said, “supplies and
materials are badly needed” at
the company’s mine in Grass
Valley but “means for
procurement are not presently
at hand.” He said that if
mining operations are to be
continued “additional working
capital will berequired.”

Petition, p. 36

1955:
In February, 48 employees are terminated
and by May, development of the Mineis
suspended with the exception of tungsten
exploration.®® Mining operations turn to
stopping whatever high-grade quartz is
available. 3 Several more surface properties
are sold, again with reservations of mineral
rights.38’ For example, the grant from Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation to the County of
Nevada dated October 24", reserves the
following:

the right to mine for extract

and take minerals from

beneath the surface of, and the

subsurface of that portion of

the property lying more than

50 feet beneath the surface

thereof. %8
385 Clark 242-243.
386 |bid.
387 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines CorporaGon to
George Maurer (July 1955) [Exhibit 189]; Deed from
Idaho Maryland Mines Corporaon to Walter and Ida
Canon (July 1955) [Exhibit 190]; Deed from Idaho
Maryland Mines Corpora©on to Walter Cannon Jr. (July
1955) [Exhibit 191]; Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora&on to Roy and Pauline Dodge (July 1955)
[Exhibit 192]; Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Oliver and Pearl Stewart (Oct. 1955)
[Exhibit 193]; Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora&on to County of Nevada (Oct. 1955) [Exhibit
194].

Contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion,
it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to George
Maurer (July 1955) [Exhibit 189],
and it appears from the face of
the Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Walter and
|da Canon (July 1955) [Exhibit
190] that the Deeds did NOT
include any “reservation of
mineral rights.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,
it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Walter and
|da Canon (July 1955) [Exhibit
190] that the Deed did NOT
contain any “reservation of rights
necessary to facilitate mining
operations.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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388 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporaon to County
of Nevada (Oct. 1955) [Exhibit 194].

Petition, p. 69

“The only plausible reason for requiring these
exclusionsin the deeds is that the company
intended to resume underground mining
operations at these propertiesin the future....”

Contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion,
it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Walter
Cannon Jr. (July 1955) [Exhibit
191] that the Deed did NOT
contain any “reservation of rights
necessary to facilitate mining
operations.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

Contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion,
it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Roy and
Pauline Dodge (July 1955)
[Exhibit 192] that the Deed did
NOT contain any “reservation of
rights necessary to facilitate
mining operations.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

Exhibit 193 isincomplete, and so
it does not support Petitioner’s
assertion.

Thus, contrary to Petitioner’s
assertion, in the far mgjority of
deeds that Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation granted in 1955
where the company sold off
properties (cited by Petitioner),
the deeds do NOT contain any
“reservation of rights necessary to
facilitate mining operations.”

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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Thus, Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
properties transferred by those
deeds.

“The history of mineral
development in the United States
ismarked by speculative
practices to reserve ‘rights' that
may in the future be sold, and
which may or may not be bona
fide. Not all historical actorswho
have reserved such *‘rights,
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for exploitation
of those ‘rights.”” (Historian,
Comment No. 75.)

9. Petition, p. 36 Petitioner’ s Exhibit 276 states:
“Four hundred dollars per ounce
1955: is often cited as the bench mark
The profitability of gold mining has fallen to price for deciding whether a gold
the equivalent gold price of approximately mineisviable, but not always,
$400 per ounce in current 2023 dollars.3® [Ross] Gunther said.”
Only 28,905 tons of ore are mined, down
from 88,892 tons the previous year.** Petitioner completely omits the
389 Gold Prices Adjusted for Inflaeor! - 100 Year Historical quote in Jack Clark’s book Gold
;Eﬁgghhga&fr;zzzshbﬁgg gi?[))(gfgg:)br:t:r?r]l.ual Report (1954) In Quartz (CI ted by Petiti oner)
[Exhibit 195]; Idaho Maryland Mines CorporaGon Annual (“Clark™) at page 252 (the last
Report (1955) [Exhibit 196]. page of the book): “Idaho
Maryland Mines Corp. had
stopped its gold-mining
production on December 27,
1955, when it switched
operations entirely to mining
tungsten.”
10. Petition, p. 4 “Cessation” and “dormancy”

5. Cessation of Gold Mining Activities and
Sal of the Mine, 1956-1963.
...entered into a period of dormancy in 1956.”

have different meanings, and it is
unclear here if the interpretation
isthat gold mining at the

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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Petition, pp. 36-37

1956:

Tungsten exploration and mining
continuesin at least 6 work sites,*
while gold mining ceases due to the
static price of gold.**? |daho Maryland
Mines Corporation resolves to
dewater the Union Hill shaft and
upper workings to eliminate the
possibility of flooding in and to
facilitate future mining and
exploration of the Brunswick Mine.3
To thisend, the Union Hill shaft is
retimbered and electrical power is
installed.®** However, the dewatering
is halted when it becomes apparent
that it will require a greater outlay of
money.3% To acquire this money,
|daho Maryland Mines Corporation
applies for a $122,000 grant from the
Defense Mineral Administration but is
denied.3®

Dueto lack of financing, the Board of
Directors of the Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation orders on
September 25" the cessation of nearly
all tungsten production, the
unoccupancy of the Idaho shaft, and
that the mines be allowed to flood to
the 1,450-foot level of the Mine.*’
The raise on the 1,100-foot level was

to be continued.3%
391 Mine Development Reports, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corp. (Jan. 1956) [Exhibit 197]; Mine
Development Reports, Idaho Maryland Mines
Corp. (Feb. 1956) [Exhibit 198].
392 Clark 246.
393 |bid.
394 |bid.
395 bid.
39 bid.
397 Clark 248.
398 bid.

historical 1daho-Maryland Mine
ended in this period (i.e.,
“cessation”) or was merely
inactive (i.e., “dormancy”).
(Historian, Comment No. 5.)

I Jack Clark states on page 246 of

his book, Gold In Quartz (cited
by Petitioner):

The Year of Retrenchment —
1956

The year 1956 began with
agenera retrenchment of
underground operations,
beginning in the lower levels
of both mines. A small crew
of men began removing all
trolley motors, ore cars,
mucking machines, drills,
hoses, dushers, etc., from all
levels below [the] 2000-foot
level, including the 3280-foot
level. All pumpswereleftin
place, and the pumping
continued. Thelevels
connecting with the No. 45
winze in the Idaho Maryland
had no connection with any
other underground location,
therefore the No. 45 winze
was alowed to fill with water
after all equipment and pumps
had been removed.

Now that gold mining had
ceased, the future of the mine
focused entirely on the
production of tungsten.

I The Engineering & Mining
Journal’ s December 1956 edition
reports, “Idaho Maryland Mines
Corp. wrote an obituary to gold

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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Petition, p. 70

|daho Maryland Mines Corporation
conducted preparations to expand
operations by sinking awinze on the 3,280-
foot level of the Mine, where severd
sample sacks of high-grade gold had been
gathered previoudly.®”° However, due to the
company’s critical cash position caused by
alack of financing, rising costs, and the
government-imposed static price of gold, it
was unable to continue gold mining

operations.®™

670 Exhibit 186; Clark 242.

671 Clark 248; Exhibits 178; The Los Angeles Times (Jan. 7,
1957) [Exhibit 416];

mining operations at its historic
mine at Grass Valley by selling
the surface plant to Oro Lumber
Co.” The sale included the
headframe of the 2,000 foot Idaho
shaft and some of the equipment.
(Engineering and Mining Journal
Idaho-Maryland Mine References
1948-1970 (December 1956)
(County Exhibit 1004).)

1 Gold mining at the Union Hill

shaft was shut down in 1918 and
has been idle since 1920. Union
Hill could be used for tungsten
production, but would first need
to be dewatered. (Engineering
and Mining Journal Idaho-
Maryland Mine References 1948-
1970 (June 1956) (County
Exhibit 1005); and Engineering
and Mining Journal Idaho-
Maryland Mine References 1948-
1970 (December 1956) (County
Exhibit 1004).)

11.

Petition, p. 37

1956:

Asapart of the retrenchment program
commenced in response to rising costs
of labor and materials and the static
price of gold, the Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation sells the | daho-
Maryland surface plant, including the
mill, cyanide plant, headframe, hoists,
compressors, and several buildings, to
the Oro Lumber Company, headed by
Gladys Perkins, Robert Graham, and
Ed Brunning.3® The Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation also sells several
surface properties, including the
Brunswick sawmill site, to Milton and

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to John and
Donna Grimes (Apr. 1956)
[Exhibit 200] that the Deed did
NOT “reserve|] the minerd
estate.” Thus, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
property transferred by that Deed.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Carl and

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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InaBalmain, but again reserves the

mineral estate.*®
399 The Sacramento Bee (Oct. 22, 1956) [Exhibit
199]; Clark 248.
400 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora&on to John and Donna Grimes (Apr.
1956) [Exhibit 200]; Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corpora©on to Carl and Gwen Richardson

(Jun. 1956) [Exhibit 201]; Survey Drawing by T.H.

McGuire & Son (Aug. 27, 1956) [Exhibit 202];
Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines to Vivian and
Francis Normille (Aug. 1956) [Exhibit 203];
Survey Drawing by T.H. McGuire & Son (Oct. 30,
1956) [Exhibit 204]; Chain of Title Report,
Environmental Data Resources (2023) [Exhibit
205]; Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora&on to Milton and Ina Balmain (Dec.
1956) [Exhibit 206]; Survey Drawing by T.H.
McGuire & Son (Nov. 9, 1956) [Exhibit 207];
Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines Corpora©on
to Michael and Elizabeth Hammill (Dec. 1956)
[Exhibit 208].

Gwen Richardson (Jun. 1956)
[Exhibit 201] that the Deed did
NOT “reserve|] the minera
estate.” Thus, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
property transferred by that Deed.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Malcolm
and Elizabeth Hammill (Dec.
1956) [Exhibits 202, 208] that the
Deed did NOT “reserve|] the
mineral estate.” Thus, Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation
certainly demonstrated an intent
to abandon mine operations on
the property transferred by that
Deed.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Minesto Vivian and Francis
Normille (Aug. 1956) [Exhibit
203] that the Deed did NOT
“reserve]] the minera estate.”
Thus, Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
property transferred by that Deed.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to Milton and
InaBalmain (Dec. 1956) [Exhibit
206] that the Deed did NOT
“reserve]] the minera estate.”

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition
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Thus, Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
“Brunswick sawmill site” that
was sold off in its entirety
(surface and subsurface) to
Milton and InaBamain. (Exhibit
205.)

I Thus, in NONE of the deeds that
|daho Maryland Mines
Corporation granted where the
company sold off properties
(cited by Petitioner), did the
company “reserve[] the minera
estate,” as Petitioner alleges.
|daho Maryland Mines
Corporation certainly
demonstrated an intent to
abandon mine operations on the
properties transferred by those
deeds.

I “Recorded documents are
provided for the property
transfers described in this
paragraph except for the sale of
the Idaho-Maryland surface plant
to Oro Lumber Company. The
chain of title provided as Exhibit
205 aso indicates that the
Brunswick site was owned by
lumber interests from 1957
through 2018.” (Historian,
Comment No. 33.)

1 Nevadalrrigation District
unanimously voted to purchase
three buildings from the Idaho
Maryland Mine at one-third of
the price of new buildings.
(Minutes of Adjourned Regular

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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Meeting of the Board of
Directors, Nevada lrrigation
Digtrict (December 28, 1956)
(County Exhibit 1006).)

12.

Petition, pp. 37-38

1957:
News outlets report on the epidemic
of gold mine closuresin California,
brought on by “[i]ncreased costs of
labor, stedl, blasting powder and
lumber used for shoring” following
World War 114! The Los Angeles
Times reports:
Prior to World War 11, there were
1600 gold mines in California. By
1953, 98% of the State 3 output was
coming from 10 mines, and today
these mines are closing one by one.
The miners, faced with rising costs,
can no longer economically afford
to extract gold from the earth at the
rate of $35 an ounce established by
the government in 1934.402
When questioned, mine officials
stated they “believe asizeable
increase in the price of gold isthe
only answer [to the closure of

mineg].” 403
401 Nevada State Journal (July 7, 1957) [Exhibit
209].
402 |pid.
403 |bid.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

the news report cited by
Petitioner, Nevada State Journal
(July 7, 1957) [Exhibit 209], does
NOT dtate that “the epidemic of
gold mine closuresin California,
brought on by’ [i]ncreased costs
of labor, stedl, blasting powder
and lumber used for shoring’
following World War I1.” Rather,
that news report states, among
other things, that “[l]arge-scale
mining at the ldaho-Maryland
ended when the company filled
its stockpile quota of tungsten for
the government.”

i InExhibit 209, thereisno “Los

Angeles Times’ report, or
guotation, as Petitioner asserts.

I Thenewsreport cited by

Petitioner, Nevada State Journal
(July 7, 1957) [Exhibit 209],
states, in relevant part, “Mine
officials, questioned concerning
the future, are hopeful but not
optimistic. They believe a
sizeable increase in the price of
gold isthe only answer.”
(Emphasis added.) The new
report also states: “The cessation
of active gold mining in the
underground workings of the
|daho Maryland Mines Co. and
the Empire State Mining Corp.,
Ltd., marksthe end of an era in
which more than 3,500 workers

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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were employed at peak periods.”
(Emphasis added.) The news
report also states: “For the first
timein 106 years with the
exception of a compulsory
wartime closure, the once great
gold mining industry at Grass
Valley, Californig hasrolled to a
halt, perhaps permanently.”
(Emphasis added.) The news
report also states: The removal of
pumps, compressors, hoists, mine
rails and other salvage jobsis
going ahead at both mines.”
(Emphasis added.)

1 Inregardto Petitioner’ s assertion
that, “[w]hen questioned, mine
officials stated they believe a
sizeable increase in the price of
gold is the only answer [to the
closure of mines],’”” it must be
noted that “The quotation that
follows in this sentence overlooks
that that the sentence immediately
before the quotation in the
Nevada State Journal was. ‘Mine
officials, questioned concerning
the future are hopeful but not
optimistic’ (Exhibit 209). The
newspaper went on to note that
‘equipment had been removed,’
and that ‘ other salvage jobs
[were] going ahead’ with ‘[a]
handful of men...manning pumps
and performing other
maintenance duties.’” The paper
also observed that ‘Large-scale
mining at the ldaho-Maryland
[mine] ended when the company
filed its stockpile quote of
tungsten for the government.’”
(Historian, Comment No. 34.)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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1 “Jack Clark, Superintendent of
the ldaho Maryland Mine” stated:
“We closed down in December of
1955..." (Exhibit 216.)

I ldaho-Maryland Mines
Corporation diversified their
investments, acquiring Schroeder
Manufacturing, Inc., a
manufacturer of valves and
accessories for the aircraft
industry. (Engineering and
Mining Journa Idaho-Maryland
Mine References 1948-1970, Voal.
158 (1957) (County Exhibit
1007).)

I “InGrassValley, aveteran miner
gazed at the rusting equipment of
a deserted shaft and shook his
head sadly. * Something better
happen,” he said, ‘and it had
better be quick. Otherwise, we
may as well leave al thisgold to
the ages.”” (Exhibit 416.)

I “Whileitisnot clear what dateis
alleged here, historical evidence
presented in this petition suggests
that gold mining operations at
|daho-Maryland Mine reached
their zenith before World War I1.
Gold mining activities were
confined to the “Brunswick Unit”
in late 1954, and then ceased
altogether by 1957. Describing
the mine s activities as “large-
scae’ and “modern” at any time
after 1942 appears overstated.”
(Historian, Comment No. 80.)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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13.

Petition, p. 38

1957:
In October, the Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation sells a 56.004-acre
portion of the Property located south-
east of the Idaho-Maryland tailings
pond but reserves mineral rights
below 100-feet and a roadway right of
way for the purpose of moving men
and equipment to the sand flume, a
ditch and atailings dam into which
the contents of the ditch flow.** The
locations of the sand flume and ditch
indicates that the Idaho-Maryland
Mines Corporation planned to transfer
tailings from the Brunswick mill to
the Idaho-Maryland tailings pond
along the route of the former narrow-
gauge railroad.*® Severa other
properties are sold but alwayswith a
reservation of the mineral estate and
the continuing right to explore and
develop the Minein the future.*® For
example, the deed from Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporation to Sierra
Nevada Memoria Hospital contains
the following reservations:
RESERVING TO IDAHO
MARYLAND MINES
CORPORATION and its successors
and assigns all minerals, gas, oil,
and mineral deposits of every kind
and nature contained in and under
the above-described real property,
together with all necessary and
convenient rights to explore for,
develop, produce, extract and take

the same... .40’

404 Survey for Idaho-Maryland Mines Corp by
T.H. McGuire & Son (Jan. 1957) [Exhibit 210];
Deed between Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on, Gladys Perkins, and Edwin and
Wenona Bruning (Oct. 1957) [Exhibit 211].

I Petitioner stopsits analysis of the
Clark book at page 248, and with
eventsin 1956. Petitioner
completely omits pages 249 and
251, which consists of
photographs under which the
following are stated, respectively:
“For many years after most of the
buildings had been removed, this
was al that was visible of the
New Brunswick mine. Finaly
only the silo remained”; “A
salvage crew prepares the mine
property for sale”; “(Above) New
Brunswick minein March 1956.
(Below) Same view in 2004.”
(Clark, at pp. 249, 251 (County
Exhibit 1027).)

i Petitioner also omitsthe
photograph on the Clark book,
page 251, of the “Cover page of
sales brochure for the 1957
auction of New Brunswick mine
equipment.” (Id.)

I Petitioner also omits al the
critical events of 1957 that are
described on page 252 of the
Clark book (the last page of the
book) as follows:

A Successful Auction-1957

After the mine closed, the
salvage crew continued
removing equipment from
underground. On March 15,
1957, the last cage of items
was hoisted to the surface in
the New Brunswick shaft.
The electric power to the
mine then was disconnected
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405 See Deed between Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on, Gladys Perkins, and Edwin and
Wenona Bruning (Oct. 1957) [Exhibit 211].

406 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to John and Mary Gwin (Aug. 1957)
[Exhibit 212]; Grant Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corpora©on to Sierra Nevada Memoarial
Hospital (Dec. 1957) [Exhibit 213]; Quitclaim
Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines Corpora©on
to Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital (Dec. 1957)
[Exhibit 214].

407 Grant Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital
(Dec. 1957) [Exhibit 213].

Petition, p. 69

The only plausible reason for
requiring these exclusionsin the
deedsis that the company intended
to resume underground mining
operations at these propertiesin the
future....

Petition, p. 70

Over the next few years, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation sold off various surface
properties to obtain cash and stay in
business, always with an express
reservation of mineral rights,®” including
in 1959 a sale of the remaining ancillary
surface property to Oliver Investment
Company in

settlement of a debt.%°

679 Exhibits 200, 202, 204, 205, 206, 207, 210, 211.
680 Exhibits 216, 217, 218.

at the Brunswick substation.
These two great gold
producers became a casualty
of the low price of gold and
an inflated economy that left
gold mining in its wake.

On April 30, 1957, Nevada
County Tax Collector Alma
Hecker and
Auditor/Controller John T.
“Tom” Trauner jointly
announced the good news
that the county of Nevada and
two school districts had
received a check for
$102,291.98 from the Idaho
Maryland Mines Corp. for
payment of local taxes. That
amount included $34,930.33
for the current fiscal year,
and $67,361.56 for
delinquent taxes and late
penalties. Payment of these
taxes was made possible by
the sale of mining equipment
owned by the mine. The
Milton J. Wershow and
David Weisz companies of
Los Angeles had been
employed to auction off all
saleable equipment and
buildings. Beginning on May
21, 1957, atwo-day auction
was held at the New
Brunswick mineto liquidate
over 1400 lots of equipment
and structures. These
involved everything from the
Old Brunswick, New
Brunswick, and what
remained of the Idaho
Maryland mines. Buyers
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representing mining
companies from many parts
of the world, cities, counties,
lumber mills, and interested
people came to participate.
Over 1,000 reviewed the
items that were neatly
arranged throughout the mine
yard and in buildings.

The auction was a huge
success, with the bidding
brisk at times. Management
was quite satisfied with the
outcome, especialy for the
prices received for items such
asthe Marcy 86 ball mills,
hoists, head-frames and
compressors. President Bert
C. Austin announced that the
money received would satisfy
al outstanding debts and
leave the corporation with a
surplus of cash. [Clark, at p.
252

That auction, which removed all of
the gold-mining equipment for the
|daho Maryland Mine, on the
Subject Properties, demonstrates an
intent to abandon the gold-mining
operations. (Clark, at p. 252
(County Exhibit 1027).)

In regard to Petitioner’s assertion
that “[t]he locations of the sand
flume and ditch indicates that the
Idaho-Maryland Mines
Corporation planned to transfer
tailings from the Brunswick mill
to the Idaho-Maryland tailings
pond along the route of the
former narrow-gauge railroad,”
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it must be noted that “[g]iven the
previous observation that mining
cameto an end in 1956, it is not
apparent how the transfer of
tailings represented a
continuation of mining
operations. Such an activity
would seem to be moreinline
with clean-up or reclamation than
excavation of ore.” (Historian,
Comment No. 35.)

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,
it appears from the face of the
Deed from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corporation to John and
Mary Gwin (Aug. 1957) [Exhibit
212] that the Deed did NOT
include “areservation of the
mineral estate and the continuing
right to explore and develop the
Minein the future.” Thus, the
properties are NOT “aways’ sold
“with areservation of the minerd
estate and the continuing right to
explore and develop the Minein
the future,” contrary to
Petitioner’ s statements.

I Thereservations of the minerd
estate included in the Quitclaim
Deeds to Sierra Nevada Memorid
Hospital, cited by Petitioner, were
both “ subject to the express
limitation that the foregoing
reservation shall not include any
right of entry upon the surface of
said land.” (Exhibits 213, 214.)

1 “Thehistory of mineral
development in the United States
ismarked by speculative
practices to reserve ‘rights’ that
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may in the future be sold, and
which may or may not be bona
fide. Not all historical actorswho
have reserved such ‘rights,’
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for exploitation
of those ‘rights.’” (Historian,
Comment No. 75.)

14.

Petition, p. 38
1958:

The County grants a use permit (U58-
15) authorizing operation of the
Brunswick sawmill to Summit Valley
Pine Mill, Inc.*® The permit has no
conditions and does not expire.**®

408 Use Permit U58-15 (Jun. 12, 1958) [Exhibit 215].

409 |hid.

“Nevada County issued Use
Permit U58-15 (Exhibit 215)
to Summit Valey Pine Mill,
Inc. not only to operate a
sawmill, but to construct a
sawvmill.” (Historian,
Comment No. 36.)

Use Permit U58-15 also
provides that the Nevada
County Planning Commission
“[h[ave determined that
operation of asawmill at the
said location iswithin the
meaning and intent of section
2 of Nevada County
Ordinance No. 196.” (Exhibit
215.) Section 2 of the Nevada
County Ordinance No. 196
(1954) (Exhibit 185) provides:
“Said zoning plan is adopted
to promote, protect, and secure
the public health, safety, and
genera welfare, to provide the
social and economic stability
of agricultural, residential,
commercia, and industrial
areas, resulting in an orderly
and beneficial development of
the county and the areas
therein.” Thus, the issuance of
the use permit demonstrates
the County’ s and the
applicant’s [Summit Valley
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Pine Mill, Inc.’ g
understanding that there was
no vested right for “a sawmill
on the Brunswick road, in the
NW?Y4 Section 31, Township
16 North, Range 9 East.” (See
also, Nevada County Use
Permit, (June 12, 1958) U58-
15, (County Exhibit 1008).)

I UsePermit U58-15 also provides:

“The Nevada County Planning
Commission does hereby issue to
the Summit Valley Pine Mill, Inc.
ause permit to construct and
operate asawmill at the said
location” (emphasis added),
which indicates that such a
sawmill did not exist at the
location at the time the use permit
was issued. (Nevada County Use
Permit, (June 12, 1958) U58-15,
(County Exhibit 1008).)

15.

Petition, pp. 38-39
1959:

On March 13", the Corporation’s
Board of Directors decidesto transfer
the surface (to a depth of 250 feet) of
aportion of the Mine Property, while
reserving appropriate mill site areas,
to settle $200,000 of debt.**° On June
2" the sales agreement is modified to
promptly sell certain parcels of land
for $89,000, convey the balance of the
surface to a depth of 200 feet,
excluding 65 acres to beretained by
the Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation, in satisfaction of the
balance of the principle of the
$200,000 note in favor of Oliver

I “Anexcerpt of the minutes of

one meeting of the Board of
Directors of 1daho Maryland
Mines Corporation (Exhibit 216)
is provided to demonstrate the
decision by the company to sell
aportion of the surface
properties and reserve mill site
areas. These minutes are not
produced in their entirety,
however - in fact it does not
appear that any of the corporate
minutes proffered as evidence in
the petition are - which makesit
difficult to evaluate if al
relevant information is
presented. A detailed
examination of the company’s
minutes from 1956 through
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Investment Company and Frederick 1959, and fully produced, could
W. Richmond.*! provide a more compl ete picture
On August 3", Idaho Maryland Mines of the decision to sdll and the
Corporation transfers the land to the intent for the future uses of the
Oliver Investment Company who then property.” (Historian, Comment
immediately transfersit to Sum-Gold No. 37.)
Corporation Inc.,*2 but reserves the
“mineral rights and 70 acres around I The Sacramento Bee (Aug. 14,
three mine shafts.”**® The reserved 1959) [Exhibit 219] states that
area coversthe New Brunswick shaft, the Secretary-Treasurer of Sum-
the Old Brunswick shaft, the Union Gold Corporation, David M.
Hill shaft, and the Brunswick mill Maltman, said that “the firm will
site.*!* The agreement reserves the retain mineral rights and 70
mineral and mining rights as follows: acres around three mine shafts.”
EXCEPTING AND The article indicates that “the
RESERVING TO IDAHO firm” is Sum-Gold Corporation,
MARYLAND and not |daho Maryland Mines
MINES CORPORATION and its Corporation. Also, “[t]he
successors and assigns all newspaper source cited (Exhibit
minerals, gas, oil, an mineral 219) not only reported on the
deposits of every kind and nature sale of the Idaho-Maryland tract,
located in and under such real but also observed that ‘ The
property, provided, however, that mining firm...closed down its
wherever the surface is granted last gold mining operation in
hereunder, then excepting and Nevada County about eight
reserving only minerals, gas, oil yearsago [i.e, in 1951].”"
and mineral deposits below a (Historian, Comment No. 38.)
depth of 200 feet beneath such
surface; together with all i OnJune 2, 1959, the Board
necessary and convenient rights authorized the modified sales
to explore for, develop, produce, agreement to include the
extract, and take the same, following provision: “Oliver
subject to the express limitation Investment Company is to receive
that the foregoing exception and any and all proceeds from
reservation shall not include any existing gravel contracts.”
right of entry upon the surface of (Exhibit 217.)
said land without consent of the
owneglgf such surface of said i Following the transfer of land and
410 B(!z?rg(lj\/llinutes of Idaho Maryland Industries mineral rightsto Oliver
Inc. (Mar. 13, 1959) [Exhibit 216]. Invgtment_ Company, and then
411 Board Minutes of Idaho Maryland Industries the immediate transfer to Sum-
Inc. (June 2, 1959) [Exhibit 217]. Gold Corporation Inc., in August
1959, the Board of Directors of
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412 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Oliver Investment Company (Aug.
3, 1959) [Exhibit 218].

413 The Sacramento Bee (Aug. 14, 1959) [Exhibit
219].

414 Survey for Idaho-Maryland Mines Corp by
T.H. McGuire & Son (Aug. 1959) [Exhibit 220].
415 Deed from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Oliver Investment Company (Aug.
3, 1959), emphasis added [Exhibit 218].

Petition, p. 70

Over the next few years, |daho Maryland
Mines Corporation sold off various surface
properties to obtain cash and stay in
business, always with an express
reservation of minera rights,®” including
in 1959 a sale of the remaining ancillary
surface property to Oliver Investment
Company in

settlement of a debt.%°

679 Exhibits 200, 202, 204, 205, 206, 207, 210, 211.
680 Exhibits 216, 217, 218.

|daho Maryland Mines
Corporation authorized the
quitclaim of mineral rights on
December 10, 1959, as follows:
MINERAL RIGHTS
The Secretary stated that
the Corporation holds
certain mineral rightsin
Nevada County which are
not contiguous to the bulk
of its mineral rightsin that
area, and that former
President, Burt C. Austin,
had expressed the opinion
such minera rights have
no potential value to the
Corporation. It was the
recommendation of Mr.
Austin that the
Corporation relinquish
these rights which would
result in a saving of
property tax. Following a
discussion and upon
motion duly made and
seconded, it was
unanimously
RESOLVED: That the
President and
Secretary of 1daho
Maryland Mines
Corporation be and are
hereby authorized and
directed to execute
quitclamsin
substantially the form
of those presented to
the meeting, and for
the consideration

discussed at the
meeting, and that
copies of such
quitclaim deeds be
County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
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filed with the
Secretary of the
Corporation. [Exhibit
217, p. 123]

1 Alsofollowing the transfer of
mineral rightsto Oliver
Investment Company, and then
the immediate transfer to Sum-
Gold Corporation Inc., in August
1959, the Board of Directors of
|daho Maryland Mines
Corporation authorized the
quitclaim of mineral rights on
January 29, 1960, asfollows:

MINERAL RIGHTS
A discussion was held in
connection with the
advisability of selling
certain mineral rights
belonging to the
corporation. Considering
that these particular
mineral rights have been
abandoned by nonpayment
of taxes, one of the
reasons being that they are
not contiguous to the
Corporation’ s other
mining properties and are
not accessible through the
main mine shafts, upon
motion duly made and
seconded, it was
unanimously
RESOLVED: That the
President and Secretary
of the Corporation be
and are hereby
authorized to sell to
Sum-Gold Corporation
approximately 2,500
acres of mineral rights,
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which have heretofore
been abandoned by
non-payment of taxes,
for asum not less than
$1,500.00. [Exhibit
217, p. 127]]

Petitioner has omitted from
its Petition and its Exhibits
the quitclaim deed(s) that
effectuated that votes of the
Board on December 10, 1959,
and on January 29, 1960
(Exhibit 217), which
followed the reservation of
mineral rightsin the Grant
Deed to Oliver Investment
Company in August 1959
(Exhibit 218). Therefore, itis
unknown what mineral rights
the Idaho Maryland Mines
Corporation actualy retained
following the Board
resolution on January 29,
1960.

“The history of mineral
development in the United
States is marked by
speculative practices to
reserve “rights’ that may in
the future be sold, and which
may or may not be bonafide.
Not all historical actors who
have reserved such ‘rights,’
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for
exploitation of those
‘rights.”” (Historian,
Comment No. 75.)
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16.

Petition, p. 39
1960:

|daho Maryland Mines Corporation
changes its name to Idaho Maryland

Industries Inc.*®
416 valley Times (Sept. 13, 1960) [Exhibit 221].

“A corporate name change
notwithstanding, no evidence of
activity or effortsto re-initiate
mining at the historical |daho-
Maryland Mineis offered for this
year. Reporting of the corporate
name change (Exhibit 221)
explained that as the * corporation
grew, it became more and more
apparent that the origina name,
|daho Maryland Mines
Corporation, presented a
misleading and limited picture of
their capabilities and that the
stockholders ‘immediately voted to
change the name' at the annual
stockholders meeting, thus
eliminating ‘Mines from the name.
Additionally, it is worth noting the
following from the corporate
minutes for January 29, 1960
(Exhibit 217, pdf p. 198):
‘discussion was held in connection
with the advisability of selling
certain mineral rights belonging to
the Corporation. Considering that
these particular mineral rights have
been abandoned by non-payment
of taxes, one of the reasons being
that they are not contiguous to the
Corporation’s other mining
properties and are not accessible
through the main mine shafts...,’
the directors voted to convey these
mineral rightsto Sum-Gold
Corporation.

No affirmative evidence (such asin
the form of tax assessment records)
isclearly presented in the petition
that 1daho-Maryland Industries or
any of itsimmediate successors-in-
interest continued to pay taxes
relative to mineral rights or the
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property that they possessed during
periods of mining inactivity. The
statement from the minutes would
seem to suggest that thisisavital
component to avoiding
‘abandonment,” and thus to
foreclose an argument for
abandonment ought to be
presented. The order settling
Marian Ghidotti’ s estate in 1983
does acknowledge that ‘[a]ll
personal property taxes due and
payable by the estate have been
paid (Exhibit 248, pdf p. 70).
What those taxes were and for
what property is not stated.”
(Historian, Comment No. 39.)

1 Secretary of the Sum-Gold Corp.,
states that their company has
acquired approximately 70 acres
of the Idaho-Maryland Mine
property and isin the process of
subdividing lots for residential
development. (Nevada County
Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes p. 58 of Book 2 (July 11,
1960) (County Exhibit 1009).)

17.

Petition, pp. 39-40
1961:

In hopes of resuming gold extraction
and processing operations, H.G.
Robinson, a member of the Board of
Directors at |daho Maryland
Industries Inc., writes aletter to
Congressman Ed Edmondson
outlining a plan to “subsidize or
establish incentive funding
arrangements for the costs of
development work” of gold as an

I Theletter from Mr. Robinson
(Exhibit 222) says nothing about
his or his company’ s “hopes of
resuming gold extraction and
processing operations,” or
whether the letter was written in
furtherance of such purported
“hopes.” Also, whilethe letter
mentions “the $35 price of gold,”
it does not explicitly mention “the
price of gold that had been set by
the federal government in 1934.”
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aternative to increasing the price of
gold that had been set by the federal

government in 1934.47
417 L ez er from H.G. Robinson to Ed Edmonson
(Dec. 19, 1961) [Exhibit 222].

“No evidenceis presented here or
elsewhere that Robinson’ s appeal
(Exhibit 222) was made on behalf
of ldaho-Maryland Industries. In
fact, while he identifies himself
as adirector of the company,
Robinson goes on to state that his
‘suggestion is submitted not as a
technical mining expert or
operator but as an observer who
has watched the gold situation
since 1942 with full cognizance
of the economic and related
factorsinvolved.” Moreover, no
evidence is presented that
Robinson’ s suggestion bore
fruit.” (Historian, Comment No.
40.)

Y uba River Lumber Co. applied
for arezone to industrial for the
lumber mill site they were
operating on the Subject
Properties. The company states
that they are willing to record a
restriction on their deed that only
wood or lumber products would
be allowed or file adeclaration of
restrictions on the property which
would limit itsindustrial usesto
only lumber. (Planning
Commission Minutes pp. 19-23,
Book 4 (March 23, 1961)
(Nevada County Exhibits 1010);
Nevada County Planning
Commission Minutes pp. 24-31,
Book 4 (April 10, 1961) (Nevada
County Exhibits 1011); and
Nevada County Planning
Commission Minutes pp. 34-41,
Book 4 (April 24, 1961) (Nevada
County Exhibits 1012).)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 31 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND
EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

18. Petition, p. 40 I Thenewsarticle cited by
Petitioner states: “‘ At the present
1962: time, it is estimated that the assets
of the company exceed the
|daho Maryland Industries Inc. files liabilities, and that the operations
for bankruptcy due to the “rapid of the company were on an
acceleration of defense work” and the indicated profitable basis,’
resulting inability to “make deliveries [James] Hart said.
on schedule.”*'8 The general manager
418 Arizona Daily Star (Feb. 8, 1962) [Exhibit 223] explained that 1daho Maryland is
divided into six divisions, most of
which are working on missile
contracts.” (Exhibit 223.)
19. Petition, p. 40 I Thenewsarticle cited by
Petitioner stated that William
1963: Ghidotti “said he had no

On April 17", Idaho Maryland
Industries Inc. auctions the |daho-
Maryland Mine Property, comprised
of 2,630 acres of minera rights and
78.531 acres of surface rights*® (later
known as “BET Acres’), to mine
owner and gold investor William
Ghidotti and his wife Marian Ghidotti,
who purchased the property asan
investment.*?° An avid gold investor,
William Ghidotti would later purchase
agold collection from the Sierra
Mother Lode gold mines.*?* The Mine
Property is held jointly by William
and Marian Ghidotti.**

419 The Oakland Tribune (Apr. 11, 1963) [Exhibit

224].

420 Deed from Idaho Maryland Industries Inc. to

William and Marian Ghidot (Jun. 1963) [Exhibit

225]; The Sacramento Bee

(Apr. 26, 1963) [Exhibit 226]; Declaraton of Lee

Johnson [Exhibit 227].

421 The Oakland Tribune (June 13, 1965) [Exhibit

228]; The Modesto Bee (Apr. 11, 1963) [Exhibit

224]; The Placer Herald

(Jun. 18, 1965) [Exhibit 229]; DeclaraBon of Lee
Johnson [Exhibit 227].

immediate plans but had brought
the land as an investment.”
(Exhibit 226.)

i “Asahigtorical source, a
declaration such as Lee Johnson's
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
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422 Deed from Idaho Maryland Industries Inc. to
William and Marian Ghidot  (Jun. 1963) [Exhibit 225].

Petition, pp. 70-71

In 1962, Idaho Maryland Mines Corporation
filed for bankruptcy and sold the Mine
Property on April 17, 1963, at auction to
mine owner and gold investor William
Ghidotti, who purchased the Mine as an
investment.%83 William Ghidotti also owned
the Ancho-Erie Mine Property, aswell as
stock in several mining companies including
gold mining companies Newmont and

Homestake Mining.®*
2 Exhibit 226,
5 Exhibit 235,

and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
independent supporting
documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in his declaration that
“Bill and Marian Ghidotti
purchased the Idaho-Maryland
Mine at an auction in or about
1963.” Mr. Johnson was the son-
in-law of afriend of Marian
Ghidotti. (Exhibit 227.)
Nowhere does he state where he
obtained his knowledge of the
affairs of William and Marian
Ghidotti.

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant regarding the
statement that William and
Mariam Ghidotti “purchased the
property as an investment.”

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant regarding the
statement “William Ghidotti
would later purchase agold
collection from the Sierra Mother
L ode gold mines.”
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I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant regarding the
statement in his declaration that
“Bill Ghidotti was agold investor
and gold enthusiast and had a
collection of fold and quartz
specimens he would inspect in his
house and would store in the
basement.”

i Exhibits 228 and 229 states that
in 1965, William Ghidotti
purchased two “collections of
gold and quartz specimens’ of the
“Original 16 to One” gold mine
in Sierra County, and not agold
collection from the Sierra Mother
L ode gold mines, as Petitioner
asserts.

I Thenewsarticlesin Exhibits 228
and 229 indicates a different
reason for the purchase of the
gold specimens; as another
auction bidder stated: “Itisn’t the
value of the gold, it'sthe
history.” (Exhibit 229.)

1 Also, the statements about Bill
Ghidotti purportedly being a
“gold investor,” “gold enthusiast”
and collector of “gold and quartz
specimens’ do not indicate an
intent by Mr. Ghidotti to resume
gold mining at the former
location of the Idaho Maryland
Mine.

i TheCdiforniaDivison of Mines
and Geology’ s Bulletin 193 states
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that the ldaho-Maryland Mine
stopped mining gold in 1956 and
tungsten ore in 1957. (Gold
Didtricts of Cdlifornia, California
Gold Discovery to Statehood
(Bulletin 193) (1880-2005) (125"
Anniversary Ed.) (County Exhibit
1013).)

20.

Petition, p. 40
1964:

William and Marian Ghidotti purchase
additional surface property previousy
part of the fully-assembled Mine
Property, which includes the historical
tailings storage area (now referred to
asthe Centennia Site) from Sum-

Gold Corporation Inc.*3
423 Deed from Sum-Gold Corpora®on Inc. to
William and Marian Ghidot (Oct. 1964) [Exhibit
230]; Declara®on of Lee Johnson [Exhibit 227].

William and Marian Ghidotti’ s
purchase of “surface property”
does not appear to include any of
the mineral rights of the former
|daho Maryland Mine that Sum-
Gold Corporation Inc. had
obtained from Oliver Investment
Company in August 1959.

“Asahigtorical source, a
declaration such as Lee Johnson’s
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
independent supporting
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documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in his declaration that
“in addition to owning the Mine,
Bill and Marian Ghidotti also
began acquiring adjacent
properties surrounding the Mine
in the mid-1960’ s from land
owners, including Sum-Gold
Corporation, for the purpose of
eventually supporting subsurface
mining operations when the Mine
resumed operating.” Indeed, that
statement in paragraph 7 of Mr.
Johnson’s Declaration is
contradicted by the fact that the
properties that the Ghidottis
acquired from Sum-Gold
Corporation did not include the
mineral rights of the Idaho
Maryland Mine, but only surface
rights.

1 “From an historical perspective, it
isnot clear how the additional
surface property purchased by
William and Marian Ghidotti was
‘previoudy part of the fully-
assembled Mine Property.” What
date or eraof the property’s past
ownership or usesis meant by
‘previoudy’?” (Historian,
Comment No. 41.)
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21.

Petition, p. 40

1964

A rock crusher with associated mining
operations begins operating on the
Vested Mine Property in 1964 and
continues until 1965, for 4 months.*%
In 1965 William and Marian Ghidotti
sell 200,000 tons of crushed rock left
over from past mining operations.*?°
With guidance from aformer miner at
the Mine, the watchman posted to
guard the rock finds “ several pieces of
quartz shot full of gold,” which the
former miners had hidden away in or
around 1956 once they learned of the
Mine s imminent closure.*?® William
keeps the gold “to show to prospective
buyers, if and when he decided to sdll

the mineral rights.” 4%
424 | e3 er from Marian Ghidot to County
Planning Department (Nov. 15, 1979)
[Exhibit 231].
425 Calhoun [Appendix F] 352.
426 |d. at 353-354.
427 |d at 354.

I Theterms“Vested Mine
Property” isinaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

I Theevidence presented by
Petitioner (F.D. Calhoon,
“CaliforniaGold And The
Highgraders: True Stories of the
Mines and the Miners [Appendix
F]) does not describe any mining
activity, and certainly no
underground gold mining.
Instead, it describes how the
Ghidottis provided crushed rock
from the “aready broken, hard
rock [that] lay in great heapsin
the waste dump at the Brunswick
Mine,” and how “[t]he aggregate
company placed a crusher by the
Brunswick dump.” (Cahoun
[Appendix F] 352-353.)
Furthermore, the author cited by
Petitioner recognizes that the gold
mining operations are likely over
for the Idaho Maryland Mine, and
that the real “gold” are the new
residents moving into the County:

When the gold reaches the
[Mint], (if it ever does) the
last of the highgrade in
large amounts will have left
the Gold Country of
California

Hereafter, the gold flowing
from the mining country
will be in the form of
currency brought to the
hills by the people anxious
to escape the cities. They
have discovered that the
country lying between
1,000 and 3,000 feet above
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sealevel, the elevation
where most of the gold was
found, and the elevation
lying above the smog and
the fog of the Great Valleys
and below the snows of the
high country, isideal for
retirement living. Itisaso
closer to more and to better
recreational activitiesthan
almost any other placein
the United States.

It has been more than 140
years since thefirst gold
was taken from the hills of
California. During the next
140 years, the amount of
gold brought back to the
hills by retired couples and
by men and women who
work in the Central Valleys
but commute to the
hospitality of the hills, will
far exceed the value of dl
the treasure taken by al the
miners since James
Marshall picked up that
first piece of yellow metal
from the mill race at
Coloma. [Cahoun
[Appendix F]. pp. 354-
355]

In 1979, Marian Ghidotti
informed the Nevada County
Planning Department that since
1964 or 1965, “people have been
coming in and taking rock
without permission” and “[t]hat is
why | am selling what rock is
left.” (Exhibit 231.) Thereisno
indication in that correspondence
that Marian Ghidotti intended to
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resume underground gold mining
activities at the property, or even
rock crushing activities on the

property.

“Additionaly, the activity
described at the site is not
focused on any revival of mining
under the Ghidottis ownership
but rather on the sale * of crushed
rock left over from past mining
operations.” Furthermore,
Ghidotti reportedly was open to
offers to purchase ‘ the mineral
rights' raises ahistorical question
asto his motivations. Was his
interest mostly or exclusively
speculative? If so, how much
intent to mine or revive mining
operations can be fairly ascribed
to Ghidotti?” (Historian,
Comment No. 41.)

22.

Petition, p. 71

During the term of their ownership and
beginning in 1964, mining activities,
including crushing and the operation of a
screening plant, were conducted on the
Vested Mine Property, specificaly the
Centennial Industrial Site.%% Between this
point and when the right was originally
vested in 1954, there is no proof that any
owner abandoned the right through

subjective intent or objective action.
686 Exhibits 231, 232.

The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

“It isnot clear from the sources
provided that the Ghidottis
intended to use what this petition
refersto asthe * Centennial
Industrial Site’ for any activities
outside of crushing and selling
waste rock.” (Historian,
Comment No. 77.)

In 1964 and 1965, the Brunswick
Timber Products Corp. applied
for multiple use permits on the
Subject Properties to operate a
lumber mill. There was no claim

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 39 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

of vested rights arising out of
mining related timber milling
activities and no mention of
ongoing or planned mining on the
property. (Nevada County
Planning Commission Use Permit
Application Nevada County
Zoning Enabling Ordinance No.
196 (July 23, 1964) (County
Exhibit 1014); Nevada County
Planning Commission Notice of
Denial of Application for Use
Permit and Findings (Use Permit
No. 249) (September 18, 1964)
(County Exhibit 1015); and
Notice of Approval of Use Permit
Application and Approva of Use
Permit Application, Nevada
County Board of Supervisorson
Appeal (Use Permit No. 249)
(February, 1 and 11, 1968)
(County Exhibit 1016).)

23.

Petition, p. 40
1967-1979:

From 1967 through 1979, arock

crusher operates and “both mine rock
wastes and mill sand has continuously
been removed in small amounts’ from

the Mine Property.*?®

428 | e3 er from Marian Ghidot to Nevada County
Planning Department (Oct. 12, 1979) [Exhibit 232].

Petitioner’ s assertion that,
“[b]ecause a vested right cannot
be broken down to encompass
‘less than the entire business
operation’ (citing Hansen
Brothers, supra, 12 Cal.4th at
566), the County vested the right
to minefor the entire Vested
Mine Property,” wrongly inserts
the determination of the scope of
avested right with the
determination of abandonment.
A person may abandon less than
all of that person’s vested rights.

“During this nine [year] period
the only evidence of activity at
the historical 1daho-Maryland
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Mine presented is of the
operation of arock crusher and
the removal of ‘mine rock wastes
and mill sand.” It isunclear of
how indicative thiswas of an
intent to resume gold mining
operations.” (Historian,
Comment No. 42.)

Even though the price of gold
rose significantly during the
1970s (Exhibit 58), there still was
no underground gold mining that
was resumed at the Idaho-
Maryland Mine during that
decade during this economic
period.

The Subject Properties continued
to be used for timber milling and
processing in the mid to late
1970s. (County of Nevada, State
of Cdifornia, Planning
Commission / Planning
Department, Commercial,
Industrial, and Multiple Family
Residential Site Plan App (April
22, 1976) (County Exhibit
1017).)

24,

Petition, p. 40-41
1968:

The Stockton Daily Evening Record

reports a predicted rise in the price of

gold, and reports:

The article cited by Petitioner
indicates that arisein the value
of gold will not alone bring back
underground gold mining. The
article states: “But if the price of
gold israised —if gold mining
again should become profitable —

To all intents and purposes gold
mining in the U.S. has been dead for
a quarter century —shut down by
presidential order in 1942 which
syphoned off men and materials to
other needed wartime industries.*?°

where are the men who would
mint the gold? ... The miners,
who were in their 20s and 30s
now are middle-aged men, no
longer physically able or with the
will to return to the labor required
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In the meantime, California mines are
in “no rush to reopen” dueto the
deflated price of gold, aswell asthe
extensive labor and refurbishing costs

required to reopen a gold mine.**°
The Stockton Daily Evening Record (Mar. 18,
1968) [Exhibit 233].
430 The Sacramento Bee (Mar. 24, 1968) [Exhibit
234].

in the hard-rock mining of gold,
says[Jack] Ross. [1] And gold
mining is a specific skill.”

25. Petition, p. 41

19609:

Marian Ghidotti becomes the sole
owner of the Mine Property owned by
William when William Ghidotti
passes away.*! At his death, William
Ghidotti also owned the Ancho-Erie
Mine Property, aswell as stock in
several mining companiesincluding
Newmont and Homestake Mining.*32
Separately, Marian Ghidotti acquires
several mining claims which she
subsequently sells throughout the

1970's.*%

431 Estate of William R. Ghidot (Mar. 1974)

[Exhibit 235]; Exhibit 227.

432 Exhibit 235.
433 Deed from Marian Ghidotti to Aubrey and
Geradd Wall (Mar. 1972) [Exhibit 236]; Deed
from Marian Ghidotti to Helen and John Rohrer
(Jun. 1973) [Exhibit 237]; Deed from Marian
Ghidotti to Lee Buttle, Douglas and Karen
Hawkins, et d. (Jan. 1975) [Exhibit 238]; Deed
from Marian Ghidotti to June Peat (Sept. 1975)
[Exhibit 239]; Deed from Marian Ghidotti to Roy
and Vernell Hammock (July 1977) [Exhibit 240];
Quitclaim Deed from Marian Ghidotti to James
Vendley and Oscar Pfanner (May 1979) [Exhibit
241]; Grant Deed from Marian Ghidotti to James
Vendley and Oscar Pfanner (May 1979) [Exhibit
242].

Petition, pp. 70-71

i “Asahistorical source, a

declaration such as Lee Johnson’s
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
independent supporting
documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
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In 1962, Idaho Maryland Mines Corporation
filed for bankruptcy and sold the Mine
Property on April 17, 1963, at auction to
mine owner and gold investor William
Ghidotti, who purchased the Mine as an
investment.%83 William Ghidotti also owned
the Ancho-Erie Mine Property, aswell as
stock in several mining companies including
gold mining companies Newmont and

Homestake Mining.®
2 Exhibit 226,
5 Exhibit 235,

of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 8 of his
declaration that “Marian Ghidotti
inherited the Mine after Bill
Ghidotti’ s death in 1969.”

Petitioner does not cite to any
evidence that “Marian Ghidotti
acquire[d] severa mining claims

The mining claims and gold
mines sold off by Marian
Ghidotti (Exhibits 236, 237, 238,
239, 240, 241, 242) evidences her
intent NOT to engage in gold
mining.

“The information presented as to
William Ghidotti’ sinvestment in
other mining companies does not
provide any evidence asto his
intent to develop or re-initiate
mining operations at the historical
|daho-Maryland Mine - nor does
the observation that Marian
Ghidotti acquired and sold other
mining claims. The latter in fact
raises once again the question of
Ghidottis interest in the
historical 1daho-Maryland Mine.
Was it speculative, and if so, how
does that speak to their intent to
pursue mining?’ (Historian,
Comment No. 43.)

26.

Petition, p. 41
1960's—-1970's:
By the 1970’s, environmental policy

groups have afirm foothold in
California, and news outlets report the

Petitioner’ s Exhibit 244 describes
the opposition to agold
exploration project not by
environmental policy groups, as
Petitioner asserts, but by
“Members of the San Juan Ridge
Taxpayers Association” and by
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difficulty in reopening gold minesin
Nevada and Placer Counties because
of this, even though the price of gold
is now rising.*** This “anti-mining
sentiment” creates barriersto
reopening idle mines, like the Idaho-

Maryland Mine.*®
4% The Napa Valley Register (Sept. 5, 1979)
[Exhibit 243]; see The Sacramento Bee (May 13,
1983) [Exhibit 244]; The
Sacramento Bee (Mar. 14, 1984) [Exhibit 245].
435 See The Sacramento Bee (Jun. 5, 1987)
[Exhibit 246].

“[r]esidents of the area [who]
have complained that the drilling
at the site will affect their water
wells,” and who “have argued
against noise and increased traffic
they say the project will bring.”

Petitioner’ s Exhibit 245 describes
the opposition to “the prospect of
alarge gold mine operating in
their neighborhood” not by
environmental policy groups, as
Petitioner asserts, but by “about
150 Banner Mountain area
residents in Nevada County.”
Most of the concerns raised
“related to the effects of the
pumping [of water from the old
abandoned shafts] on surrounding
water wells.”

Contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion
Petitioner’ s Exhibit 245 quotes a
resident opposed to a potential
gold mining operation in Nevada
County as saying: “‘We're not
anti-mine. We're pro-home.”

Petitioner’ s Exhibit 246 describes
the opposition to resuming gold
mining in Nevada County not by
environmental policy groups, but
residents: “The little gold mining
that remainsis being squeezed as
more people move to the foothills
and build homes on hillsides
above buried ore deposits.” As
an attorney for the homeowners
stated: “‘Nevada County needs
to adopt a policy which balances
mining and residential
development, not one which
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places mining as the supreme
land use.””

I Petitioner’s Exhibit 243 describes
opposition to the gold mining
techniquesin the State of Nevada
by “retirement people” and
“ranchers,” even though
“environmental restrictions are
comparatively few in Nevada”
and ‘[t|he mining climate isvery
good there compared with the rest
of the states.””

I Thus, the news articles presented
by Petitioner demonstrate that the
opposition to gold mining is by
homeowners and residents, not
environmental policy groups,
contrary to Petitioner’ s assertions.

1 Evenif opposition to gold mining
is due to environmental concerns,
Petitioner’ s Exhibit 243 presents
the valid groundsfor such
concerns, even in the State of
Nevada, by describing modern
gold-extracting methods as
follows:

There are no nuggets left to
be found, at least not in
commercia quantities, but
invisible traces of gold
around old deposits, as well
as untouched deposits of
gold to fine to be seen, can
be found and mined by
chemical methods.

The microscopic gold -
sometimes called “no see-
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um” gold - can be located
by testing rock samples for
arsenic and mercury, with
which it is often associated.

This modern method of
locating trace gold is
accompanied by techniques
for separating it that were
equally unheard of by the
early miners. One of these,
known as heap leaching,
involves piling up the ore
and sprinkling it with a
cyanide solution until the
gold leaches out.

I Andevenif, asit statesin
Petitioner’ s Exhibit 243: “‘the
Mother Lode will never produce
again on alarge scae — even
though the ore is there — because
of the environmentalists,”” such
purported “anti-mining
sentiment” described by
Petitioner is not evidence of
Marian Ghidotti’ sintent to
resume underground gold mining
at the Subject Property. Indeed,
the news articles presented by
Petitioner involve extensions of
use permits, zone changes and a
new County-side mineral
management plan. None of those
are at issue in avested rights
determination, such asthat here.
Thus, Petitioner has not shown an
intent by Marian Ghidotti to mine
by highlighting homeowner
opposition to gold mining.

1 By Petitioner asserting that
“environmental policy groups
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have a firm foothold in
California’ then “[t]his ‘anti-
mining sentiment’ creates barriers
to reopening idle mines, like the
|daho-Maryland Mine,”
Petitioner appears to be taking the
position that vested mining rights
cannot be abandoned or are
actualy tolled when
“environmental policy groups
have a firm foothold in
California’ or where thereis
“anti-mining sentiment.”
Petitioner’ s position is both
factually and legally erroneous.
Factually, Petitioner’sown
Exhibit 262 (“Proposal:
Permitting Feasibility Study,
Reactivation Project for the

| daho-Maryland-Brunswick
Mine,” by Condor Earth
Technologies) - which also
discusses the San Juan Ridge
project that is mentioned in
Exhibits 243-246 - demonstrates
that purported “environmental
groups’ and “anti-mining
sentiment” isnot a barrier to
pursuing underground gold
mining or could potentially be
overcome, if such apursuitis, in
fact, the intent of the property
owner who allegedly has vested
mining rights. The sameis
proven by Rise Gold’ s current
efforts to resume underground
gold mining in the face of
“environmental groups’ and
“anti-mining sentiment.”
Legally, the existence of
“environmental groups’ and
“anti-mining sentiment” are not
valid grounds either (a) to explain
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why a property owner with
alleged vested mining rights did
not commence mining when the
owner had such an intent, or (b)
to avoid the conclusion that a
vested mining right has been
abandoned. Thus, Petitioner’s
assertions about “environmental
groups,” or about “*anti-mining
sentiment’” [that] creates barriers
to reopening idle mines, like the
|daho-Maryland Mine,” are
irrelevant considerations here.

1 Petitioner does not explain how
the alleged “ environmental
groups’ and/or “anti-mining
sentiment” prevented Marian
Ghidotti from seeking to resume
underground gold mining at the
|daho-Maryland Mine when
“gold moved from $35in 1974 to
$825 an ounce in early 1980”
(Exhibit 269; see also Exhibit
58), and where “four hundred
dollars per ounceis often cited as
the bench mark price for deciding
whether agold mineisviable.”
(Exhibit 276.)

I Petitioner’sfocus on alleged
“anti-mining sentiment” is
misplaced. As Emgold Mining
Corporation later stated, in the
context of attempts to reopen the
|daho-Maryland Mine: “Further,
the business of mining and
exploration involves a high
degree of risk and there can be no
assurance that current exploration
programs will result in profitable
mining operations. The
recoverability of exploration and
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evaluation assets is dependent
upon several factors. These
include the discovery of
economically recoverable
reserves, the ability of the
Company to obtain the necessary
financing to complete the
development of these properties,
and future profitable production
of proceeds from disposition of
mineral properties.” (Exhibit
306.) Indeed, Petitioner listed
numerous reasons why there can
be “no assurance’ that the
“expectations’ in the “forward-
looking statements’ about the
|daho-Maryland Gold Mine “will
prove to be correct” (Exhibit
309), which are smilar
explanations as to why resuming
underground gold mining
operations can be delayed or
never actually occur. Petitioner
explained:
Although the Company
believes that the
expectations reflected in the
forward-looking statements
are reasonable, there can be
no assurance that such
expectations will proveto
be correct. Such forward-
looking statements are
subject to risks,
uncertainties and
assumptions related to
certain factors including,
without limitation,
obtaining all necessary
approvals, meeting
expenditure and financing
requirements, compliance
with environmental
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regulations, title matters,
operating hazards, metal
prices, political and
economic factors,
competitive factors, genera
economic conditions,
relationships with vendors
and strategic partners,
governmental regulation
and supervision,
seasonality, technological
change, industry practices,
and one-time events that
may cause actual results,
performance or
developments to differ
materially from those
contained in the forward-
looking statements.

[Exhibit 309.]
27. Petition, p. 41 I Thereisno evidence to support
Petitioner’ s assertions.
1960's—-1970's:
1 Exhibit 269 discusses “ President
On August 15, 1971, the United States Nixon's decision in 1974 to take
terminates convertibility of the U.S. the dollar off the gold standard
dollar to gold, effectively bringing the and opt for afloating currency.”
Bretton Woods system to an end and “[G]old moved from $35 in 1974
allowing the price of gold to increase. to $825 an ouncein early 1980.”
(Exhibit 269.)
28. Petition, p. 41 I Petitioner’ s assertion regarding a
chunk of “pale gold on quartz’ on
1975: display at the State Fair Gem and
Mineral Show is not evidence of
An 84-ounce chunk of pale gold on Marian Ghidotti’ sintent to
quartz from the Idaho-Maryland Mine resume underground gold mining
isaprimeitem on display at the State at the Idaho-Maryland Mine.
Fair Gem and Mineral Show.*®
436 The Sacramento Bee (Aug. 21, 1975) [Exhibit 247].
29. Petition, pp. 41-42 I  Thereisno grant deed included in

Exhibit 248 that describes a
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1976:

Marian Ghidotti purchases additional
surface lands from Newmont Mining
in or around 1976, which are
contiguous to the Centennial Industrial
Site, for the purpose of facilitating
future mining operations on the Mine
Property.*3” The Brunswick sawmill
produces the lumber needed to
construct a piping system for recycling
wastewater from the wastewater pond
to the log deck, and the water whichis
used is pumped from the Brunswick
Mine*®

437 Estate of Marian Ghidot (Aug. 1983) [Exhibit

248]; Declara6on of Lee Johnson [Exhibit 227].

438 | e er from S.J. Houck to William B. Baldwin
(Aug. 24, 1976) [Exhibit 249].

purchase by Marian Ghidotti of
“additional surface lands from

Newmont Mining in or around
1976.”

i Exhibit 248 describes how

Newmont Exploration Limited
reserved mineral rights below 100
feet in the purchase by Ms.
Ghidotti. That fact indicates that
Ms. Ghidotti did not purchase the
surface rights “for the purpose of
facilitating future mining
operations on the Mine Property,”
as Petitioner asserts. Indeed,
there is nothing in Exhibit 248
that evidences such a purported
purpose.

i “Asahistorical source, a

declaration such as Lee Johnson’s
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
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independent supporting
documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 9 of his
declaration that “Marian Ghidotti
continued acquiring properties
adjacent to the Minein the
1970’s, including property owned
by Newmont Mining in or about
1976.” Mr. Johnson was the son-
in-law of afriend of Marian
Ghidotti. (Exhibit 227.)
Nowhere does he state where he
obtained his knowledge of the
affairs of Marian Ghidotti.

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 9 of his
declaration that “Marian
[Ghidotti] acquired these
particular properties because she
thought it would be used in the
future to support subsurface
mining operations at the mine.”
That statement is pure speculation
asto the mindset of someone
other than the declarant. (See
People v. Perez (1992) 2 Cal.4th
1117, 1133 [“In any given case,
one ‘may speculate about any
number of scenarios that may
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have occurred ... . A reasonable
inference, however, may not be
based on suspicion aone, or on
imagination, speculation,
supposition, surmise, conjecture,
or guesswork... . A finding of
fact must be an inference drawn
from evidencerather than ... a
mere speculation asto
probabilities without
evidence.””]) Nowhere does Mr.
Johnson state where he obtained
his knowledge of what wasin the
mind of Marian Ghidotti.

I “Thesawmill does not appear to
have adirect relationship to any
mining activities despite the cited
source (Exhibit 249) stating that
the Brunswick mill used water in
the Brunswick mine as a source
of water supply. The letter does
not indicate that water was being
pumped from the mine to support
any mining activities.”
(Historian, Comment No. 45.)

I The Subject Properties continued
to be used for timber milling and
processing in the mid to late
1970's. (County of Nevada, State
of Cdifornia, Planning
Commission/Planning
Department, Commercial,
Industrial, and Multiple Family
Residentia Site Plan App (April
22, 1976) (County Exhibit
1017).)
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30.

Petition, p. 42
1977:

Marian Ghidotti insures the Mine
Property as amining asset because she
believed it contained alarge amount of
unextracted gold and would someday
generate significant income when
mining resumed.**

439 DeclaraBon of Lee Johnson [Exhibit 227].

I Theterms“Mine Property” and

“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
See County Response, Note 1,
above.)

i “Asahistorical source, a

declaration such as Lee Johnson's
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
independent supporting
documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

“As discussed in the comment
above, there are issues with the
Johnson declaration asa
historical source. In this specific
instance, a better source for
Marian Ghidotti insuring the
‘Mine Property’ would be policy
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documents from Gold Cities
Insurance Company (the carrier,
according to Johnson) or some
other formal evidence of the
insurance. Additionally, it was
Johnson’s ‘impression that
Marian wanted the Mine property
insured because she viewed it as
valuable asset that contained a
large amount of unextracted gold
and would one day generate
significant amounts of income
when mining resumed’ - and not
(as clamed here) her belief.”
(Historian, Comment No. 46.)

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) states that “Marian
Ghidotti insured the Mine
property as amining asset for
liability lossesin 1977.” But that
declaration does not state what
kind of insurance policy was
issued, what was actually covered
in that insurance policy, whether
any of the subsurface or minerd
rights of the property was
covered, whether underground
gold mining was covered, or
whether the property was covered
for any year between 1963 —
1977, or after 1977.

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 13 of his
declaration that “[i]t was my
impression that Marian wanted
the Mine property insured
because sheviewed it asa
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valuable asset that contained a
large amount of unextracted gold
and would one day generate
significant amounts of income
when mining resumed.” That
statement is pure speculation as
to the mindset of someone other
than the declarant. (See People v.
Perez, supra, 2 Ca.4th at p. 133
[“In any given case, one ‘may
speculate about any number of
scenarios that may have occurred
... . A reasonable inference,
however, may not be based on
suspicion aone, or on
imagination, speculation,
supposition, surmise, conjecture,
or guesswork... . A finding of
fact must be an inference drawn
from evidencerather than ... a
mere speculation asto
probabilities without
evidence.””]) Nowhere does Mr.
Johnson state where he obtained
his knowledge of what wasin the
mind of Marian Ghidotti.

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 13 of his
declaration that that Marian
Ghidotti insured the Mine
Property as amining asset
“because she believed it
contained a large amount of
unextracted gold and would
someday generate significant
income when mining resumed” is
sheer speculation without any
substantial evidence in support.

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition Page 56 of 134



PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

(See People v. Perez, supra, 2
Cal.4that p. 1133[“‘To be
sufficient, evidence must of
course be substantial. It issuch
only if it “reasonably inspires
confidence and is of ‘solid value.’
“By definition, ‘ substantial
evidence' requires evidence and
not mere speculation.”’”].)
Nowhere does Mr. Johnson state
where he obtained his knowledge
of what Marian Ghidotti
“believed.”

31

Petition, p. 42
1979:

In 1979, Marian Ghidotti entersinto a
licensing agreement with North Star
Rock Products Corporation regarding
the Centennial Industrial Site.**° In
turn, North Star Rock Products
Corporation applies for use permit
(U79-41) for a proposed “rock
crushing and gravel retail sales
operation,”** which includes mining
rock and sand, a crusher and screening
plant.**2 Pursuant to the use permit,
approximately 400,000 to 500,000
tons of existing rock and 10,000 tons
of mill sand from historic mining will

be removed.**
440 License Agreement Between Marian Ghidot
and North Star Rock Products Corporaon (Sept.
14, 1979) [Exhibit 250].
441 Use Permit ApplicaGon (1979) [Exhibit 251].
442 Nevada County Planning Commission Sta
Report (Feb. 20, 1980) [Exhibit 252].
443 Nevada County Planning Commission Sta
Report (Feb. 20, 1980) [Exhibit 252].

“Referring to the location of the
licensing agreement between
Marion Ghidotti and North Star
Rock Products as the * Centennial
Industrial Site' isan ahistorical
construct. The license agreement
refers to the property in question
as ‘the “Morehouse” Dump
and/or the “Idaho-Maryland
Mine” dumps.’ Moreover the
intended activities to be covered
by the use permit do not appear
consistent with historical gold
mining activity.” (Historian,
Comment No. 47.)

The February 20, 1980 Staff
Report noted only that the
applicant claims mine rock has
been taken from the property
continuously, no documentation
iscited in support of this. Further,
Staff recommends the use permit
be granted subject to the
condition that the applicant
restore the mined lands to a
useable condition which is ready
to be adapted to alternative land
uses. (County of Nevada,
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Planning Department to Nevada
County Planning Commission Re
Memorandum Re Use Permit
Application of North Star Rock
Products Corporation for the
expansion of an Existing Gravel
Harvest and Processing Operation
and Reclamation Plan on the
Operation located at the old
|daho-Maryland Mine (U79-41)
(February 20, 1980) (County
Exhibit 1018).)

I The project was not open-ended.

The anticipated start of the
project was January 1, 1980, and
the project was to be compl eted
by January 1, 1984.
(Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project, p. 2
(Exhibit 251).) “The maximum
life span of this project isfour
years.” (ld., a p. 26.)

32.

Petition, p. 42
1980:

The County grants Use Permit U79-41
authorizing the harvesting, crushing,
screening, and sale of existing mine
rock and tailings at the Centennial
Industrial site.*** The County’s Staff
Report states that the waste rock and
tailings were previously deposited
onto the site as part of the mining
operations of the Mine, and that such
rock and tailings had been crushed on
the site by arock crusher in 1964 or
1965. Notably, the County recognizes
mining operations at the Property as

i Theterms“Vested Mine

Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

1 “The permit application states the

useis‘To expand existing rock
harvesting operation to the west
and to the south. To create a
terraced building site for future
development, thisis asurface
guarry. No expansion of current
methods or sales are proposed.
Plant and related items pertaining
to operation to remain in the same
locations they currently exist.’
Under Type of Deposit, the
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an existing nonconforming use—i.e.,
avested right.#®
In the County’ s Staff Report regarding
Use Permit U79-41, the County
acknowledges that Marian Ghidotti is
considering “re-opening the mine
because of the price of gold.”#4®
444 Exhibit 252; Agreement Between the City of
Grass Valley and North Star Rock Products
Incorporated (Nov. 24, 1992)
[Exhibit 253].
445 Nevada County Planning Commission Sta
Report (Feb. 20, 1980) [Exhibit 252].
446 Minutes of Meeong of Board of Supervisors
(Feb. 28, 1980) [Exhibit 254].

Petition, p. 5

In the Planning Commission Hearing for
this use permit, the County stated that
“Mrs. Ghidotti who owns the property
intends to put it to some use other than a
horse ranch in the future, because itis
zoned industrial, and there has been some
consideration of re-opening the mine
because of the price of gold.”

Petition, pp. 66-67

Importantly, the vested right was already
confirmed in 1980 by the County itself. The
County’ sissuance of Use Permit U79-41
explicitly states that the grant of the permit
was “an expansion of an existing, non-
conforming use,” as “the property owner
has indicated that mine rock has been sold
and taken from the property continuously
since the mine closed.” %2 The County Staff
Report further notes that the County’s“* M-
1' Light Industrial District in which the
subject property islocated, does not allow
gravel harvest and processing as permitted
or conditionally permitted uses.”® In other
words, but for the “existing, non-
conforming use,” that then existed on the

application states, * Aggregate
only; no precious meta
extraction.”” (Historian,
Comment No. 79.)

Contrary to Petitioner’s
assertions, the Staff Report
(Exhibit 252) does NOT state that
rock and tailings had been
crushed on the site by arock
crusher in 1964 or 1965.

The consultant for North Star
Rock Products Corporation stated
in 1979: “After re-opening the
mine, which involved removal of
water from the tunnels and
extensive re-timbering the mine
closed in 1956 due to excessive
operating costs. [{] The sitewas
then used as arock crushing
project for several years and other
rock and sand removing
operations have continued until
the present time.

Existing Uses

The project siteis unused except
for the occasional removal of
rock and sand wastes by the
owner of the property. Lumber is
also stored on the property.
Existing Structures

The only remaining structures on
the site are two concrete towers
which were used as the mill sand
pond overflows and asmall rock
bridge abutment.”
(Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project, p. 10
(Exhibit 251).) Also, “The
project does conflict with the
Genera Plan 1990, and current
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Vested Mine Property, the permit could not
have been issued. The County found that
the legal, non-conforming mining use
existed on the Vested Mine Property, and

on that basis granted the permit.®>*
852 Use Permit U79-41 (1980).

653 Nevada County Planning Commission Sta Report (Feb.

20, 1980).

Petition, p. 68

Additionally, the County itself confirmed
the Vested Mine Property had a vested
right in 1980 when it found the Centennial
Industrial Site'smining operation was a
legal nonconforming use—i.e., avested
right, and based the issuance of a permit on
the basis of that vested right. Use Permit
U79-41 authorized mining, crushing,
screening, and sale of existing mine rock,
sand, and tailings, all of which are mining
activities critical to the mining operations
conducted on the Property, while
characterizing the activities as “an existing,
non-conforming use.” %2 This confirmation
of avested right was not limited to the

Centennia Industria Site.
663 Exhibits 252, 253.

Petition, p. 67

As such, the County has aready approved
and acknowledged the vested right to
continue mining operations at the Mine
Property as of 1980.%%¢

656 Cal. Code Regs., &t. 14, § 3951, providing that (a
“Yested right”is the right to conduct a legal
nonconforming use of real property if that right existed
lawfully before a zoning or other land use restricon
became e ec6ve and the use is not in conformity with
that restricGon when it conénues thereaQer.”).

Petition, p. 67

Because a vested right cannot be broken

zoning. Thelight industrial
zoning (M-1) does not include
mining as a permitted use,
however, it does provide for the
“Enlargement of Non-
Conforming Use of Building.”
The owner of the property has
established the non-conforming
use by removing small amounts
of rock and mill sand over a
continuous period before the
current general plan and zoning
were enacted. The application for
the use permit is based upon the
premise that the non-conforming
use has been established.”
(Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project, p. 26
(Exhibit 251).)

The environmental consultant
also did NOT dtate that “rock and
tailings had been crushed on the
site by arock crusher in 1964 or
1965.” Instead, the consultant
stated that “[t]he site was then
used as arock crushing project
for several years.”
(Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project, p. 10
(Exhibit 251) (emphasis added).)
Furthermore, the consultant stated
that “[t]he project Site is unused
except for the occasiona removal
of rock and sand wastes by the
owner of the property” and that
“the only remaining structures on
the site are two concrete towers
which were used as the mill sand
pond overflows.”

(Environmental Information
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down to encompass “less than the entire
business operation,” the County vested the
right to mine for the entire Vested Mine
Property.®’

657 See Hansen Brothers, supra, 12 Cal.4th at 566.

Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project, p. 10
(Exhibit 251) (emphasis added).)

In other words, the rock crushing
operations, if any, had long since
stopped and the equipment for
such rock crushing, if any
existed, was no longer on the
property. In short, the
consultant’ s statementsis
evidence of abandonment of rock
crushing operations on the
property, even if they had existed
14 years earlier in the mid-1960s.

Other than the consultant’s
statementsin the Use Permit
application, thereis no written or
pictorial evidence to support
these statements.

In aMemorandum, County staff
stated: “This permit is being
processed as an alteration of an
existing, non-conforming use.”
(Memorandum, regarding “U79-
41 Use Permit Application of
North Star Rock Products”
(Exhibit 251) (emphasis added).)

The Staff Report (Exhibit 252)
states:

» “this40 acresis covered
with mill sand and rock
|eft from the historic hard
rock mining operation” ;

> “theproject ... will
include a crusher and
screening plant to process
the waste rock and sand”’;
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>

“It is noted that the
provisonsof the*M1’
Light Industria District in
which the subject property
islocated do not allow
gravel harvesting and
processing as permitted or
conditionally permitted
uses. However, the
property owner has
indicated that mine rock
has been sold and taken
from the property
continuoudly since the
mine closed, and so this
use permit application is
for expansion of an
existing, non-conforming
use by the addition of a
crusher and screening
plant.”

“The planning
Commission should move
to grant the use permit,
subject to the following
conditions: ... *11 The
use permit covers only
removal of mine waste
and processing to restore
the siteto itsoriginal
contours. Earth
excavation for aborrow
pit is not included.”

“The planning
Commission should move
to grant the use permit,
subject to the following
conditions: ... *12 The
permit covers only the
processing of material
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harvested from the subject
property and does not
include the processing of
material imported from
outside the property” for
processing.

The Staff Report (Exhibit 252)
further states:

» Resource Conservation

District

*1 The Nevada Resource

Conservation District has

approved the erosion and

sedimentation control plan
submitted by the
applicant, and the
conditions included in that
plan are made conditions
on this use permit, as
follows:

a. No material beyond
the depth of rock waste
material shall be
removed from the
dte”

The Minutes of the public hearing
by the Planning Commission on
Use Permit No. U79-41 on
February 28, 1980 (Exhibit 254)
provide:

» Clayton Abbott on behalf
of the use permit
application “explained he
will operate ajaw crusher
and a cone crusher on the

property” (page 10);

» “Theprojectisonly for
four years, assuming the

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 63 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

estimate on the amount of
aggregate is accurate”

(page 10);

» “The Hansen operation is
predicated to last 200
years, and the Abbott
operation is predicted to
last 4 years’ (pages 10-
11);

» “Mrs. Ghidotti who owns
the property intends to put
it to some use other than a
horse ranch in the future,
because it is zoned
Industrial, and there has
been some consideration
of re-opening the mine
because of the price of
gold” (page 11 of 13)

» The Planning Commission
approved “the use permit
of North Star Rock
Products Corporation for
an operation which will
involve harvesting,
crushing, screening, and
sale of waste rock |eft
from the Idaho-Maryland
Mine, subject to the
conditions in the staff

report” (page 11).

Thereisno indication in the
Minutes of the Planning
Commission meeting on February
28, 1980, that the assertion of a
“consideration of re-opening of
mine” was based on the premise
that vested rights exist to allow
for re-opening the mine. Nor is
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there any indication in those
Minutes of who articulated that
assertion at the Meeting, or what
was the factual basis of that
assertion, or what foundation
existed for the person who
articulated that assertion, or even
whether it was Mrs. Ghidotti who
had the purported
“consideration.”

I “The source cited (Exhibit 254)
for this statement is not a County
Staff Report, but rather reported
in the minutes of a meeting where
the use permit was under
discussion. Marian Ghidotti was
not present at the meeting.
Although not entirely clear, it
appears that Clayton Abbott,
attending on behalf of the
application, made the statement
that was recorded in the minutes
as ‘Mrs. Ghidotti who owns the
property intends to put it to some
use other than ahorse ranchin
the future, because it is zoned
Industrial, and there has been
some consideration of re-opening
the mine because of the price of
gold.”” (Historian, Comment No.
50.)

I Also, the statement in the
Minutes of the Planning
Commission that “Mrs. Ghidotti
who owns the property intends to
put it to some use other than a
horse ranch in the future, because
it is zoned industrial, and there
has been some consideration of
re-opening the mine because of
the price of gold” indicates “that
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Marion Ghidotti (the owner, ca.
1980) was using the property as
‘horse ranch’ and was
‘consider[ing]...re-opening the
mine because of the price of the
gold.” Thisimpliesthat the
historical 1daho-Maryland Mine
was closed and no mining
operations were occurring.”
(Historian, Comment No. 7.)

I The County’s Staff Report
(Exhibit 252) regarding Use
Permit U79-41 does NOT
acknowledge, or even mention,
“that Marian Ghidotti is
considering ‘ re-opening the mine
because of the price of gold,””
contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion.

I The Planning Department’s
“Notice Of Conditional
Approval: Use Permit
Application, for Use Permit No.
U79-41 (Exhibit 252) granted the
use permit “for an operation
which will involve harvesting,
crushing, screening, and sale of
waste rock left from the I daho-
Maryland Mine lying on the
south side of 1daho-Maryland
Road ....” That Notice also
states:

» “Thispermitisbeing
processed as an alteration
of existing non-
conforming use’
[emphasis added];

» “The use permit covers
only removal of mine
waste and processing to
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restore the steto its
original contours. Earth
excavation for aborrow
pit is not included”;

» “The permit coversonly
the processing of material
harvested from the subject
property and does not
include the processing of
material imported from
outside the property” for
processing; and

» Resource Conservation

District

*1 The Nevada Resource

Conservation District has

approved the erosion and

sedimentation control plan
submitted by the
applicant, and the
conditions included in that
plan are made conditions
on this use permit, as
follows:

a. No material beyond
the depth of rock waste
material shall be
removed from the
dte”

By reiterating that the project was
only expected to last about 4
years, the County Staff implicitly
recognized the applicant was
NOT engaging in such
harvesting, crushing, screening,
and sale of waste rock pursuant to
avested mining right.

The foregoing demonstrates that,
contrary to Petitioner’ s assertion,
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the County did NOT “recogniz€[]
mining operations at the Property
as an existing nonconforming use
—i.e, avested right.” Rather,
Staff report states that “the
property owner has indicated that
mine rock has been sold and
taken from the property
continuously since the mine
closed, and so this use permit
application isfor expansion of an
existing, non-conforming use by
the addition of a crusher and
screening plant.” (Emphasis
added.) Thus, the “®xisting, non-
conforming use’”is merely “mine
rock’”being “sold and taken from
the property.”” Contrary to
Petitioner’ s assertion, having a
“crusher and screening plant to
process the waste rock and sand”
(Staff Report, p. 1, Exhibit 252)
constituted an “expansion” of the
“existing, non-conforming use.”

I “TheUse Permit application
package U79-41 includes an
Environmental Information Form
(Exhibit 251, pdf p. 18) that
outlines the plans to crush and
remove mine wastes left from
gold mining operations and
reclaim the site. Under ‘Water,’
the report notes that ‘ When the
dteares[sic] isreclamed
following the gravel operation,
the intermittent drainage flows
will be re-stablished to the pre-
mining patterns (Exhibit 251,
pdf p. 32). Where the
environmental discussion
addresses the project’ s conflict
with the General Plan 1990, it
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notes that the ‘ owner of the
property [Marian Ghidotti] has
established the non-conforming
use by removing small amounts
of rock and mill sand over a
continuous period’ and that the
‘project will continue a general
pattern of mineral recovery in the
area (Exhibit 251, pdf p. 35). Per
the timeline provided in the
petition, the Ghidottis began the
activity of rock crushing at the
stein 1964.” (Historian,
Comment No. 48.)

I The Reclamation Plan prepared in
1979 (attached to Exhibit 251),
required that 40 acres of the
Centennial Industrial Site be
reclaimed and restored to a
condition that was either (1)
graded to the contours of the land
before it was covered with waste
rock from the historic gold mine
operations, or (2) leveled with a
culvert drainage pipeinstalled to
prepare the land for an “easy
transition” to alternate uses and
further states that that reclamation
of the site, “will end surface
mining and storage of the waste
rock.” (Petition, Exhibit 251,
Reclamation Plan, 1 23(a) and
29.)

I At notimedid the Planning
Commission make any findings
or determination at the public
hearing on February 28, 1980, of
the scope of the vested rights of
the ldaho-Maryland Mine, if any,
when the Commission approved
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Use Permit No. U79-41. (Exhibit
254.)

I Atnotimedid the Planning
Commission make any finding or
determination in its Notice
(Exhibit 252) of the scope of the
vested rights of the Idaho-
Maryland Mine, if any.

I Thevery fact that North Star
Rock Products/ Mrs. Ghidotti
sought a conditional use permitin
1979 for a*crusher and screening
plant to process the waste rock
and sand,” and spent the
resources for an outside
consultant to prepare alengthy
“Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project” (Exhibit
351), and incurrent the expense
and effort to obtain Planning
Commission approval of the
CUP, strongly evidences the
understanding and belief of North
Star Rock Products/ Mrs.
Ghidotti that there was no vested
right in 1979 for a“crusher and
screening plant to process the
waste rock and sand” at the site.
And the fact that the County only
allowed that use under Use
Permit U79-41 for amaximum of
four years further evidences the
County’ s understanding that no
vested right existed in 1979 for
such use.

I Thefact that page 4 of the Staff
Report (Exhibit 252) and page 3
of the Notice of Use Permit U79-
41 (Exhibit 252) provide that “No
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material beyond the depth of rock
waste material shall be removed
from the site” is evidence that
there was NO County recognition
of “an existing nonconforming
use—i.e, avested right” for the
removal from the site of material
beyond the depth of rock waste
material, contrary to Petitioner’s
assertion.

The Staff Report nowhere states
or impliesthat there are any
vested rights for resuming
underground gold mining.
Indeed, in the Staff Report for a
later use permit issued to
Emperor Gold Corporation in
1996 for dewatering the mine and
performing some exploratory
drilling and sampling to
determine the extent of the
resources (U94-017), the County
Staff explicitly stated: “When the
mine is empty, the condition of
the workings will also be
evaluated. Theresults of these
activities will determine whether
it will be feasible to reopen the
mine at some future date, under a
new use permit.” (Exhibit 291
(emphasis and underline added).)

Thus, contrary to Petitioner’s
assertion, since 1980 the County
has NOT “approved and
acknowledged the vested right” to
continue underground gold
mining operations at the site.

33.

Petition, pp. 42-43

The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
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1980:

Marian Ghidotti passes away and
leaves the Mine Property to the BET
Group because she believed the group
would be capable of resurrecting the
Mine due to their collective expertise
asland useftitle professionals and
accountants.**” Marian also knew that
each of these individuals wished for
the Mine to resume operations, and
believed they could make this happen
using their professional skillsand
training.*#®

During Marian’s ownership of the
Mine, she acquired thousands of maps,
documents detailing gold discoveries
and locations, exploratory mining, and
other documents related to the Mine.*4°
During Marian’s and William's
ownership of the Mine, neither
believed the Mine Property would be
used for anything other than mining in
the future, and were convinced the
Mine would be operational again.**® In
fact, they thought they could
potentially reopen the Mine
themselves.*>! Despite the fact that
Marian owned and grazed cattle, she
never allowed the cattle to graze on the
Mine Property because she considered
mining to be the only appropriate use

of the Mine Property.*®?
447 Estate of Marian Ghidot (Aug. 1983) [Exhibit
248].
448 |bid.
449 Exhibit 227.
450 |bid.
451 |bid.
452 |bid.

Petition, p. 5

Marian Ghidotti passed away on May
12, 1980, leaving the Mine Property
to Mary Bouma, Erica Erickson, and
William Toms (collectively, the ‘BET
Group’). Marian Ghidotti |eft the

(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

“The source(s) of Ghidotti’s
belief - both why she possessed
this stated conviction and the
recordation of her conviction -
are unstated here. Individual
beliefs, without attribution to
documentation, cannot be
evaluated historically.”
(Historian, Comment No. 8.)

“Asahigtorical source, a
declaration such as Lee Johnson’s
(Exhibit 227) is problematic,
particularly for the factual
assertions made here. Both
historical study and scientific
research have revealed the
unreliability (and even instability)
of human memory. Historical
interpretation is based upon a
critical examination of
documentation made at or near
the occurrence of an event.
Memoirs and reminiscences often
drafted years after an event are
consulted as sources, but treated
with caution. Corroboration from
sources closer or
contemporaneous in time with the
events described are frequently
sought. Relying on this
declaration to ascertain William
and Marian Ghidotti’ s thoughts or
intentions - in the absence of
independent supporting
documentation - is
methodologically suspect for a
historian.” (Historian, Comment
No. 44.)

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
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Mine Property to these individuals
because of her belief that they had the
wherewithal and skillset to facilitate
the development of the Mine Property
back into production.

knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 16 of his
declaration that “Marian Ghidotti
decided to bequeath the Mine to
the BET Group because she knew
the Mine was a valuable mining
asset, and that this group would
be capable of resurrecting the
Mine due to their collective
expertise as land useltitle
professionals and accountants.”
That statement about what
another person other than the
declarant thought or believed or
knew is sheer speculation without
any substantial evidencein
support. (See People v. Perez,
supra, 2 Cal.4th at p. 1133[“'To
be sufficient, evidence must of
course be substantial. It issuch
only if it “reasonably inspires
confidence and is of ‘solid value’
“By definition, ‘ substantial
evidence' requires evidence and
not mere speculation.”’”].)

The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 16 of his
declaration that “it is my
understanding that Marian
believed the BET Group would
be capable of marketing and
selling the Mine property to a
mining company that would then
resume mining operations at the
Mine.” That statement about
what another person other than
the declarant believed, about
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what athird person is capable of,
in respect to what a fourth person
will do in the future, isrank
gpeculation without any
substantial evidence in support.
(See People v. Perez, supra, 2
Cal.4th at p. 1133.) Nowhere
does Mr. Johnson state where he
obtained his knowledge of what
Marian Ghidotti “believed.”
Furthermore, Mr. Johnson does
not even describe what is the
basis of hisown purported
“understanding.”

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 16 of his
declaration that “Marian aso
knew that each of the individuals
comprising the BET Group
wanted the Mine to resume
mining operations.” That
statement about what another
person other than the declarant
“knew,” about what yet another
third person “wanted,” constitutes
multiple layers speculation
without any substantial evidence
in support. (See People v. Perez,
supra, 2 Cal.4th at p. 1133.)
Nowhere does Mr. Johnson state
where he obtained his knowledge
of what Marian Ghidotti “knew.”

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
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statement in paragraph 16 of his
declaration that “Marian ...
believed they could do so with
their professional skillsand
training.” That statement about
what another person other than
the declarant believed is sheer
speculation without any
substantial evidence in support.
(See People v. Perez, supra, 2
Cal.4th at p. 1133.) Nowhere
does Mr. Johnson state where he
obtained his knowledge of what
Marian Ghidotti “believed.”

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,
the Estate of Marian Ghidotti
(Aug. 1983) (Exhibit 248)
provides no evidentiary support
for the statement that “Marian
also knew that each of these
individuals wished for the Mine
to resume operations, and
believed they could make this
happen using their professional
skillsand training.”

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 9 of his
declaration that “Marian Ghidotti
acquired and kept thousands of
documents relating to the Mine,
including maps, documents
detailing gold discoveries and
locations, exploratory mining,
and other similarly related
documents.”
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I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 11 of his
declaration that “[t]he entire time
Marian Ghidotti and Bill Ghidotti
owned the Mine ... neither
thought the Property would be
used for anything except for
mining, and were convinced that
the Mine would be operational
againin thefuture.” That
statement about what another
person other than the declarant
thought or believed is sheer
gpeculation without any
substantial evidence in support.
(See People v. Perez, supra, 2
Cal.4th at p. 1133.) Nowhere
does Mr. Johnson state where he
obtained his knowledge of what
Marian Ghidotti and Bill Ghidotti
“thought.”

I Petitioner’ s assertion that
“[d]Juring Marian’sand William’s
ownership of the Mine, neither
believed the Mine Property would
be used for anything other than
mining in the future, and were
convinced the Mine would be
operational again” does not
demonstrate what Marian
Ghidotti and Bill Ghidotti
intended.

I “Theclam about the Ghidottis
being ‘ convinced’ the mine
would again be operational does
not take into account the
speculative nature of investing in
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properties with the hope that they
may become more valuablein the
future.” (Historian, Comment
No. 51)

I Thereisno evidence whatsoever
presented by Petitioner
supporting the assertion that, “In
fact, [Marian Ghidotti and Bill
Ghidotti] thought they could
potentially reopen the Mine
themselves.” No evidencein the
Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) supports or even
mentions that assertion. Nor is
there any evidence presented by
Petitioner that demonstrates any
efforts actually taken by either
Marian Ghidotti and Bill Ghidotti
to “reopen the Mine themselves.”

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 12 of his
declaration that “[d]espite the fact
that Marian Ghidotti owned and
operated a cattle ranch and was
the President of the Cattlemen’s
Association, she never alowed
the cattle to graze the Mine
property.” Mr. Johnson never
presents the factual basisfor how
he purportedly knows that.

I The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
of the declarant, regarding the
statement in paragraph 12 of his
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declaration that Marian Ghidotti
“considered mining as the only
appropriate use of the Mine
Property.” That statement about
what another person other than
the declarant thought or believed
or considered is sheer speculation
without any substantial evidence
in support. (See People v. Perez,
supra, 2 Cal.4th at p. 1133.)
Nowhere does Mr. Johnson state
where he obtained his knowledge
of what Marian Ghidotti
“considered.”

I “TheclamastoMarian's
knowledge of her heirs desire‘to
resume operations and her belief
as ‘their professional skillsand
training’ is not supported by the
cited document (Exhibit 248)
which is merely the order settling
Marian Ghidotti’ s estate.”
(Historian, Comment No. 49.)

1 “The Johnson declaration
(Exhibit 227) opines that Ghidotti
‘knew the Mine was a valuable
mining asset, and that this group
would be capable of resurrecting
the Mine due to their collective
expertise asland use/ title
professionals and accountants.’
This statement alone,
notwithstanding the question of
what Ghidotti may or may not
have known, indicates that mine
property wasinactivefor a
number of years prior to her
death. The declaration further
opines as to Johnson’s
‘understanding’ of Ghidotti’s
beliefs but there no corroborating
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evidence is offered either by the
declaration or elsewherein the
petition (see Comment No. 44
above).” (Historian, Comment
No. 49.)

I Even assuming, arguendo, that
Petitioner’ s assertions are true
that “Marian owned and grazed
cattle” and “never alowed the
cattle to graze on the Mine
Property,” it islikely that Ms.
Ghidotti prevented such grazing
NOT “because she considered
mining to be the only appropriate
use of the Mine Property,” as
Petitioner asserts, but because of
the contamination on the site. As
Petitioner’ s Exhibit 66
demonstrates, during the historic
mining operations “[t]he cyanide-
treated waste sands, or tailings,
were placed in an unlined pond
with waste rock berms adjacent to
Wolf Creek in the northeastern
portion of Parcel 17.” (See
generaly Exhibit 66.) Indeed,
when the property was listed for
sale (and then Petitioner bought
the property), the real estate
broker and listing agent
acknowledged the contamination
on the site:

Considering contaminated
mine tailings are part of the
property, which the listing
notes, [Charlie] Brock [with
Coldwell Banker said it will
likely be achalengeto sdll.
“We' re very much aware of
the sort of political history
with Emgold having attempted
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to permit the operation of the
mine and failed,” Brock said.
“There are substantial
environmental issues with the
property itself. Therearea
number of environmental
concerns that we anticipate the
market will need answersto.”

1 Thus, Petitioner’ s assertions that
Marian Ghidotti “leaves the Mine
Property to the BET Group
because she believed the group
would be capable of resurrecting
the Mine due to their collective
expertise as land usetitle
professionals and accountants,”
that “Marian aso knew that each
of these individuals wished for
the Mine to resume operations,
and believed they could makethis
happen using their professional
skillsand training,” that “[d]uring
Marian’sand William's
ownership of the Mine, neither
believed the Mine Property would
be used for anything other than
mining in the future, and were
convinced the Mine would be
operational again,” and that “they
thought they could potentially
reopen the Mine themselves,” are
all statements that are sheer
gpeculation without any
evidentiary support. (See People
v. Perez, supra, 2 Cal.4" at p.
1133 [“In any given case, one
‘may speculate about any number
of scenarios that may have
occurred ... . A reasonable
inference, however, may not be
based on suspicion aone, or on
imagination, speculation,
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supposition, surmise, conjecture,
or guesswork... . A finding of
fact must be an inference drawn
from evidencerather than ... a
mere speculation asto
probabilities without
evidence.’”].)

Petitioner’ s assertions (and Lee
Johnson’s statementsin his
declaration) are actually
contradictory. The statements
that the “BET Group” would be
“capable of resurrecting the
Mine” and “could make [the
Mine resume operations| happen
using their professional skills and
training,” are contradicted by the
statement in Mr. Johnson’s
declaration that the “BET Group
would be capable of marketing
and selling the Mine property to a
mining company that would then
resume mining operations at the
Mine.” (Exhibit 227.)

34. Petition, p. 43 The Declaration of Lee Johnson
(Exhibit 227) lacks foundation,
1983: and there is no persond
knowledge disclosed on the part
Marian Ghidotti’ sestate is settled in of the declarant, regarding the
1983 — three years after her death.™ statement in paragraph 15 of his
453 Exhibit 227; Estate of Marian Ghidot (Aug. declaration that “Her estate was
1983) [Exhibit 248 settled in or about 1983.
35. Petition, p. 43 “The discussion here suggests
that little or no mining operations
1984: were occurring in Nevada County

In the 1980's, an anti-mine
sentiment from County residents
creates obstacles to the resumption
of mining activitiesin mines like the

as of 1984, and offers no
evidence of Ghidotti’s efforts
prior to her death or of the BET
Group that acquired the historical
|daho-Maryland Mine to advance
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|daho- Maryland Mine. In 1984,
Brian Jamison, president of the
Nevada City Chamber of
Commerce, states that “Nevada
County was born and raised a miner”
after the County Planning
Commission votes down a move to
kill a proposed gold mine on San
Juan Ridge after the mining project
was attacked by local environmenta
policy groups claiming it would
cause pollution.*** The project
manager for that mining project
states: “If it’s going to open at all,
it's going to take a change in the
political conditions in the county.”4%®
Political opposition ultimately
causes the project to be
abandoned.®

By November of 1985, County
voters pass Measure C, which
precluded the County Board of
Supervisors from approving gold
mining projectsin Banner
Mountain.**’ Thenin 1987,
following “[a] growing number of
showdowns between residents and
gold mine and gravel operators,” the
County passes a new mineral
management plan “to identify and
protect mineral resources for current
utilization and for future generations
in amanner that does not create
land-use conflicts.” 48

454 The Sacramento Bee (Aug. 2, 1984) [Exhibit 255].

455 The Sacramento Bee (Sept. 12, 1984) [Exhibit
256].
456 The Sacramento Bee (Oct. 7, 1984) [Exhibit 257].

457 The Sacramento Bee (Nov. 7, 1985) [Exhibit 258].
458 The Sacramento Bee (Jun. 5, 1987) [Exhibit 246].

work in the fact of prevailing
county-wide opposition to
mining.” (Historian, Comment
No. 52.)

Petitioner’ s assertion that “[i]n
the 1980's, an anti-mine
sentiment from County residents
creates obstacles to the
resumption of mining activitiesin
mines like the Idaho-Maryland
Min€e’ isinaccurate, because the
citation isto anews article that
discusses a “multi-million-dollar
open pit mine on portions of a
2,300-acre site that still bears the
scars of hydraulic mining a
century ago.” (Exhibit 255.)
That isvery unlike the Subject
Property.

The news articles cited by
Petitioners do NOT revedl ‘anti-
mine sentiment, as Petitioner
asserts. Instead, those articles
reveal that several Planning
Commissioners opposed the open
pit mine because they were
“convinced that the project would
have a serious impact on the lives
of nearby residents. ‘ The feeling
has been developing in my
stomach for some time now,’ said
[Commissioner] Davidson. ‘With
homes all; around, it's an
incompatible land use.”” (Exhibit
255.) “The project was fought by
residents of the North Ridge
area.” (Exhibit 257.) The
conditional use permit that was
approved by the Planning
Commission included conditions
“designed ... to help protect the
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lifestyles of nearby residents on
therural ridge.” Indeed, the
“chairman of the Board of
Supervisors, credited the
[Planning] commission with
spending a tremendous amount of
time on the project and
developing conditions that would
make the project compatible with
its neighborhood.” (Exhibit 256.)

1 Contrary to Petitioner’s
assertions, “political opposition”
was NOT what ultimately caused
the project to be abandoned. The
news articles cited by Petitioner
demongtrate that “[p]lansfor a
big, open-pit gold minein
Nevada county have been shelved
by a mining firm because of
unfavorable gold prices and
community opposition.”

(Exhibit 257.)

I The mining project cited by
Petitioner was NOT attacked by
“local environmental policy
groups claiming it would cause
pollution,” as Petitioner asserts.
Rather, the news article cited by
Petitioner actually states:

> “residents of the San Juan
Ridge countered that they
alone will have to put up
with noise and dust from
the operation, all night
lighting, and they said that
the plant pumping water
from the open pit mine
could affect their water
wells’;

» “San Juan Ridge
Taxpayer’ s Association”
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is “the group which has
opposed the mining
project”; and
Indeed, thereisNO ‘local
environmental policy group’
listed in any of the news
articles cited by Petitioner.
(Exhibits 255, 256, 257.)

I Thenewsarticle cited by
Petitioner regarding Measure C
explains that the comments about
“anti-mining and no-growth
sentiment” came from the “pro-
mining” political campaign, while
the local residents who proposed
Measure C “worried the mining
could affect their water wells,
bring noise, dust and traffic to the
crest of 3,899-foot Banner
Mountain.” (Exhibit 258.) “At
one time, the Banner and Lava
Cap mines were among the
richest in the gold country, but
since the mines closed in the
early 1940s, the surrounding area
has been developed with homes.”
(Exhibit 258.)

1 Petitioner’s own Appendix F
explains how political conditions
can change based on the
residential makeup of the County:

When the gold reaches the
Mint, (if it ever does) the
last of the highgrade in
large amounts will have left
the Gold Country of
California

Hereafter, the gold flowing
from the mining country
will be in the form of
currency brought to the
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hills by the people anxious
to escape the cities. They
have discovered that the
country lying between
1,000 and 3,000 feet above
sealevel, the elevation
where most of the gold was
found, and the elevation
lying above the smog and
the fog of the Great Valleys
and below the snows of the
high country, isideal for
retirement living. Itisaso
closer to more and to better
recreational activitiesthan
almost any other placein
the United States.

It has been more than 140
years since thefirst gold
was taken from the hills of
California. During the next
140 years, the amount of
gold brought back to the
hills by retired couples and
by men and women who
work in the Central Valleys
but commute to the
hospitality of the hills, will
far exceed the value of all
the treasure taken by al the
miners since James
Marshall picked up that
first piece of yellow metal
from the mill race at
Coloma. [F.D. Cahoon,
“CdliforniaGold And The
Highgraders: True Stories
of the Mines and the
Miners, pp. 354-355.]

Petitioner’ s assertions are not
availing to the current petition for
vested rights determination,
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because (1) the project cited by
Petitionersinvolved “whether a
use permit should be granted” to
allow the project (Exhibit 255);
(2) the open pit mine project in
the news article is different from
what Petitioner is proposing here;
(3) the status of other projects do
not indicate an intent on the part
of the BET Group to resume the
underground mining at the Idaho-
Maryland Minein 1984.

1 If by asserting that “[i]n the
1980’ s, an anti-mine sentiment
from County residents creates
obstacles to the resumption of
mining activitiesin mines like the
|daho- Maryland Mine,”
Petitioner istaking the position
that vested mining rights are not
abandoned where there is “anti-
mine sentiment from County
residents,” then Petitioner’s
position is both factually and
legally erroneous. Factually,
Petitioner’ s own Exhibit 262
(“Proposal: Permitting Feasibility
Study, Reactivation Project for
the Idaho-Maryland-Brunswick
Mine,” by Condor Earth
Technologies) demonstrates that
opposition by residentsis not a
barrier to pursuing underground
gold mining or could potentially
be overcome, if such a pursuit is,
in fact, the intent of the BET
Group who allegedly has vested
mining rights. Indeed Exhibit
262 explicitly discusses how to
overcome the precise opposition
that occurred in the other mining
cases within Nevada County that
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Petitioner refersto in Exhibits
255, 256 and 257. Also, Rise
Gold's current effortsto resume
underground gold mining, in the
face of potential greater
opposition by residents than
existed in the 1980s, proves that
the existence of opposition by
residents is not a consideration in
determining whether a property
owner has an intent to mine, and
whether alleged vested mining
rights have been abandoned.
Legally, political opposition to
mining is not avalid ground
either (a) to explainwhy a
property owner with alleged
vested mining rights did not
commence mining when the
owner had such an intent, or (b)
to avoid the conclusion that a
vested mining right has been
abandoned. Indeed, BET
Group’ s selling off portions of
the Brunswick Mine surface
properties for residential
development (Exhibits 266, 270,
271, 272, 273), when “most
mining activity is expected to
take place around the New
Brunswick shaft” is the Idaho-
Maryland Mine was reopened
(Exhibit 276), essentialy invites
residential opposition to such
reactivation of underground gold
mining activities. For that
reason, the existence of
residential opposition cannot
legally be a consideration as to
whether an alleged vested mining
right has been abandoned. Thus,
Petitioner’ s assertion that “[i]n
the 1980’ s, an anti-mine
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sentiment from County residents
creates obstacles to the
resumption of mining activitiesin
mines like the Idaho- Maryland
Mine,” isirrelevant here.

1 If by quoting amining project
manager who stated “‘[i]f it’s
going to open at al, it’'s going to
take a change in the political
conditions in the county,”” and if
by asserting that “[p]olitical
opposition ultimately causes the
project to be abandoned,”
Petitioner istaking the position
that vested mining rights are not
abandoned due to the existence of
“political opposition” to mining,
then Petitioner’ s position is both
factualy and legally erroneous.
Factually, Rise Gold’s current
efforts to resume underground
gold mining, in the face of
potential greater “political
opposition” than existed in the
1980s - where a project was
approved with conditions,
whereas Rise Gold' s project was
not approved - proves that the
existence of “political
opposition” isnot a consideration
in determining whether a property
owner has an intent to mine, and
whether alleged vested mining
rights have been abandoned.
Legally, political opposition to
mining is not avalid ground
either (a) to explainwhy a
property owner with alleged
vested mining rights did not
commence mining when the
owner had such an intent, or (b)
to avoid the conclusion that a
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vested mining right has been
abandoned. Thus, Petitioner’s
assertion regarding “political
opposition” isirrelevant here.

1 Petitioner does not explain how
the alleged opposition by County
residents prevented the BET
Group from seeking to resume
underground gold mining at the
|daho-Maryland Mine where
“four hundred dollars per ounce
is often cited as the bench mark
price for deciding whether a gold
mineisviable’ (Exhibit 276), and
where that price was greatly
exceed throughout the 1980s.
(Exhibit 58.)

1 Petitioner does not explain why
BET Group did not engagein
efforts to resume underground
gold mining even though other
entities, such as Emgold Mining
Corporation, engaged in efforts to
reopen the ldaho-Maryland Mine
when the price of gold was
merely $290 an ounce. (Exhibits
286, 290, 291.)

I Petitioner’sfocus on alleged
“anti-mine sentiment” is
misplaced. As Emgold Mining
Corporation later stated, in the
context of attempts to reopen the
|daho-Maryland Mine:

“Further, the business of
mining and exploration
involves a high degree of
risk and there can be no
assurance that current
exploration programs will
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result in profitable mining
operations. The
recoverability of
exploration and evaluation
assets is dependent upon
several factors. These
include the discovery of
economically recoverable
reserves, the ability of the
Company to obtain the
necessary financing to
complete the devel opment
of these properties, and
future profitable production
of proceeds from
disposition of minerd
properties.” (Exhibit 306.)

I Indeed, Petitioner listed
numerous reasons why there can
“no assurance” that the
“expectations’ in the “forward-
looking statements’ about the
|daho-Maryland Gold Mine “will
prove to be correct” (Exhibit
309), which are smilar
explanations as to why resuming
underground gold mining
operations can be delayed or
never actually occur. Petitioner
explained:

Although the Company
believes that the
expectations reflected in the
forward-looking statements
are reasonable, there can be
no assurance that such
expectations will proveto
be correct. Such forward-
looking statements are
subject to risks,
uncertainties and
assumptions related to
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certain factors including,
without limitation,
obtaining all necessary
approvals, meeting
expenditure and financing
requirements, compliance
with environmental
regulations, title matters,
operating hazards, metal
prices, political and
economic factors,
competitive factors, genera
economic conditions,
relationships with vendors
and strategic partners,
governmental regulation
and supervision,
seasonality, technological
change, industry practices,
and one-time events that
may cause actual results,
performance or
developments to differ
materially from those
contained in the forward-
looking statements.
[Exhibit 309.]

36. Petition, p. 43
1985:

North Star Rock Company Inc. is
granted Use Permit U85-025 to amend
Use Permit U79-41, alowing the
relocation of the crushing plant and
allow the importation of crushable

materials from off-site.**°
459Land Use Applicaon (Mar. 28, 1985) [Exhibit
259]; No6xce of Condiconal Approval Use Permit
ApplicaGon (1985)
[Exhibit 260].

“Into 1985, no evidenceis
presented as to an effort to revive
mining at the historical |daho-
Maryland Mine. North Star Rock
Company instead continues its
operations under an amended use
permit. The Notice of Conditional
Approva of Use Permit
Application (Exhibit 260) for an
amendment to U79-41 states that
the ‘use permit covers only
removal of mine waste and
processing to restore the site to its
original contours. Earth
excavation for aborrow pit isnot
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included.”” (Historian, Comment
No. 53)

1 “North Star Rock processed mine
tailings from these historic mines
until 1985 when the tailings were
exhausted.” (Initial Study for
U92-37 (Exhibit 278).)

I An Environmental Information
Form prepared for the rock
crushing project reports that the
project would have alimited
lifetime of four years and, over
that lifetime, would clear the
property for future building
development. The report, which
was prepared by the applicant’s
contractor, notes that some of the
conclusions are premised on the
applicant’ s undocumented
representations that rock and sand
was taken from the property in
small amounts for decades.
(Environmental Information
Form: Idaho-Maryland Mine
Rock Crushing Project Prepared
for: North Star Rock Production
Corporation, Prepared by:
Environalysis (November 27,
1979) (County Exhibit 1019).)

I The Staff Report for U85-25
describes the amended
conditional use permit asfollows:

As noted above, this
application is a proposed
amendment to oneissued in
1979 by the Nevada County
Planning Commission (U79-
41). That permit was issued
to this applicant for the
purposes of processing
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existing mine rock left on-site
from earlier quartz mining
activities. The purpose of
processing this material was
to crush it to produce road
base rock material. These on-
site deposits are currently
exhausted. The primary
purpose of this applicationis
to receive the graded material
to be taken from the proposed
(and not yet approved) Wolf
Creek Plaza site adjacent and
to the south-west and also to
process rock material
extracted through that
grading process. The graded
material taken from the Wolf
Creek Plaza site will be
placed in an engineered fill
on this site as part of this
application.”

I The“Notice Of Conditiontal
Approva Use Permit
Application,” for Use Permit No.
U85-25, includes condition
number 11, which states that
“[t]he use permit covers only
removal of mine waste and
processing to restore the site to its
original contours,” and condition
number 12, which states that
“[t]his permit covers the
processing of rock material from
off-site locations for a maximum
of fiveyears.” (Exhibit 260.)
The Notice also provides that
“No material beyond the depth of
rock waste material shall be
removed from the site.” (Exhibit
260.)
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1 By limiting the use permit to a

maximum of 5 years, the County
implicitly recognized that the
applicant was NOT engaging in
“receiv[ing] the graded material
to be taken from the proposed
(and not yet approved) Wolf
Creek Plaza site adjacent and to
the south-west and also to
processing] rock material
extracted through that grading
process’ pursuant to avested
mining right.

37.

Petition, pp. 43-44

1986:

By May, most of the tailings have
been re-mined, processed and removed
from the Centennia site, and were
most likely reused for the production
of aggregate.*®® In December, Nevada
County issues Use Permit U86-45 to
North Star Rock Products Inc.** Use
Permit U86-45 amends Use Permits
U79-41 and U85-25 for aggregate
excavation and relocation of the
processing plant for rock crushing and
recycling of asphalt and concrete.*6?
In that same month, the BET Group
entersinto negotiations with Ross
Guenther to sell the Mine Property for

devel opment purposes.*®®
460 Geotechnical InvesGgaon, Anderson
Geotechnical Consultants Inc. (May 12, 1986)
[Exhibit 261].
461 Agreement Between the City of Grass Valley
and North Star Rock Products Incorporated (Nov.
24, 1992) [Exhibit 253].
462 |id.
463 Status Report of the |daho-Maryland-Brunswick
Property (Jan. 23, 1989) [Exhibit 262]; See
Geotechnical Investigation, Anderson Geotechnical
Consultants Inc. (May 12, 1986) [Exhibit 261].

I “The cited source (Exhibit 261)

does not use the term ‘re-mined’
or ‘Centennial site’ Use of these
words by this petition is
ahistorical in nature and does not
accurately characterize how the
activity or the place were
conceptualized by the author in
May 1986.” (Historian,
Comment No. 54.)

I The“Proposal: Permitting

Feasibility Study, Reactivation
Project for the Idaho-Maryland-
Brunswick Mine’ (Exhibit 262)
states. “Last production from the
complex occurred in 1956 and the
mine has been idle for the last 32
years.” (Emphasisadded).)

I The Geotechnical Investigation,

Anderson Geotechnical
Consultants Inc. cited by
Petitioner was “an additional
geotechnical investigation”
completed for the BET Group for
“5 proposed residential lots’ on
the Brunswick mine location.”
(Exhibit 261.) The purpose of the
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investigation “was to locate any
possible geologic hazards due to
past mining activity at the old
Brunswick Mine.” (Exhibit 261.)
The investigation “was performed
in conjunction with our previous
Geotechnical Reconnaissance
(dated 26 February 1986) in
which we recommended that
additional studiestake placeto
locate buried shafts, tunnels, and
adits and find buildable areas on
each residential lot.” (Exhibit
261.) “Theresultsof our study
indicate that single family
residences can be built on select
areas on each of thefivelots. ...
These building areas have been
selected to minimize the risk of
experiencing problems from past
mining activities a the site.”
(Exhibit 261.) “We recommend
that residential construction be
avoided on the tailings piles on
lots 2 and 4. Although most of
the tailings have been removed
(reused for aggregate and/or fill
off the site), constructing on the
remaining tailings could prove
difficult.” (Exhibit 261.)

I The Geotechnical Report
provided by Petitioner
demonstrates the intent of the
BET Group NOT to resume the
underground gold mining
activities at the former Brunswick
Mine site, but to instead develop
the site for residential housing
development.

1 Inregardto Petitioner’ s assertion
that “[i]n that same month, the

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition Page 95 of 134



PETITIONER S PURPORTED COUNTY S RESPONSE AND
FACTS AND EVIDENCE EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

BET Group entersinto
negotiations with Ross Guenther
to sell the Mine Property for
development purposes,” citing
footnote 463 and Exhibits 261-
262, it must be noted that “[t]he
‘devel opment purposes
addressed in Exhibit 261 is
residential. A Status Report
(Exhibit 262) prepared by Ross
Guenther in 1989 for Northern
Mines noted that steps were being
taken to upgrade thetitle. Figure
2 of the report (Exhibit 262, pdf
p. 136) shows the Idaho-
Maryland Brunswick Property
boundary, with Surface Rights
called out at the Brunswick Shaft.
The document does not clearly
explain the documentation for
these boundaries. The Permitting
Feasibility Study (Exhibit 262)
prepared for Reactivation Project
for the Idaho-Maryland-
Brunswick Mine notes that the
mine ‘has been idlefor the last 32
years|[i.e., since 1954]" and that
the property was composed of
2,760 acres of minera rights and
37 acres of surfacerights
‘centered at the New Brunswick
Shaft’ (Exhibit 262, pdf p. 154).”
(Historian, Comment No. 55.)

1 North Star Rock Productsfiled an
application to alow for the
processing of rock brought in
from off site. The application
makes no claims of vested rights
or intentions to resume mining
activities. (County of Nevada,
State of California, Planning
Agency / Planning Department,
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Conditional Use Permit
Application Re North Star Rock
Products (Harry Abbott) (July 28,
1986) (County Exhibit 1020).)

38.

Petition, p. 44
1987:

In January, the Fina Map for the BET
Acres subdivision is approved, which
divides a portion of the surface of the
Mine Property into 8 parcels, but
explicitly reserves the mineral estate
and the right to mine in the future.*%*
In September, 4 samples from the
historic mine tailings are taken by
Ross Guenther and provided to Erika
Erickson.*® The gold from these
samplesisvalued at approximately

$39.15 per ton.4%®
464 Final Map No. 85-7 for BET Acres (Jan. 1987)
[Exhibit 263].
485 | e er from Ross Guenther to Erica Erickson
(Sept. 29, 1987) [Exhibit 264].
466 |hid.

i Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion,

the Final Map for the BET Acres
subdivision does NOT “explicitly
reserve|] the mineral estate and
the right to mine in the future.”
No such language exists on that
Final Map. Rather, the Final Map
merely notes that “mine shafts
may be located within the
boundaries of this subdivision”
(Exhibit 263, Sheet 4 of 4), which
isessentially areference to the
findings of the Geotechnical
Investigation in May 1986.
(Exhibit 261.)

i The Letter from Ross Guenther

also states: “I cannot presume at
this time whether or not a profit
could be made on processing the
tailings.” (Exhibit 264.)

i “Reservation of mineral and other

subsurface rights with the
creation of resdential
subdivisionsisfairly typical, and
in the absence of other evidence
of an intent by BET Group to
mine this alone does not support
such aclam.” (Historian,
Comment No. 56.)

I  TheBET Group demonstrated its

interest in the mine tailings, not
resuming underground mining.
(Exhibit 264.)
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39.

Petition, pp. 44-45
1988:

The BET Group sells Lots 3 and 8 of
BET Acres, reserving the following:
the mineral, metal matter, and rock
lying below 200 feet of the surface,
with the right to extract and remove
said mineral, metal matter and rock
from any depth up to 200 feet of the
surface of said premises, without
disturbing the surface thereof.*¢’
The BET Group options the Mine
Property to Mother Lode Gold Mines,
which announces that it expects the
Mine to be in production within 5
years.*®® The BET Group and Mother
Lode Gold Mines execute a mining
lease and option to purchase the Mine,
and Mother Lode Gold Mines assigns
the lease to a subsidiary, Northern
Mines Inc.*°
In addition, 14,500 tons of gold-
bearing tailings from the Centennid
Industrial site are sold this year.”°
From August 1988 through April
1989, the BET Group leases 5.28 acres
of the tailings disposal areato Argo
Associates, who excavates 7756.2 tons
of tailings materials and shipsthem to
Homestake Mining Company.*" In
turn, Homestake Mining Company
runs the tailings through the process

mill to extract gold. 4"
467 Deed from Mary Bouma, Erica Erickson, and
William Toms to Bohemia, Inc. (Mar. 1988)
[Exhibit 265]; Deed from Mary Bouma, Erica
Erickson, and William Toms to Rexforde and
Frieda Clark (Dec. 1988) [Exhibit 266].
468 The San Francisco Examiner (May 13, 1988)
[Exhibit 267].
469 Status Report of the Idaho-Maryland-
Brunswick Property (Jan. 23, 1989) [Exhibit 262].

1 From August 1988 through April
1989, the activity on the BET-
owned property isthe removal of
mine tailings. (Exhibit 66.)

1 “BET Group s optioning of the
|daho-Maryland/Brunswick mine
to Mother L ode Gold Mines may
be fairly interpreted as
speculative, with their interest
being in salling rather than
operating. Activity at the
property, other than the option to
Mother Lode, seems focus on
management and removal of
surface debris (tailings) from past
mining.” (Historian, Comment
No. 57.)

1 “Thehistory of mineral
development in the United
States is marked by
Speculative practices to
reserve “rights’ that may in
the future be sold, and which
may or may not be bonafide.
Not all historical actors who
have reserved such ‘rights,’
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for
exploitation of those
‘rights.”” (Historian,
Comment No. 75.)
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470 The Napa Valley Register (Aug. 4, 1988)
[Exhibit 268].

471 Exhibit 66.

472 |bid.

40.

Petition, p. 45
1989:

Mother Lode Gold Minesreportsits
belief that the Mine ill contains
approximately 1 million ounces of
gold.*”
The BET Group sellsLots 1, 4, and 5
of BET Acres, with areservation of
mineral rightsthat provides asfollows:
EXCEPTING AND RESERVING
THEREFROM  all  the mineral,

metal matter, and rock lying below
200 feet of the surface, with the right

to extract and remove said mineral,
metal matter and rock from any depth
up to 200 feet of the surface of said
premises without disturbing the
surface thereof.

TOGETHER WITH AND
RESERVING THEREFROM, as
applicable thereto, easements and
rights-of-way for ingress, egress, and
utilities...*™*

473 The Tribune (Nov. 13, 1989) [Exhibit 269].

474 Deed from Mary Bouma, Erica Erickson, and
William Toms to Dale and Shelly Cope (Mar.
1989) [Exhibit 270]; Deed from Mary Bouma,
Erica Erickson, and William Toms to Patricia
Cope and Mary Wilson (Apr. 1989) [Exhibit 271];
Deed from Mary Bouma, Erica Erickson, and
William Toms to Buddy and Velda Newman (Jun.
1989) [Exhibit 272]; Deed from Mary Bouma,
Erica Erickson, and William Toms to David and
Kelly Russo (July 1989) [Exhibit 273].

1 “Thehistory of mineral
development in the United States
ismarked by speculative
practices to reserve “rights’ that
may in the future be sold, and
which may or may not be bona
fide. Not all historical actorswho
have reserved such ‘rights,’
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for exploitation
of those ‘rights.’” (Historian,
Comment No. 75.)

41.

Petition, p. 45

1989:

I Theterms“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
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The BET Group during its ownership
inherited the thousands of documents
acquired by Marian Ghidotti regarding
the Mine. Asof 1989, Erica Erickson
storesin her basement approximately
1500 maps of the Mine Property.*®
Exhibit 274 depicts the Mine Property
around thistime.*”® The group records
aNotice of Intent to Preserve Interest
in al minera rights and interestsin

minerals*’’
475 Status Report of Idaho-Maryland-Brunswick
Property (1989) [Exhibit 262].
476 Aerial Photograph of Brunswick Industrial Site
(Feb. 19, 1997) [Exhibit 274].
477 No6ce of Intent to Preserve Interest by Mary
Bouma, Erica Erickson & William Toms (Dec. 8,
1989) [Exhibit 275].

(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

i Exhibit 274 gates above the

photograph: “Air Photo of
Brunswick ste— April 1997,”
which makes Petitioner’ s assertion
appear inaccurate. Also, the
“Brunswick ste” depicted in the
photograph in Exhibit 274 was
subdivided and sold off by parcels
to separate property ownersin
1988 and 1989 (Exhibits 261, 263,
270, 271, 272, 273), which makes
the “around thistime” assertion by
Petitioner appear inaccurate. (See
aso, Clark, at p. 251 (County
Exhibit 1027).)

The “Notice of Intent to Preserve
Interest” isrecorded on
December 8, 1989, “pursuant to
Title 5 (commencing with Section
880.020) of Part 2 of Divison 2
of the Civil Code (Marketable
Record Title).” (Exhibit 275)
That recordation took place over
7 years after the enactment of the
Marketable Record Title, Civ.
Code 880.020, et. seq., by Stats.
1982 ch. 1268 81. Civil Code
section 880.310 provides.
(a) If the time within which
an interest in real property
expires pursuant to thistitle
depends upon recordation of
anotice of intent to preserve
the interest, a person may
preserve the person’s
interest from expiration by
recording a notice of intent
to preserve the interest
before the interest expires
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pursuant to thistitle.
Recordation of a notice of
intent to preserve an interest
in real property after the
interest has expired
pursuant to this title does
not preserve the interest.
(b) Recordation of a notice
of intent to preserve an
interest in real property does
not preclude a court from
determining that an interest
has been abandoned or is
otherwise unenforceable
pursuant to other law,
whether before or after the
notice of intent to preserve
the interest is recorded, and
does not validate or make
enforceable a claim or
interest that is otherwise
invalid or unenforceable.
Recordation of a notice of
intent to preserve an interest
in real property createsa
presumption affecting the
burden of proof that the
person who claimsthe
interest has not abandoned
and does not intend to
abandon the interest.
[Emphasis added.]
Petitioner does not explain why
the BET Group waited over 6
years after the enactment of Civil
Code section 880.301 to record
the Notice of Intent.
Furthermore, the BET Group’s
recording of the Notice of Intent
did not validate any interest that
was otherwise invalid or
unenforceable as of the time the
Notice was recorded. (Civ Code
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§880.310, subd. (b); 5 Miller &
Starr, Cal. Real Estate (3d. ed.
2000) § 11.62, p. 168.)

1 “Thefiling of a Notice of Intent
to Preserve Interest (Exhibit 275)
appears to be affirmative
evidence of an intent to retain
whatever mineral rights may have
been held by Bouma, Erickson,
and Toms. However, no
explanation is offered as to why
Bouma, et al., made thisfiling in
1989. From areading of the
historical evidence presented thus
far in the petition, thefiling
would appear to reflect concern
that a question surrounded the
purported efficacy of the rights,
that athreat of extinguishment
existed.” (Historian, Comment

No. 58.)
42 Petition, p. 45 I Theterms“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
1991 inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
After Mother Lode Gold Mines above.)
relinquishes and returns the Mine
Property to the BET Group in January, i Exhibit 276 does not state or
Consolidated Del Norte Ventures discuss whether “Mother Lode
leases the Mine in March.*8 The Gold Mines relinquishes and
company hopes to reopen the Mine, returns the Mine Property to the
and opinesthat it currently contains BET Group in January [1991],”
about 2.5 million ounces of gold.#" as Petitioner asserts.
478 The Sacramento Bee (Mar. 4, 1991) [Exhibit 276].
479 |bid.

I “No explanation is given why
Mother Lode Gold Mines
‘relinquishes and returns the
Mine Property’ to BET Group
only 3 years after acquiring its
option. This once again raises
guestions as to the state of
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knowledge regarding the
historical 1daho-Maryland Min€'s
viability. Then again,
Consolidated Del Norte Ventures
leases the property with the
‘hope’ of reopening and
expresses an opinion that thereis
gold to be extracted.” (Historian,
Comment No. 59.)

43.

Petition, pp. 45-46
1992:

In June, North Star Rock Products
Incorporated applies for a use permit
to extend the existing rock harvesting
operation at the Centennial site by 10
years and expand it to the west and
south using the County’ s form titled
“Application for Exploration and/or
Mining Permit”.%° The County grants
Use Permit U92-037 in December,
thus guaranteeing the continuation of
mining activities a the Mine
Property.*!

480 ApplicaBon for Exploraon and/or Mining

Permit (Jun. 22, 1992) [Exhibit 277].

481 Noece of CondiBonal Approval Use Permit
Applica®on (Dec. 14, 1992) [Exhibit 278].

The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

The Application For Exploration
And/Or Mining Permit (Exhibit
277) was explicitly “To expand
existing rock harvesting operation
to the west and to the south. To
create aterraced building site for
future development, thisisa
surface quarry. No expansion of
current methods or sales are
proposed.” The Application also
stated: “Aggregate only; no
precious mineral extraction.”

The Application was for a
“Conditional Use Permit and
Reclamation Plan, in four phases,
which proposes to expand
existing rock harvesting ...."
(Exhibit 278.)

“This present permit is requested
by the applicant because the
amount of material which could
be harvested under U86-45 has
been completed.” (Initial Study,
p. 1 (Exhibit 278).)
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I The Staff Report for U92-037
states: “North Star Rock
Products proposes to expand an
existing rock harvesting operation
located in an existing quarry.
The project is an amendment of
U86-45 which was approved by
the Planning Commission on
December 18, 1986. (Note: The
origina project was approved
under U79-41, amended under
U85-25, and amended again
under U86-45.) The present
project requests approva to
expand the rock harvesting
operation by approximately
220,000 cubic yards of material
over the next 10 years. All
exiting factors of the operation,
including the importation of
material to be crushed, are
proposed to remain as approved
under the last permit.”

I Mitigation Measure “7” in Use
Permit U92-037 provides. “In
addition this permit also covers
the processing of rock material
from off-site locations.
Processing of off-site rock
material shall not be conducted
after 10 yearsfrom the issuance
of this permit.” Thus, the permit
did NOT recognize that the
applicant had a vested right to
continue such rock harvesting
pursuant to a vested mining right.

1 Nothing in Use Permit U92-037
allows, recognizes or even
mentions the right to engage in
underground gold mining at the
site. Indeed, the“Initial Study”
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(Exhibit 278) repeats that “No
expansion of current mining
methods or product salesis
proposed.”

I Thefact that the property owner /

applicant pursued a conditional
use permit for such rock
harvesting operations, with all of
the conditions of approva
(Exhibit 278), evidences the
understanding of that the property
owner / applicant that such
operations could not be
performed pursuant to avested
right.

44, Petition, p. 46 I Theterms*“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
1993: inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
In February, Consolidated Del Norte above.)
relinquishes its lease on the Mine
Property and in August, amining i “No explanation is given for why
lease and option to purchase Consolidated Del Norte Ventures
agreement is executed with Emperor relinquished its lease 2 years
Gold Corporation.*®? Emperor Gold later.” (Historian, Comment No.
Corporation begins the “permitting 60.)
process to rehabilitate the New
Brunswick 3,460-foot shaft, dewater
the mine to the 3,280-foot level, and
commence exploratory drilling in
promising areas from the 2,000-foot
level and below.” 48
482 Guenther, Ross. Historical Notes on the
Idaho-Maryland Mine (July 31, 1994) [Exhibit
279].
483 |bid.
45, Petition, p. 46 “The history of mineral
development in the United
1993: States is marked by speculative

In March, the BET Group sellsthe

practices to reserve “rights’ that
may in the future be sold, and
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Morehouse Quartz Mine, reserving
the mineral rights as follows:
EXCEPTING AND RESERVING
THEREFROM all the mineral,
metal matter and rock lying below
200 feet of the surface, with the right
to extract and remove said mineral,
metal matter and rock from any
depth up to 200 feet of the surface of
said premises without disturbing the

surface thereof.484
484 Deed from Mary Bouma, Erica Erickson, and
William Toms to North Star Rock Products
Corporaéon, Inc. (Mar. 1993)

which may or may not be bona
fide. Not all historical actors
who have reserved such ‘rights;’
moreover, have possessed a
viable future plan for
exploitation of those ‘rights.””
(Historian, Comment No. 75.)

[Exhibit 280].
46. Petition, p. 46 I The Staff Report explained:
> “If approved, the rezone
1993: would remove the

Nevada County rezones the sawmill
property, including BET Acres Lot
8, to M1-SP to alow for “service
maintenance and repair,
manufacturing and processing,
warehousing and distribution
facilities... office, professiona and
conference facilities.”4®® According
to the Staff Report, “the County does
not intend to restrict the site to amill
use.” 8 At a County Board of
Supervisors meeting, a
representative of Sierra Pacific
explains the company’ s intent to use

the site for industrial purposes.*®’
485 Ordinance No. 1853 (1994) [Exhibit 281].
48 County of Nevada Board of Supervisors
Mee6ng Minutes (Dec. 14, 1993) [Exhibit 282];
See Ordinance No. 1853 (1994)
[Exhibit 281].
487 County of Nevada Board of Supervisors
Mee6ng Minutes (Dec. 14, 1993) [Exhibit 282].

restrictions under the
current ‘'SP’ designation
on the site, and clarify
with the new ‘'SP’ zoning
that the County does not
intend to restrict the site
toamill use. Asaresult,
it would aso show that
the County prefers some
type of mixed
industrial/business park
uses.” (Exhibit 282
(emphasis added).)

I Ordinance No. 1853, which
adopted the rezoning, included
development standards as
“Exhibit A,” which congtitutes a
“Master Design Theme”
described on page 7 asfollows:
“The central theme behind the
Nevada County Business and
Industrial Center is acoordinated
infrastructure plan with
preapproved design guidelines.”
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(Exhibit 281.) Exhibit A aso
statesat p. 13: “Thisareais
planned for corporate
headquarters of business's
operating ongite. ... The primary
usesin this area are intended to
include office administration and
research. ... Secondary uses
include: incidenta light
manufacturing for products
produced on site, [i.e];
laboratories, service and repair,
and research facilities.” (Exhibit
281.)

i Thus, the“industrial uses’ for the

site did not include underground
gold mining.

47. Petition, p. 46 I Attachment 1 to Exhibit 227

recites royalty and option

1993: payments, but do not state
whether those payments were

The BET Group beginsreceiving from “the Mine.” (Exhibit 227.)

substantial amounts of annual royalty

and option payments for the Mine.*® i All of paragraph 17 of the

The payments continue until 2012.48° Declaration of Lee Johnson lacks

‘.‘88 Exhibit 227, AX gchment 1. All financial foundation and does not state

informaGon contained in the DeclaraGon of

Lee Johnson has been redacted for privacy what personal know| edge the

purposes. declarant has of such matters.

489 |id. Mr. Johnson has neither
authenticated any of the
information in that paragraph of
in the Attachment 1, nor
explained how he purportedly
knows such information.

48. Petition, pp. 46-47 I Theterms“Mine Property,”

1994:

Emperor Gold holds an option to
purchase the Vested Mine and

“Vested Mine Property” and
“Vested Ming” are inaccurate
and overly inclusive. (See
County Response, Note #1,
above.)
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announces potential gold
mineralization of up to 3 million
ounces of gold within the Vested
Mine Property.*%° The company
provides a“new six-page brochure
and information pack” to “potential
investors.”#%! The mining lease and
option dated October 1994 includes
an option to purchase the Vested
Mine Property for $8,000,000.%%
Emperor Gold entersinto alease
agreement with an option to purchase
the sawmill property, which was

effective March 10, 1994.4%3

4% Na6Gonal Post (Oct. 22, 1994) [Exhibit 283].
491 |bid.

492 Emgold Mining CorporaGon Consolidated
Financial Statements (Dec. 31, 1999 and 1998)
[Exhibit 284].

493 | ease and Op©on to Purchase Agreement
between Sierra Pacific Industries and Emperor
Gold (U.S.) Corp. (Mar. 1994)

The Memorandum of Agreement
between Sierra Pacific Industries
and Emperor Gold Corp.
describes the property in “Exhibit
A,” and does not refer to any
“sawmill property.” Also, the
described property excludes al
“the mineral, metal matter and
rock lying below 200 feet of the
surface.” (Exhibit 285. See also
Exhibit 286.)

[Exhibit 285].
49, Petition, p. 47 1 Petitioner’s Exhibit 286 points
out: “Except for aconcretesilo
1995: and some old foundations, littleis
left of the huge Idaho-Maryland
To facilitate exploration of the Mine, mining complex ....”
Emperor Gold obtains an option to
purchase the Brunswick mill site.*%*
In October, the County approvesthe
Final Environmental Impact Report
on the proposed dewatering of the
Mine. %
4% Northern Miner (Dec. 11, 1995) [Exhibit 286].
495 |bid.
50. Petition, p. 47 I Thereisno evidence to support
the assertion that “To this end,
1996: Emperor Gold conducts extensive

Nevada County approves Use Permit
U94-017 for dewatering and
underground exploration of the | daho-

grading activities.”

On the contrary, in 2002 Emgold
had to extend the Use Permit
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Maryland Mine.**® To thisend,
Emperor Gold conducts extensive
grading activities.

4% Northern Miner (Feb. 5, 1996) [Exhibit 287].

because no substantial exercises
of the permit had occurred.

51 Petition, p. 47 I Attachment 1 to Exhibit 227

recites royalty and option

1997: payments, but paragraph 17 of the
Declaration of Lee Johnson lacks

Emperor Gold prepares evaluations foundation and does not state

and engineering studiesfor the what personal knowledge the

purpose of bringing the mineinto a declarant has of such matters.

30-year production life with a 1,500 Mr. Johnson has neither

ton per day operation.*’ It also authenticated any of the

conducts collar inspection and tests information in that paragraph of

at the shaft. The company changes in the Attachment 1, nor

its name to Emgold Mining explained how he purportedly

Corporation.*%® knows such information.

During thisyear, the BET Group

recelves royalty and option i Theldaho Maryland Mineis

payments.“%® registered as “abandoned” as of

497 The Sacramento Bee (Dec. 28, 1997) [Exhibit September 5, 1997, in the Mine

‘%9888Ighgold Press Release (July 2, 1997) [Exhibit Safet_y _and Health _ _

289]. Administration’ sregister. (Mine

499 Exhibit 227, AZ achment 1. The payment Safety and Health Administration

amounts received have been redacted for Mine Data Retrieval System (Re

privacy purposes. |daho-Maryland Mine
(September 1997) (County
Exhibit 1021).)

52. Petition, p. 47 I Exhibit 290 points out: “Mining

isno longer the centerpiece of the

1998: Nevada County economy, but the

The Sacramento Bee reports Jack
Clark, former underground
superintendent at the |daho-
Maryland Mine at the Mine' s closing
in 1956, states, “There'salot of gold
underground. Probably as much

underground as they mined.”>®
500 The Sacramento Bee (Jun. 18, 1998) [Exhibit
290].

gold is still there.”

i Exhibit 290 aso points out that

Mr. Clark “ till tracks the price of
gold, now at $290 an ounce,
down from a high some years ago
of nearly $400.” Despite that
price of only $290 an ounce,
Emgold Mining Corporation
engaged in exploration of
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reopening the Ildaho-Maryland
Mine. (Exhibit 286.)

53. Petition, p. 47 i Exhibit 286 does not provide any
dates, and only states. “To
1999: facilitate exploration at the mine
site, Emperor acquired a 3-year
Emgold Mining Corporation’ s lease lease and option-to-purchase on
with an option to purchase the the nearby Brunswick mill site.”
sawmill property from Sierra Pacific
expires on December 31, 1999.51
501 Exhibit 286.
54. Petition, p. 47 I The Notice of Conditiond
Approval for U94-017 (Exhibit
2001: 291) states: “You are hereby

The County grants an extension of
Use Permit U94-017, which permits
the dewatering of the Mine, to
January 25, 2003.502

502 | e5 er from Nevada County Planning
Commission to ScoZ A. Galat (Mar. 28, 2001)
[Exhibit 291].

notified that the Nevada County
Planning Commission, at a
regular meeting held on January
25, 1996, after public hearing, did
duly consider your application for
the dewatering of the existing
underground workings of the
|daho-Maryland Gold Mine, and
the subsequent underground
exploration and sampling of those
workings....”

i The Notice of Conditional

Approval for U94-017 (Exhibit
291) dtates, as“MM 4.6.2,” that
“Concurrent with project
operations, al activitiesrelative
to Site preparation, dewatering,
shaft rehabilitation and mineral
exploration shall be conducted in
conformance with MSHA and
CALOSHA regulations.”

1 The Staff Report (Exhibit 291)

explained: “Essentidly, the
project will remove the water
from the underground workings
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of the Idaho-Maryland Mine.
During this process of
dewatering, the main shaft (New
Brunswick Shaft) will be
rehabilitated as necessary. The
applicants propose to perform
some exploration drilling and
sampling to determine the extent
of theresources. ... The results of
these activities will determine
whether it will befeasible to
reopen the mine at some future
date, under anew use permit.”

(Emphasis added.)
55. Petition, pp. 47-48 The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
2002 inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
Emgold Mining Corporation above.)
renegotiates its mining lease and
option to purchase agreement with the The “Property” that is leased with
BET Group to now provide for an an option to purchase consists of
option to purchase the Vested Mine “approximately 37 acres of land
Property for $4,35,000 with an (referred to as the * Brunswick
expiration date of May 31, 2007.%%3 Property’) with mineral rights
503 Emgold Press Release (Jun. 5, 2002) [Exhibit located around the New
292]; Emgold Financial Stz.atgments for Year Brunswick Shaft and an
Ended Dec. 31, 2002 [Exhibit 293]. o
additional parcel of 56 acres
(referred to asthe ‘BET
Property’) of land located west of
the Brunswick Property.”
(Exhibit 292.)
56. Petition, p. 48 In its announcement on June 17,
2003 entitled “Emgold
2003: Commences Surface Drill

Emgold Mining Corporation conducts
exploration surface drilling,>** and the
Old Bohemia Mill istorn down.>®
Use Permit U94-017 alowing
dewatering expires on January 251.5%

Program At Idaho-Maryland
(Exhibit 294), Emgold Mining
Corporation stated:
Emgold, through its wholly
owned subsidiary, Idaho-
Maryland Mining Corporation
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504 Emgold Press Release (Jun. 17, 2004) [Exhibit
294].

505 The Union (Apr. 4, 2003) [Exhibit 295].

506 Exhibit 291.

(formerly Emperor Gold
(U.S)) Corp.) isdso preparing
the necessary documentation
to submit applicationsto
acquire aUse Permit to
construct a decline and surface
facilities to continue with the
underground exploration and
development of the Idaho-
Maryland and ultimately put
the mine back into production.
It is anticipated that permitting
will cost approximately
US$500,000 and is expected
to take fifteen to twenty-four
months to complete. Emgold is
confident that it will be able to
obtain a Use Permit for the
Idaho-Maryland. Since the
early 1960 %, 37 gold mines
have applied for permits in
California and all have been
approved and allowed to go
into operation. Since 2002
three gold mines have
received Use Permits to
operate in California.

Emgold is developing plans to
become a 265,000 to 400,000
ounce per year gold producer,
focused primarily on
production from the Idaho-
Maryland Mine with a
potential mine life greater than
20 years. For more
information about Emgold and
the Idaho-Maryland Mine
please visit the Company’s
website www.ennciold.com or
www.sedar.com. [Emphasis
added.]
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Thus, Emgold implicitly
concedes that a conditional use
permit is needed to resume
underground gold mining at the
|daho-Maryland Mine.

The Old Bohemia Mill, including
“five buildings’ and “the old
sawmill,” wastorn down “to
make way for a possible business
park and light industrial site.”
““We're fill in the formative
stages,’ Ed Sylvester, president of
SCO Engineering, said about
plans that could include a
business park and light-
manufacturing site.” (Exhibit
295.)

57.

Petition, p. 48
2004:

Emgold Mining Corporation conducts
further exploration surface drilling>’
and appliesfor a conditiona use
permit from the City of Grass Valley
to dewater the existing Mine workings
and construct an access ramp for
underground exploration and possible

future staged mine production.>%®
07 Emgold Press Release (July 21, 2004) [Exhibit
296].
508 Emgold Press Release (Dec. 14, 2004) [Exhibit
297].

Petition, p. 48
2005:
Beginning in December 2005, the

City of Grass Valley conducts an
environmental review of Emgold

“David Watkinson, President and
COO of Emgold stated, ‘We are
very pleased to see the permitting
process progress to the third and
final stage for Idaho-Maryland
Gold Mine. The Company’s
focus over the coming year will
be to complete the California
Environmental Quality Act
(*CEQA") process, complete the
Fina Environmental Impact
Report, and obtain the
Conditional Mine Use Permit
(CMUP) from the City. We are
very fortunate to be applying
under CEQA, a well defined and
controlled process through which
over 40 gold mines have obtained
their CMUP 3 since the early
1960 3.” (Exhibit 302.)

“The City of Grass Valley,
California (the* City’) is nearing

Mining Corporation’ s conditional use completion of the Draft
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permit application pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality

Act.>®

509 see Emgold Press Release (Apr. 20, 2006)
[Exhibit 298]; Emgold Press Release (Feb. 1,
2007) [Exhibit 299]; Emgold Press

Release (Mar. 1, 2007) [Exhibit 300]; Emgold
Press Release (Jun. 25, 2007) [Exhibit 301];
Emgold Press Release (Jan. 7, 2008)

[Exhibit 302]; Emgold Press Release (Sept. 21,
2008) [Exhibit 303]; Emgold Press Release (Nov.
3, 2008) [Exhibit 304];

Emgold Press Release (Feb. 23, 2009) [Exhibit
305].

Environmental Impact Report
(‘DEIR’) for the Idaho-Maryland
Gold Mine Project (the ‘ Project’)
which is expected to be published
in late September or early
October of 2008.” (Exhibit 303.)
“It is expected that the FEIR will
be certified near the end of 2008.
Upon approval of the Project by
the Planning Commission and
City’ s Council a Conditional
Mine Use Permit will be issued
for the Project.” (Exhibit 303
(emphasis added).)

Thus, Emgold explicitly concedes
that a conditional use permit is
needed to resume underground
gold mining at the | daho-
Maryland Mine.

58.

Petition, p. 48
2008:

In October 2008, the City of Grass
Valley releases a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the
|daho-Maryland Project, which
allows for mining operations to
resume at the Mine.>*® However, the
application is subsequently
withdrawn.

510 Emgold Press Release (Nov. 3, 2008) [Exhibit
304].

“The Planning Commission [for
the City of Grass Valley] will be
asked to review the entitlements
for the Project which include a
Conditional Mine Use Permit
(CMUP), .... These are
additional applications that were
included as submissions to the
City that also require formal
approval to allow the Project to
move forward.

...Assuming the FEIR is certified
and entitlements approved by
City Council, final operating
permits would be obtained for the
Project.

Emgold is permitting the
operation of a 2,400 ton per day
gold mine and gold processing
facility as part of the Idaho-
Maryland Project. Upon
successful completion of mine
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permits, Emgold’'s planisto
become a mid-tier producing gold
company within the next 5
years.” (Exhibit 304 (emphasis
and underline added).)

I Thus, Emgold explicitly concedes
that a conditional use permit is
needed to resume underground
gold mining at the Idaho-
Maryland Mine.

1 Petitioner provided no evidence
to support the assertion that “the
application is subsequently
withdrawn.”

I “Thereasonsfor Emgold’'s
withdrawal are not discussed,
which raises questions as to the
reasons why. Such reasons may
be significant in understanding
the state of knowledge of
prospective purchasers/ operators
regarding the historical 1daho-
Maryland Mine' s viability.”
(Historian, Comment No. 9.)

I Assuming “the application” was
withdrawn, that demonstrates
market conditions, i.e., the price
of gold, was not the primary
reason why underground gold
mining was not resumed.
Petitioner does not explain why
the price of gold in 2008 did not
preclude underground gold
mining.

I TheNotice of Approval and Staff
Report regarding Emperor Gold's
application to extend time on
their Conditional Use Permit for
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the dewatering and exploration of
the ldaho Maryland Mine, there is
no mention of the existence of
vested rightsand it is noted
multiple times that a new permit
would be required if any mining
isto be commenced after the
dewatering and exploration
project. (County of Nevada,
Community Devel opment
Agency Correspondence to Scott
A Galati Re Extension of Time
for Emperor Gold (U.S.)
Corporation — Conditional Use
Permit File (Number U94-017
(March 28, 2001) (County
Exhibit 1022).)

59. Petition, p. 48 I Theterms*“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
2012 inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
2012 isthelast year the BET Group above.)
receivesroyalty or option payments
for the Vested Mine Property.® i All of paragraph 17 of the

* Exhibit 227. Declaration of Lee Johnson lacks
foundation and does not state
what personal knowledge the
declarant has of such matters.
Mr. Johnson has neither
authenticated any of the
information in that paragraph of
in the Attachment 1, nor
explained how he purportedly
knows such information.

60. Petition, p. 48 I Theterms*“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
2013: inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
Emgold Mining Corporation’s lease above.)

and purchase agreement for the
Vested Mine Property is alowed to
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expire.®? Over the next few years, the
Mine Property is advertised for sale as
a“historic Californiagold mine.” >3
The BET Group stores drill core from
Emgold’ s exploration program in two
large storage units.>#
512 Emgold Financial Statements for Year Ended
Dec. 31, 2012 [Exhibit 306].
513 Historic California Gold Mine for Sale,
MineLis©ngs.com — Mines for Sale (2015)
(available at:
https://web.archive.org/web/20150117000302/h
ttps:/minelistings.com/mines-for-sale/historic-
idaho-maryland-gold-mine-for- sale/) [Exhibit
307]; Exhibit 227.
514 Exhibit 227.

I The advertisement presented by

Petitioner (Exhibit 307) states:
From 2002 to 2012, Idaho
Maryland Mining
Corporation, asubsidiary of
Emgold Mining Corp., under
agreement with the mine
owners, conducted studies,
investigations, sampling,
testing, etc. at the Idaho-
Maryland Mine and applied
to California and local
regulating agencies for
permission to reopen the
mine. These efforts produced
a Draft Environmental Impact
Report, Phase 1
Environmental Report,
Technical Reports, Assays
and numerous other studies
and data. About two thirds of
the way through the
regulatory process, Emgold,
citing equity market
conditions and funding
difficulties, withdrew its
application to re-open the
|daho-Maryland Mine.
[Emphasis and underline
added.]

That “permission” included a

conditional use permit to reopen

the mine. (Exhibits 294, 303,

304.)

I The advertisement presented by
Petitioner (Exhibit 307) sates that
the property islisted for sale with
“Charles Brock, CA BRE Lic#
00328328, Coldwell Banker
Grass Roots Redlty, Grass Valley,
CA 95945.” A news article at the
time stated:
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Nearly 145 acres of land
once associated with the
historic Idaho-Maryland
Mine, which Emgold Mining
Corp. had attempted to
reopen in recent years, is
now on the market.
Coldwell Banker Grass
Roots Realty has the
$2,750,000 land listing of 18
Separate assessor’ s parcels,
which includes 2,750 acres
of mineral rightsand a
collection of core samples.
But although the land 3
owners are sitting on a
former gold mine, they Te
not selling the property as
one.

“We Te not selling a mine,””
said Charlie Brock, broker
associate with Coldwell
Banker, and the listing
agent. ““The property is not
permitted as a mine. It%
zoned M1, or light
industrial.””

I Inhisdeclaration discussing that
sale, Mr. Brock stated:
“Historical information, data and
core samples were made available
to the market, however, the
sellers wanted the market to
clearly understand that the Idaho-
Maryland Mine was not a
permitted, operating mine, and
that the BET Group would not be
participating in any mine cleanup
or permitting activity asa
condition of sale. This condition
of salewas clearly stated, ina
remark | made at that time which
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was quoted in the Grass Valley
Union newspaper (June 11, 2014)
where | said ‘we are not selling a
mine,” Measurestaken to arrive
at our asking price were based on
comparable sales of smilarly
zoned light industrial and
residential properties.”

i Emgold’'s 2010 Third-Quarter
report reflects their understanding
that permitting isrequired to
operate the Idaho Maryland Mine
and there is no mention of aclaim
of vested rights. “Thereisno
guarantee that the City of Grass
Valley will approve the project or
that other agencies will approve
the permits necessary to
operate]v]...[1]if the Company is
unable to obtain required permits,
and the reasons that the permits
cannot be obtained are deemed
financialy insurmountable, the
development of the [Idaho-
Maryland Mine] Project would be
curtailed, and the Company’s
operationsin Grass Valley ,
would cease.” (Emgold Mining
Corporation Quarterly Report
Three and Nine Months Ended
September 30, 2010 (Q3)
(November 26, 2010) (County
Exhibit 1023).)

I In 2014, thered estate agent for
the Subject Properties stated,
“We're not selling amine,” and,
“The property is not permitted as
amine, it'szoned M1, or light
industrial.” The agent further
stated,” we're very much aware
of the sort of political history
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with Emgold having attempted to
permit the operation of the mine
and failled.” (Former Idaho-
Maryland Mine Property Up for
Sale, NCS Import, The Union
(June 12, 2014) (Exhibit 1025).)

1 “After nearly 20 years of

exploratory activity, Emgold
Mining Corporation permitsits
lease and purchase agreement
(previoudy re-negotiated once
before in 2002) to expire - the 3rd
mining company to walk away
from the historical |daho-
Maryland Mine property. No
explanation is offered. The
property itself is marketed for
salefor 4 years before being
acquired by Rise Resources, and
no evidenceis presented asto
activities or operations at the site
during thistime.” (Historian,
Comment No. 61.)

61.

Petition, pp. 48-49
2017:

Rise Resources Inc. purchases the
Vested Mine Property from the BET
Group for $2,000,000 for the purpose
of resuming mining and processing
operations thereon.>'® Shortly
thereafter, Rise Resources Inc.
commences exploration drilling from
the surface®'® and changesits name to
Rise Gold Corp.®Y’

515 Rise Resources Press Release (Jan. 25, 2017)
[Exhibit 308].

516 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Oct. 23, 2017)
[Exhibit 309].

517 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Apr. 7, 2017)

[Exhibit 310].

I Theterms“Mine Property” and

“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

i Exhibit 208 states that “[t]he

Company has purchased fee
simple land upon which the I-M
Mineis situated (the “Propert”)
[sic], which includes
approximately 93 acres of surface
land and approximately 2,750
acres of minera rights, for a
purchase price of US$2,000,000.”
But Petitioner did not cite to or
provide any grant deeds to verify
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that Petitioner has obtained such
minera rights.

I The advertisement presented by

Petitioner (Exhibit 307) sates that
the property was listed for sale
with “Charles Brock, CA BRE
Lic # 00328328, Coldwell Banker
Grass Roots Redlty, Grass Valley,
CA 95945." A newsarticle at the
time stated:
Nearly 145 acres of land
once associated with the
historic Idaho-Maryland
Mine, which Emgold Mining
Corp. had attempted to
reopen in recent years, is
now on the market.
Coldwell Banker Grass
Roots Realty has the
$2,750,000 land listing of 18
Separate assessor’ s parcels,
which includes 2,750 acres
of mineral rightsand a
collection of core samples.
But although the land 3
owners are sitting on a
former gold mine, they Te
not selling the property as
one.
“We Te not selling a mine,””
said Charlie Brock, broker
associate with Coldwell
Banker, and the listing
agent. ““The property is not
permitted as a mine. It%
zoned M1, or light
industrial.”” (Former Idaho-
Maryland Mine Property Up
for Sale, NCS Import, The
Union (June 12, 2014)
(Exhibit 1025).)
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I Inhisdeclaration discussing that
sale, Mr. Brock stated:
“Historical information, data and
core samples were made available
to the market, however, the
sellers wanted the market to
clearly understand that the Idaho-
Maryland Mine was not a
permitted, operating mine, and
that the BET Group would not be
participating in any mine cleanup
or permitting activity asa
condition of sale. This condition
of salewas clearly stated, ina
remark | made at that time which
was quoted in the Grass Valley
Union newspaper (June 11, 2014)
where | said ‘we are not selling a
mine,” Measures taken to arrive
at our asking price were based on
comparable sales of similarly
zoned light industrial and
residential properties.”

62.

Petition, p. 49
2018:

Rise Gold Corp. continues extensive
exploration drilling from the surface
of the Vested Mine Property which
“continues to be successful,” 8 and
purchases the sawmill property from
Sierra Pacific Industriesfor
$1,900,000 to facilitate “the
exploration and future devel opment of

the Idaho-Maryland Gold Project.” >
518 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Dec. 13, 2018)
[Exhibit 311].

I Theterms*“Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

i Exhibit 312 states that the
company “has completed the
purchase of 82 acres of fee-
simple land (the “Mill Site
Property”) adjacent to the historic
New Brunswick mine shaft.” But
Exhibit 312 does not include any
grant deeds, and the Grant Deed

519 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (May 23, 2018) gg%\)”ged by I:_etmloger (EXhI_bIt a
[Exhibit 312]. oes not include any miner
rights below 75 or 200 feet.
County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition Page 122 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

63. Petition, p. 49
2019:

After completing its exploration
drilling program,>® Rise Grass
Valley Inc. appliesto the County of
Nevadafor a use permit to re-open
the Idaho- Maryland Mine, and is
fully financed to complete the

permitting process.®

520 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Jun. 28, 2019)
[Exhibit 313].

521 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Nov. 21, 2019)
[Exhibit 314].

Petitioner’ s Exhibit 314 states:
“Rise Gold Corp. (CSE: RISE,
OTCQS: RYES) (the
“Company”) is pleased to
announce that it has submitted an
application for a Use Permit to
Nevada County to alow there-
opening of the Idaho-Maryland
Gold Mine (the‘IM Minge').”
“The Use Permit application
proposes underground mining to
recommence at an average
throughput of 1,000 tons per
day.” “Subsurface mining and
aboveground processing is an
allowed use subject to County
approval of aUse Permit.”
(Exhibit 314.)

Thus, Petitioner implicitly
conceded that resuming
underground gold mining at the
|daho-Maryland Mine will
require a conditional use permit,
and not through a vested right to
resume such underground gold
mining.

Correspondence from the
California Department of
Conservation confirmds they will
need to evaluate any proposed
use permit for reopening of the
|daho-Maryland Mine.
(Correspondence from California
Department of Conservation,
Division of Mine Reclamation to
Matt Kelley of Nevada County
Planning Department Re Notice
of Preparation, State
Clearinghouse No. 2020070378
(August 11, 2020) (County
Exhibit 1024).)
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64. Petition, p. 49 I Petitioner’s Exhibit 316 states:
“The FEIR builds upon the Draft
2022: EIR issued on January 4, 2022,”
and not December 2021 as
The County of Nevadareleases a Petitioner asserts.
favorable Draft Environmental | mpact
Report for the Idaho-Maryland Mine
Project in December 2021,°%? and a
Final Environmental Impact Report in
December 2022.5%3
522 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Jan. 4, 2022)
[Exhibit 315].
523 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (Dec. 16, 2022)
[Exhibit 316].
65. Petition, p. 49 I Petitioner’s Exhibit 317 states:
“The Nevada County Planning
2023: Commission held apublic

On May 11, 2023, the Nevada County
Planning Commission recommends denial
of the Idaho-Maryland Mine Project

following a public hearing.>®*
524 Rise Gold Corp. Press Release (May 12, 2023)
[Exhibit 317].

hearing on May 10 and May 11,
2023 to consider the Final
Environmental Impact Report
(the ‘FEIR’). At the conclusion
of the public hearing the Planning
Commission recommended to the
Nevada County Board of
Supervisors that the FEIR not be
certified and that the Use Permit
be denied.”

I The USGS Minera Resource
Data System’ sentry for the
|daho-Maryland Mine, accessed
in 2023, reportsthat al mining
terminated as of 1957. (Idaho —
Maryland Mine Past Producer in
Nevada County in California,
United States with Commodities
Gold, Silver, Mineral Resources,
USGS.GOV (County Exhibit
1026).)
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PETITIONERS CHRONOLOGICAL RECAP SUMMARY

66. Petition, pp. 55-56 The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are

Here, the County approved Ordinance No. inaccurate and overly inclusive.
196 on September 10, 1954, which became (See County Response, Note #1,
effective thirty days thereafter on October above.)
10, 1954. Ordinance No. 196 required, for
the first time, that an operator of a “ As noted above, the source
“commercia excavation of natural provided (Exhibit 179) to support
materials within a distance of 1,000 feet this only shows mining activities
from any public street, road, or highway” at the ‘Brunswick Unit.” The
obtain aland use permit to operate.>®* language presented in the petition
Accordingly, October 10, 1954, represents — ‘throughout the Mine' -
the “vesting date” against which vested suggests something more
mining rights must be tested. As expansive.” (Historian, Comment
demonstrated above, the Vested Mine No. 74.)
Property operated before, during, and after
the adoption of Ordinance No. 196, firmly Some mining operations were
vesting the mining use, and creating the conducted in 1954, but there is no
vested right to mine the Vested Mine evidence supporting mining at all
Property. times after 1954 at the Subject
561 Ordinance No. 196, § 7 (1954). Property.

67. Petition, p. 57 The term “Vested Mine Property”

[ T]he geographic scope of the vested area
is comprised of both the surface and
subsurface estate, al of which were under
common ownership by 1941 and the
surface was used for the primary purpose
of supporting subsurface gold mining
operations. The vested mining area of the
Vested Mine Property includes two
components:. (1) the surface of the Vested
Mine Property, which includes the
Brunswick Industrial Site and the
Centennial Industrial Site; and (2) and the
subsurface of the Vested Mine Property,
which consists of established mine tunnels
and the untapped mineral estate into which
mining will expand as mining progresses in

isinaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

“The use of the ‘surface’ property
at the historical Idaho-Maryland
Mine has changed over time.
Historical usesinclude support of
gold mining during the period of
gold mining, commercia timber
harvesting and milling, and arock
crushing operation. The ‘ surface’
has also been devel oped for
residential, commercial, and
recreational purposes.”
(Historian, Comment No. 62.)
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the future.

“These geographic terms -
Brunswick Industrial Site and
Centennial Industrial Site -
appear to be modern constructs
that do not have a clear grounding
in the history of the Grass Valley
Mining District. Use of these
modern terms obscures the land
use and ownership history of
these areas.” (Historian,
Comment No. 63.)

68.

Petition, p. 58

This storied history of the expansive
underground workings of one the largest gold
mining operationsin California, establishes
without question that the mineral rights of the

Vested Mine Property were vested as of 1954.

Rise now holds the property assembled in
1941 encompassed within this vested rights
petition.

The term “Vested Mine Property”
isinaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

“The petition does not clearly
define which historical mining
properties were assembled by
ownership in 1941, nor does it
clearly present the ownership
history after 1941.” (Historian,
Comment No. 65.)

The fact that Petitioner had to re-
assemble the various properties
that existed together in 1941,
such as Brunswick mill site that
was completely severed (both
surface and subsurface rights) in
1956 (Exhibit 206), demonstrates
abandonment of the mine asiit
was constituted in 1941.

69.

Petition, p. 60.

[T]he Vested Mine Property’ s surface
consisted of two separate sites. the Brunswick
Industrial Site and the Centennial Industria
Site. There are clear manifestations of intent
to continue the use of both sitesto support
subsurface mining operations at the vesting

The terms “Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

“These geographic terms -
Brunswick Industrial Site and
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date.

Centennial Industrial Site -
appear to be modern constructs
that do not have a clear grounding
in the history of the Grass Valley
Mining District. Use of these
modern terms obscures the land
use and ownership history of
these areas.” (Historian,
Comment No. 63.)

70.

Petition, p. 60

Aerial photographs beginning in 1938 clearly
depict agradual increase in mining operations
at the Brunswick Industrial Site, consistent
with expected expansions of vested mining
operations.>®® By 1947, an extensive network
of roads and various buildings had been
constructed on the Vested Mine Property for
the purpose of supporting mining
operations.>® New roads and clearings are
visible on the southernmost portion of the
Brunswick Industrial Site, physically
indicating an intent to use this entire property
to the extent of its current border at least as of

195259

588 Aerial Photograph of Idaho-Maryland Mine (1938).

589 Clark 172, 177-178, 190-193, 216; Exhibits 145, 146, 147,
152, 153, 154, 159, 161, 162, 334; Geologic Summary of Mine
Development (Nov. 1941) [Exhibit 337]; See LeX er from
Idaho Maryland Mines Corpora©on to William Oliver (Aug.
22,1949)

[Exhibit 338].

590 Exhibit 330.

The terms “Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

“Aeria imagery can yield
historical information - however,
no acknowledgement is given to
itsinherent limitations. Aswith
any photograph, a single moment
in time and place is captured.
Unless analyzed sequentialy,
such images can create a distorted
interpretation of any land use
activity over time. Even when
aerial photographs are viewed
sequentially, chronological gaps
or shifts between the photographs
may obscure more than may be
revealed by examination.”
(Historian, Comment No. 23.)

“Observation of roads in aerid
photographs is not sufficient to
support any definitive statements
about the purpose of the roads.
Roads may have been present to
support mining activities or they
may have been present to provide
access to timber stands, or to
serve other types of infrastructure
that may or may not relate to
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mining activities. Note that
Exhibit 167 reportsthat in 1948
|daho-Maryland was cutting
timber on its own property and
that ‘there may be more money
this year in the above ground
enterprise than in the entire
underground activities.””
(Historian, Comment No. 67.)

71.

Petition, pp. 60-61

Even after the suspension of gold extraction in
1956 due to the static low price of gold,**
mining operations are till visible at the
Brunswick Industrial Site, including tree
clearing to fuel the Brunswick sawmill.>% As
mentioned above, the sawmill was originally
constructed for the exclusive use and benefit
of mining operations, and continued to
operate during the 1960’ s and 1970’ s pursuant
to Use Permits U58-15, U64-30, and U64-

31.593

591 Exhibit 58.

592 Exhibits 181, 182, 183, 184; See Aerial Map of
Brunswick Industrial Site (1973) [Exhibit 339];
Topographical Map of Centennial Industrial Site (1973)
[Exhibit 340]; Topographical Map of Brunswick Industrial
Site (1973) [Exhibit 341]; Overview of Vested Area (1976)
[Exhibit 342]; Map of Centennial Industrial Site (1978)
[Exhibit 343]; Aerial Map of Centennial Industrial Site
(1984) [Exhibit 344]; Aerial Map of Brunswick Industrial
Site (1984) [Exhibit 345]; Map of Brunswick Industrial
Site (1987) [Exhibit 346]; Topographical Map of
Centennial Industrial Site (1995) [Exhibit 347];
Topographical Map of Brunswick Industrial Site (1995)
[Exhibit 348]; Topographical Map of Centennial Industrial
Site (1998) [Exhibit 349]; Aerial Map of Centennial
Industrial Site (1998) [Exhibit 350]; Aerial Map of
Brunswick Industrial Site (1998) [Exhibit 351]; Historical
Topographical Map of Brunswick Industrial Site (1998,
2000) [Exhibit 352]; Aerial Map of Centennial Industrial
Site (2006) [Exhibit 353]; Aerial Map of Brunswick
Industrial Site (2006) [Exhibit 354]; Aerial Map of
Brunswick Industrial Site (2009) [Exhibit 355]; Aerial Map
of Centennial Industrial Site (2009) [Exhibit 356]; Aerial
Map of Centennial Industrial Site (2012) [Exhibit 357];
Aerial Map of Brunswick Industrial Site (2012) [Exhibit
358]; Historical Topographical Map of Brunswick

The terms “Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

The Brunswick sawmill site was
completely severed, both surface
and subsurface mining rights,
from the rest of the mine property
by Idaho-Maryland Mine
Corporation in 1956. (Exhibit
206.)

The fact that use permits were
requested, and then issued by the
County, in 1958 and 1965,
demonstrates that the operation of
asawmill on the site was not
considered by either the property
owner or the County to be ause
conducted pursuant to a vested
right.

“There is evidence (Exhibit 167)
that by the 1940s, the Idaho-
Maryland sawmill was operating
in part to produce commercial
lumber. Exhibit 215 is suggestive
that a new sawmill was
constructed after Summit Valley
Pine Mill, Inc. was issued a use
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Industrial Site (2012) [Exhibit 359]; Historical
Topographical Map of Centennial Industrial Site (2012)
[Exhibit 360]; Historical Topographical Map of Centennial
Site (2015) [Exhibit 361]; Aerial Map of Brunswick
Industrial Site (2016) [Exhibit 362]; Aerial Map of
Centennial Industrial Site (2016) [Exhibit 363]; Historical
Topographical Map of Centennial Industrial Site (2018)
[Exhibit 364]; Aerial Map of Centennial Industrial Site
(2020) [Exhibit 365].

593 Nevada County Board of Supervisors”Minutes (May 10,
2005) [Exhibit 366].

permit by Nevada County.”
(Historian, Comment No. 68.)

Historic photographs demonstrate
the dismantling and extrication of
the Idaho-Maryland Mine's
buildings and equipment. (Clark,
at p. 251 (County Exhibit 1027).)

72. Petition, p. 61 The evidence presented by
Petition shows such activity

Finally, exploratory trenching, tunnels, occurring in 1915 (Exhibit 57),
drilling and mineral surveys were conducted and then not again until 1994
on the Brunswick Industrial Site continuously (Exhibit 279). Abandonment
throughout the last century through to the occurred during that 80-year
present.5% period.
594 Exhibits 57, 279, 286, 314; See Exhibits 298, 333; Emgold
Press Release (Feb. 12, 2003) [Exhibit 367]; Emgold Press
Release (Apr. 15, 2003) [Exhibit 368]; Emgold Press Release
(Sept. 16, 2003) [Exhibit 369]; Emgold Press Release (Mar.
31, 2004) [Exhibit 370]; Emgold Press Release (Nov. 23, 2004)
[Exhibit 371].

73. Petition, p. 61 None of the citations referenced

Not only was the Idaho Mine shaft located on
the south eastern area of the Centennial
Industrial Site, but the Centennia Industrial
Site was also directly utilized to support
underground mining operations, primarily for
the purpose of storing mine tailings and waste

from the Brunswick Industria Site.>
598 Exhibits 218, 230.

by Petitioner (grant deeds) appear
to support the assertions made by
Petitioner.

In regard to Petitioner’ s assertion
that “the Centennial Industrial
Site was also directly utilized to
support underground mining
operations, primarily for the
purpose of storing mine tailings
and waste from the Brunswick
Industrial Site,” it is*“unclear
how the cited sources (Exhibits
218 and 230) support this
connection between the two
gtes.” (Historian, Comment No.
69.)
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74. Petition, p. 61 I Theterm “Vested Mine Property”
IS inaccurate and overly
Turning to the present, mine-related inclusive. (See County Response,
activities and disturbance areas are still Note #1, above.)
evident on the Vested Mine Property, at
both the Brunswick and Centennial i “ltisunclear at what point in the
Industrial sites, with visible areas of history of the minesin question
disturbance. Taken together, these facts the surface area constituted 175
support afinding of vested mining right acres. The newspaper article
across the entire 175 surface-acre and presented as Exhibit 219 noted
2,560 subsurface-acre Vested Mine that |daho-Maryland Mines
Property.” Corporation had sold 1,100 acres
for residential, commercial,
industrial, and recreation use and
that 70 acres would be retained
around three mine shafts.”
(Historian, Comment No. 70.)
75. Petition, pp. 63-64 I Theterm “Mine Property” is

These important improvements
significantly increased production at the
Mine. For example, the new capacity of the
completed New Brunswick headframe,
crusher plant, hoist, and compressor
building was reported to be 2,000 tons of
ore daily from depths as low as 5,000 feet
below surface.®”® The mining operation
sold waste rock to third parties,52
transported and stored explosives,®?” and
trucked materials on public roads.®?®
Mineral processing equipment included
pan feeders, belt conveyors, screens, jaw
crushers, gyratory crushers, ore bins, drum
feeders, screw classifiers, ball mills, table
concentrators, amalgamators, flotation
dells, thickeners, and filter presses.% In
the late 1940'sand 1950’ s, further
improvements to the Mine Property were
less aggressive due to alack of financing,
falling revenues, and the stagnated price of

gold caused in large part by World War
||.630

inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

The fact that all the equipment
and buildings described by
Petitioner were all sold off and
dismantled by 1957 (Clark, pp.
247-252), and the fact that the
“[ast production from the
complex occurred in 1956 and the
mine has been idle for the last 32
years’ (Exhibit 262 (* Proposal,
p. 1)), demonstrate that the
mining operations were
abandoned no later than

January 1, 1958. (See also,
Minutes of Adjourned Regular
Meeting of the Board of
Directors, Nevada lrrigation
Digtrict (December 28, 1956)
(County Exhibit 1006); Clark, at
pp. 249, 251 (County Exhibit
1027).)
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625 Exhibit 154.

626 | e er from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporaon to
David Maltman (Jan. 9, 1950) [Exhibit 375]; See LeZ er
from Idaho Maryland Mines Corpora©on to Nevada City
Highway (Oct. 23, 1950) [Exhibit 376].

627 | ez er from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporaon to
Hercules Powder Company (Feb. 20, 1947) [Exhibit 377];
LeX er from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporagon to
Hercules Powder Company (Jan. 31, 1949) [Exhibit 378].
628 | e3 er from Neil O Donnell to E.L. Oliver (Jul. 5, 1950)
[Exhibit 379].

629 Brunswick Mill Flowsheet (1954) [Exhibit 380].

630 Clark 191-193, 246, 248; Exhibits 176, 178, 186, 209;
see also LeX er from Idaho Maryland Mines CorporaGon
to James A. White (May 27, 1947) [Exhibit 381]; See also
LeX er from Idaho Maryland Mines to Robert E. Rust
(May 1, 1950) [Exhibit 382]; LeX er from Idaho Maryland
Mines Corpora©on to U.S. Department of the Interior
(June 26, 1950) [Exhibit 383]; LeX er from Idaho
Maryland Mines Corporaon to William. Oliver (Aug. 9,
1950) [Exhibit 384]; LeX er from Idaho Maryland Mines
Corpora6on to Day Mines Inc. (Oct. 7, 1950) [Exhibit
385]; Inter-O ce Correspondence, Idaho Maryland
Mines Corpora©on (June 1, 1950) [Exhibit 429].

76.

Petition, 63

Thus, the sawmill was, at the time of its
construction, an auxiliary use of the Mine
Property, with the purpose of facilitating
the mining operation.

The term “Mine Property” is
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

“The presented history of this
sawmill is not complete and does
not follow the operations or
longevity of thissawmill. Itis
unclear how long the initial
sawmill was operational, and to
what degree, if any, it was
supporting mining after the
1940s.” (Historian, Comment
No. 71.)

77

Petition, 64

In 1946, a second sawmill was constructed
on the Vested Mine Property “to cut timber
for the mineg” and was known as the
Brunswick sawmill.®3! Both sawmills
operated throughout the 1940’ s, and were
reported as cutting about 60,000 feet of

The terms “Mine Property” and
“Vested Mine Property” are
inaccurate and overly inclusive.
(See County Response, Note #1,
above.)

The Brunswick sawmill site was
completely severed, both surface
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pine lumber daily.%% In the late 1940's, the
|daho Maryland Mines Corporation
contemplated upgrading at least one of the

sawmills with a burner and rubber liner.®
631 Exhibits 159, 162, 380; See LeX er from Idaho

Maryland Mines Corpora©on to Grass Valley Lumber
Company (Oct. 14, 1947) [Exhibit 386].

632 | e er from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporacon to Wood
Products Company (Jan. 21, 1947) [Exhibit 387].

633 | e er from Idaho Maryland Mines Corporaon to
Placerville Lumber Company (Feb. 28, 1947) [Exhibit

388]; See also Exhibit 379.

and subsurface mining rights,
from the rest of the mine property
by Idaho-Maryland Mine
Corporation in 1956. (Exhibit
206.) That demonstrates an
abandonment of the mining
operation asit existed in the
1940s.

[R]oadways are an integral part of a
mining operations, and were utilized to
transport mined materials from the Vested
Mine Property to market, and to bring

78. Petition, p. 64 I TheBrunswick sawmill site was
completely severed, both surface
By 1957, only one mill was referenced and and subsurface mining rights,
reported in the corporate documents — the from the rest of the Subject
Brunswick sawmill —which underlying Property by Idaho Maryland
property was sold to and operated by Mine Corporation in 1956.
various parties until Rise Gold Corporation (Exhibit 206.) That demonstrates
purchased it in 2018 for $1,900,000 to the abandonment of the mining
facilitate “the exploration and future operation asit existed in the
development of the Idaho-Maryland Gold 1950s.
Project.”%** This sawmill was originally
built by t_he |daho Maryl a_nd Min&_ i “Exhibits 159, 162, and 386 cited
Corporgtl on to support mine operqtl ons, in Footnote 631 and Exhibit 387
and_ isfirmly apart of the vested right as an cited in Footnote 632 date to the
ancillary use. 1940s and do not give any
634 Exhibit 312; See LeZ er from Idaho Maryland Mines indication as to whether or not the
CorporaBon to American Lumber and TreaBng Company B ick il ted
(Jan. 16, 1950) [Exhibit 389]; Plan of Sawmill Area (1950) runswick savmill suppor
[Exhibit 390]; LeZ er from Idaho Maryland Mines mining activities in the 1950s.
Corpora6on to Bishop Concentrate and Cleaning Co. The only cited source that dates
(Jan. 8, 1951) [Exhibit 391]; The Press Tribune (Nov. 22, ; ihi ;
1991) [Exhibit 392]; Grant Deed from Sum-Gold to the 1950s is EXhI blt 3801n
Corpora6on Inc. to Yuba River Lumber Company (Apr. Footnote 631 anditisa .
1960) [Exhibit 424]; Le er from Idaho Maryland Mines ‘Flowsheet of the Brunswick
Corpora6on to Fred Henderson (Dec. 17, 1948) [Exhibit Mill,” with no apparent reference
428] to asawmill.” (Historian,
Comment No. 72.)
79. Petition, p. 64. The terms “Vested Mine

Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

County’ s Responses to Petitioner’ s Facts and Evidence
in the Vested Rights Petition

Page 132 of 134




PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

tools and suppliesto the site. These
roadways, internal and external to the
Property, were easily observed in agerid
photographs taken in the 1930’ s through
the 1980's.5% Inthe 1930's, the roads
were improved assuming “much greater
travel than heretofore with the reopening
on alarge scale of the Brunswick
properties.” %% The roads are used for
mine access,®*’ as well as the export and
import of ore, aggregate materials,®* and

lumber.®%°

635 Exhibits 137, 323, 330; Aerial Photograph of
Brunswick Site (1939) [Exhibit 393]; Aerial Photograph of
Centennial Site (1939) [Exhibit 394]; Aerial Photograph
of Brunswick Site (1962) [Exhibit 395]; Aerial Photograph
of Centennial Industrial Site (1962) [Exhibit 396]; Aerial
Photograph of Brunswick Site (1975) [Exhibit 397]; Aerial
Photograph of Brunswick Site (1987) [Exhibit 398]; Aerial
Photograph of Centennial Industrial Site (1947) [Exhibit
399]; Aerial Photograph of Centennial Industrial Site
(1952) [Exhibit 400]; Aerial Photograph of Centennial
Industrial Site (1957) [Exhibit 401]; Aerial Photograph of
Centennial Industrial Site (1978) [Exhibit 402]; Aerial
Photograph of Centennial Industrial Site (1984) [Exhibit
403].

636 Exhibit 119.

837 |bid.

638 Exhibits 3, 66, 186, 259, 260.

639 | g3 er from Neil O Donnell to E.L. Oliver (Oct. 31, 1949)
[Exhibit 404]; Exhibit 386.

The photographs after 1958 do
not evidence any underground
gold mining at the Subject
Properties.

“Aeria imagery canyield
historical information - however,
no acknowledgement is given to
itsinherent limitations. Aswith
any photograph, a single moment
in time and place is captured.
Unless analyzed sequentialy,
such images can create a distorted
interpretation of any land use
activity over time. Even when
aerial photographs are viewed
sequentially, chronological gaps
or shifts between the photographs
may obscure more than may be
revealed by examination.”
(Historian, Comment No. 23.)

80.

Petition, p. 65

[ T]he time the mining right vested in 1954,
mining uses at the Vested Mine Property
consisted of those operations and
equipment typically used in traditional gold
mining operations, including mining and
processing of gold, transportation and
hauling of mined materials off-site, and all
other equipment necessary for those uses,
including a sawmill to provide lumber for
use at the Vested Mine Property.
Consistent with California court cases
holding that equipment associated with
vested land uses can be updated and

The terms “Vested Mine
Property” and “Mine Property”
are inaccurate and overly
inclusive. (See County Response,
Note #1, above.)

The Brunswick sawmill site was
completely severed, both surface
and subsurface mining rights,
from the rest of the mine property
by Idaho Maryland Mine
Corporation in 1956. (Exhibit
206.) That demonstrates an
abandonment of the mining
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PETITIONER S PURPORTED
FACTS AND EVIDENCE
ALLEGED IN THE PETITION

COUNTY S RESPONSE AND

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT

modernized,®® operators at the Mine have
periodically updated and modernized
mining equipment after mining operations
first commenced on the Vested Mine
Property, including upgrading the types of
extraction equipment used and modernizing
processing equipment and facilities, al of
which was necessary to accommodate the
amount of materials mined, processed, and

sold from the Vested Mine Property.

640 See, e.g., Endara v. Culver City (1956) 140 Cal.App.2d 33,
38; City of Ukiah v. County of Mendocino (1988) 196
Cal.App.3d

47; McCaslin v. City of Monterey Park (1958) 163 Cal.App.2d
339.

operation asit existed in the
1950s.

The fact that the extensive
equipment described by
Petitioner was al sold off in 1957
(Clark, pp. 247-252), and the fact
that the “[l]ast production from
the complex occurred in 1956 and
the mine has been idlefor the last
32 years’ (Exhibit 262
(*Proposal, p. 1)), demonstrate
that the underground mining
operations were abandoned.

81.

Petition, p. 75

Asaresult of a shortage in financing,
active materia saleswere reduced, and
the Mine was held in a state of
suspension with intent to resume mining
operations when possible until the
resumption of mining, crushing and
material sales activitiesin the 1960's
and 1970's.

“Component parts of 1daho-
Maryland Mine were sold to
various entities after the gold
mine closed. There does not
appear to have been asingle
entity holding the historical mine
‘in suspension’ as claimed by
Petitioner for future gold mining
development. The waste rock
crushing, removal, and sales that
began in 1964 was not described
contemporaneoudly as a
resumption of historical gold
mining operations.” (Historian,
Comment No. 81.)
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December 1950:

% Edwin L. Oliver, president of the !
Idahe-Maryland Mines Corp., 2n-
nounced recently that the company's |
production has been lessened by reduc- -
tion of the workers from 350 to 200
men. Workers have been leaving the |
gold mines to seek employment in
lead and copper mines which are con- ’
sidered more essential industries and |
offer more security from the draft.:
This- reduction has cut volume from ;
$150,000 to $100,000 monthly.

JRP Historical Consulting, LLC — November 20,2023 | 5
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INTRODUCTION

This Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of Effect document was prepared as a result of a cultural
resources study conducted by InContext, under contract to Rise Grass Valley, Inc., for the Remedial
Action Plan of the Centennial M-1 Property (Project) (Figures 1 and 2). The study was completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The study consisted of the following tasks:

prefield research

outreach to potentially interested parties

pedestrian survey

historical research

evaluation of resources eligibility for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR

assessment of project effects on NRHP and CRHR eligible resources’ qualifying characteristics

The study resulted in the identification of one cultural resource that is considered eligible for listing in
the NRHP and the CRHR for the purpose of this undertaking only.[This resource is the ldaho-Maryland
Mines Historic District (Historic District). The Historic District is comprised of three separately
documented mines: the Idaho- Maryland Mine (P-29- 1447); the New Brunswick Mine (P-29-1494); and
the Union Hill Mine (P-29-1496). However, only the Idaho-Maryland Mine (P-29-1447) is within the
current Project’s limits and/or Area of Potential Effects.

An assessment of the Project’s impacts to the physical characteristics that qualify the Historic District
for NRHP and CRHR eligibility finds that the project will have no adverse effect as defined by Section
106 of the NHPA and will not result in a significant adverse impact as defined by CEQA.

Project Description

A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) was prepared pursuant to a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA;
Docket No. HSA-FY18/19-014) between Rise Grass Valley Inc. (the Proponent) and the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The purpose of the RAP is to describe procedures
for conducting remedial activities related to soil contamination at the Centennial M-1 Property (the
site). The RAP presents remedial action objectives, proposes remedial procedures for the
recommended remedial action, and provides a verification sampling plan to document that the
remedial action objectives are achieved.

The 56-acre site (“Centennial Industrial Site”) is located at 10344 Centennial Drive near the city limits
of Grass Valley in unincorporated Nevada County, California. The site is located immediately south of
Centennial Drive and Idaho Maryland Road, and north of East Bennett Road. (Figures 1 and 2).

The site is historically associated with the Idaho Maryland Mine, a former underground hard rock
(lode) gold mining operation. Historical mining and milling structures associated with the former

Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of Effect
Remedial Action Plan — Centennial M-1 Property (8122-1880)
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mine were generally located to the east of the site, and the site was used primarily for disposal of
mine waste (tailings and waste rock} to land. The historical tailings ponds comprise approximately
two-thirds of the site (37.1 acres of the 56.4-acre site).

The RAP proposes remediation efforts encompassing roughly 28 acres within the larger 56-acre
Centennial Industrial Site. Remediation includes the excavation, movement, and placement of roughly
241,000 yards of material onsite within that confined 28 acres. Materials proposed for excavation and
remediation consist entirely ofwaste rock and tailings piles that are remnants of the former gold mining
activities. No excavation is anticibated into undisturbed, native soils. As such, there is no need to discuss
vertical i'mpacts and potential for encountering buried archaeological resources.

Regulatory Context
California Environmental Quality Act

The proposed Project is subject to CEQA compliance because it requires a discretionary action by DTSC.
CEQA requires public agencies to evaluate the implications of their projects on the environment and
includes historical resources and Tribal Cultural Resources as part of the environment. If a project results
in significant adverse impacts on historical resources or Tribal Cultural Resources, the impact should be
disclosed, and mitigation measures must be considered. The steps that are typically taken in a cultural
resources investigation for CEQA compliance are as follows:

1. Identify historical resources or Tribal Cultural Resources that may be affected by the project;

2. Assess the impact of the project on historical resources and Tribal Cultural Resources; and

3. Develop and implement measures to mitigate the impacts of the project on historical
resources and Tribal Cultural Resources.

Tribal Cultural Resources are not addressed in this document because they will be addressed by DTSC,
who, as the lead agency, will conduct AB52 consultation.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

The Project will require a permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). As a result, the
Project is considered a federal undertaking and, as such, is subject to compliance with Section 106 of
NHPA (Section 106). Section 106 requires that, before beginning any undertaking, a federal agency must
take into account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on these actions (16 U.S.C. 470f). The
Section 106 process is presented in 36 CFR 800 and consists of the following five basic steps:

1. Initiate process by coordinating with other environmental reviews, consulting with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), identifying the Area of Potential Effects;
identifying and consulting with interested parties, and identifying points in the process to
seek input from the public and to notify the public of proposed actions.

Historic Properties Inventory and Finding of Effect
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Errol MacBoyle, a well-known mining engineer from San Francisco, found interest in the Idaho-
Maryland Mine and compiled a report. In his report, MacBoyle determined that the mine held much
larger amounts of riches than the 519,000,000 it had generated to earlier owners. He also considered
the benefits of combining all the surrounding mines with the Idaho-Maryland Mine. MacBoyle first
received options from the South Idaho Consolidated Mining Company, Gold Point Gold Mining
Company, and Black Hawk Mine. To further his plans to combine the mines, MacBoyle formed a
syndicate to obtain the Union Hill Mine. Gold Point Consolidated Mines, Inc., was created to handle the
purchases of more properties, but in 1917, Metals Exploration Company took over Gold Point
Consolidated Mines, Inc. After months of negotiations, Metals Exploration Company leased the Eureka,
Roanaise, South Idaho, Black Hawk, Union Hill, Gold Point Mines and several other claims with the
option to buy each. The Idaho-Maryland Mine was purchased from Samuel

P. Dorsey in late 1919 for $187,692.50. Obtaining control of the mines, the Metals Exploration
Company secured the funds necessary to begin reopening the mines. The company named the new
project the Idaho— Maryland Mines Company.

World War | - 1957

This period is characterized by vacillating decades of high production costs/low gold production and
low production costs/high gold production. The end of this period also marks the closing of the large
lode mines in the Grass Valley Mining District, which have yet to recover.

The Eureka Mine reopened in 1920 and several years of production followed the consolidation. In 1925,
the Idaho-Maryland Mine closed. Errol MacBoyle sought the funds necessary to continue operating the
pumps so that the mine would not fill with water. Tributers or men who leased a part of the claim to
mine kept the mine operating.

In the 1930s and 1940s, the Idaho-Maryland Mine was the second-largest underground gold mine in
California behind the Empire Mine and was extremely active and productive. Between 1930 and 1940,
the ldaho-Maryland and Brunswick Mines yielded 2,186,381 tons of ore, equating to $26.76 million in
extracted materials, and a new method of sinking shafts, core drilling, was developed in the Idaho-
Maryland shops. On July 1, 1933, the Idaho-Maryland Mines Company leased the Brunswick Mine from
the Idaho Consolidated Mines, Inc., for 5 years. By 1934, the underground workings of the Idaho-
Maryland Mine extended more than 8,000 feet from the main shaft. To supply better ventilation and
another exit, the decision was made to sink another shaft closer to where the underground operations
were in progress. The location for the shaft was near the intersection of Brunswick and Maryland Roads.
This area proved problematic from a geological standpoint because the rock formations consisted of
serpentine, gouge, ankerite, and gabbro. To run a conventional shaft that could drill and blast in that
location would have needed a vast amount of timber and constant upkeep, which would add to the
cost. The shaft would not need to hoist ore or waste rock, so they tried using a 60-inch-diameter
experimental, single compartment, core drill that J. Branner Newsome constructed at the ldaho-
Maryland shop. They called the No. 2 shaft the “Round Hole” shaft, and with the use of the drill, the
shaft advanced 173 feet in1934.
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InContext

The Idaho-Maryland Consolidated Mines, Inc., merged with its operating company Idaho-Maryland
Mines Company in 1935 and then changed the name to Idaho-Maryland Mines Corporation. Mining
operations, including the Idaho shaft and the New Brunswick, produced 293,975 tons of ore in 1936.
According to some government reports, in 1939, the Idaho-Maryland Mines Corporation experienced
the largest gold production of any quartz mine in California and remained the second-largest gold mine
in the United States. The mine kept these leading numbers for several years as a direct result of the
output from the Idaho- Maryland Mine, and other Grass Valley area mines they controlled including
the Brunswick Mine. The Brunswick Mine added to the Idaho-Maryland Mine’s production numbers,
which peaked in 1941 (Wolflin 1941).

Further improvements to the New Brunswick Mine in 1940 included deeper shafts and, in turn, an
increase in ore production, which required increasing the headframe size and hoisting capabilities. The
owners of the surface plant for New Brunswick bought a 1,000-horsepower water drum from the Los
Angeles Metropolitan Water District. The hoist had 8-foot-diameter drums with a 60-inch face that
could hold 4,800 feet of cable. The cement piers, foundations, and drum pits were constructed, and
the large hoist installed during summer. Concrete floors were poured and an all-steel building, 56 by
60 by 15 feet high was built over the hoist. The new hoist room was constructed north of the three-
compartment shaft, and the regularly used hoist was on the south side.

Errol MacBoyle left an impression on the Grass Valley area. The mines produced over 2 million tons of
material from the time MacBoyle took over the mine in 1925 until the early 1940s. At the peak of
production, a turn of events occurred on October 8, 1942, when the War Production Board issued
Limitation Order L-208, closing many of the top United States gold mines, including the Idaho-
Maryland. Mining resumed after the war but without the same success realized as that before the war
under MacBoyle’s supervision.

MacBoyle contributed resources to the Grass Valley area, including an airstrip that he allowed the
National Guard to use for training. The government closed the airstrip during WWII and dug ditches
across the field, effectively ruining the airstrip. In 1936, MacBoyle formed the Grass Valley Memorial
Hospital Association and built a hospital to 80 percent completion, but when WWiII began, obtaining
needed materials proved too difficult and monetary funding stopped. MacBoyle believed in supplying
jobs, and because of him, the mines stayed active and he supplied construction jobs; therefore, the
residents of the Grass Valley area did not feel the effects of the Great Depression as severely as the
rest of the country. MacBoyle passed away in his sleep in 1947 after battling an illness that followed a
stroke in 1943 (McKinney 2016).

| For the first time in 105 years, in 1956, all the Grass Valley area mines stopped running. The stamp mills
halted, and a deafening quiet fell over the town. In December 1955, the Idaho-Maryland Miners
Corporation ceased gold mining operations and switched te mining only tungsten; the mine eventually
closed entirely in 1957, The Empire and North Star Mines Company, Ltd., closed on July 5, 1956. The
estimated worth of the total yield of the lode mines was $300 million. The Empire-Star Mine produced
$130 million and the Idaho- Maryland Mine produced $70 million, making them the two largest mining
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operations in California and among the largest in the United States. The equipment at the New
Brunswick and Idaho-Maryland Mines sold at auction in March 1957 to help offset delinquent taxes.
The Grass Valley and Nevada City area mines not only transformed the local area environmentally and
economically, but quartz gold from the Sierra foothills changed the nation as well.

Summary of Historic Context

The history of the District and lode mining, which includes the Idaho-Maryland Mine, reflects the
broader trends and conditions of the times in local, state, and United States society from 1866 to 1957.
With the discovery of gold in the area in 1848, mining changed the landscape of the Sierra foothills and
made some of the Grass Valley District Mines top gold producing mines in the state and country. The
General Mining Act of 1872 allowed miners, or anyone else, to patent mineral rights, in the same way
farmers could claim settlements under the Homestead Act of 1862. The General Mining Act sparked a
small boom in gold production in the later 1800s.

Most developments of new mining techniques and equipment originated in the Grass Valley and
Nevada County Mining Districts, including hydraulic mining, which originated from ground sluicing. In
1867 there were thirty stamp mills operating and roughly 1,600 men working in the mining industry in
the Grass Valley area. Power drills and nitroglycerine-based dynamite replaced hand drills and black
power in 1868. A new steel headframe, 20-stamp mill, and a cyanide plant were in place at the Idaho-
Maryland Mine in 1915 and by 1919, a new hoist and Ingersoll-Rand compressor were installed
together and powered by electricity. The Idaho-Maryland Mine property also housed a machine shop
and carpenter shop. J. Branner Newsome fabricated a core drill at the Idaho-Maryland Shop in 1934 to
help offset the amount of timber needed to get through the hard rock material. The new mining
equipment that developed from need within the Grass Valley District mines contributed to some of the
advancements of the Gilded Age. The surface level of the mine property constantly changed to remain
updated and in working order to better aid with the underground workings of the mine; however, the
underground parts of the mine remained the same over time, except for timber being replaced as
needed and further digging.

The District, as well as the Idaho-Maryland Mine, experienced many fluxes from 1848 to 1957. Between
1856 and 1860, there was a minor nationwide economic depression. Many continued placer mining
even though the work became increasingly more complicated than simple panning or rocking for gold.
Gold mining consistently increases during slow economic cycles. The decline shows the pull of other
strikes, other occupations, and some miners simply giving up and going home; however, the District’s
gold mining influence increased from 71% of the population engaged in mining in 1850 to 76% in 1860.
A worldwide economic depression from 1893 to 1896 created a gold boom and the production of gold
climbed steadily. The Grass Valley region would have suffered negative economic effects of the first
depression if the mines did not employ such a sizable part of the community. The Great Depression
brought the final boom of historic gold mining in the Grass Valley region and between 1930 to 1940
the Idaho and Brunswick Mines produced enormous amounts of ore. By 1941, there were 973
employees working at the Idaho Maryland and Brunswick Mines.
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ARCHEQLOGICAL SITE RECORD

Permanent Trinomial: ___ ___~  Supplement
Other Designations:_Ghidotti/Olson Properties
S8ite Record #2

Page 1 of 3 .

1. County: HNevada

2. USGS Quad (7.5' or 15"): Grass Valley 7.5';Photorevised]l 975
3. UTM Coordinates: Zone 10 4343740mEBasting _668230mNorthing
4342820mEasting _668410mNorthing

4. Legal Description:A portion of the northwest guarter of the
south half of Section 26, Township 16N Range 8E, MDM & BM.

5. Map Coordinates: 141 mmS 267 mmE(from NW corner of map)
137 mmS 274 _mmE

6. Flevation: 2480'

7. Location:From northeast corner of furthest east Grass Valley
Cemetery (as shown on USGS topographic map), walk north approxi-
mately 3 chains (200 feet).

8. Prehistoric_  Historiec X Protohistoric

9. Site Description'é?anﬁqnegﬁhgg of Idaho Ditch (50 named in
deed for property, as well as adjacent property Record of Sur-
vey).Ditch probably dates back to_gold rush era, and was used to
carry water., It has been long abandoned and disturbed by old road
built on top of it.JRoad no longer used, but unable to determine
exact dimensions ~original ditch. May have been one meter wide
by .33 meters deep, based on partial_ disturbed area.

10. Area _ m( yx o m( e W2,
Linear feature: Approximately 1140' (348 meters) long, based
map measurement (brush and berry vines too dense to allow
accurate field measurement).

11. Depth: N/A _cm Method of Determination: N/A

12. Features:_None observed _

13. Artifacts: None observed associated with dit
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Temparary Number:

17. Burials: N/A

1B.Site Integrity: ;The site complex has been heavily disturbed by mining and logging
.

activities. Logging and industrial activities are still being conducted ing

the area.

19. Water (Type and Distance): Wolf Creek is approx 60 meters to the north of the main (cont

20. Vegetstion Community (ies): This area is in the Yellow Pine Belt (Transitional Zone).

21. Plant Lise: Yellow Pine, Digger Pine, Manzanita, Incense Cedar, Madrone, Scrub

Oak, Poison Oak, Ceanothus sp., Blackberry, Douglas Fir, native and introduced

grasses.

22, Site Soit: _Sites Series loam (cont) 23.Surrounding Soil: _(same as item 22)

24 Geology: Granodiorite noted 25. Landform:
56 Slope: 2% average over site 27. Exposure; Northerly

28. Landowner (s) (and/or tenant) and Address:__lown and Country Associates, c/o Harold A.Berliner,

(Grass valley, Calif)

29. Remarks: _QOther components of the Idaho-Maryland Mining Complex are the Eureka,

Maryland, Brunswick and South Idaho.

30. References/ Name of Project: Proposed Whispering Pines Park annexation.

3], Site Accession Number:

35mm Black & White Joan Northrop

32. Photos: Taken By:

Photo Accession Number: ( pending) On File At: Archeological Study Center, California
(cont)
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Engineering and Mining Journal “idaho-Maryland Mine” References, 1948-1970

Vol. 152 195i.:
Idaho Maryland Feb n133, Mar n95, May n112, Sept n124

February 1951:

¥*Idaho-Maryland Mines Corp, h;

applied to the California Garpgéat?i’frsi
Commission foy permission to grant
C. I%:Iarshaﬂ Wood, New York
financier, options tg buy 300,000
shares of treasury stock at $1 a
share, par value. The company plans
to use the funds to rajse working
capital for exploration und develop-
ment at its Grass Vailey mine.

March 1951:

. $Tdaho-Maryland Mines Corp. ifs_ pre-
’ ;;gi-ing to ex{:eriment on reduction of
scheelite ore at its Grass _‘V’aﬂey prop-
erties. A limited quantity of _?ﬂghé
grade scheelite was recently opened
in a portion of Idaho-Maryland 9;9;;
erty near the Union Hill mine W 11-:

produced tungsten in Wgrld ﬁ’gr ;

[ but which has since been abanconed.

| IPRETIRA. £
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Engineering and Mining Journal “Idaho-Mgryland Mine” References, 1948-1970

i g S AT

December 1956
Idaho Maryland Mines Corp. wrote an |
obituary to gold mining operations at‘ its
historic mine at Grass Valley by selling
-

the surface plant to Oro Lumber Co,
The transaction included compressors
and allied equipment, headframe of the

2,000-ft Idaho shaft, but not underground
equipment.

C. L. Allan, secretary-treasurer, said
water will be allowed to fill the Idaho
to the 1450 level, flooding much of the
mine’s 55 miles of underground workings,
Work was discontinued at the 65-year-old
Idaho shaft in 1946.

The firm will continue its tungsten
exploration work centered at the Brups.
wick shaft. A tunnel to the Old Bruns.
wick shaft will be used as a safety exit,
since access to the Idaho (the present
secondary exit, 14 miles away), will be
flooded.

Under the tungsten development pro-
gram, a raisc 1s being cut from the 1100
to the 900 level. Drifts and crosscuts
have intersected the adjoining Union Hill
mine, also owned by Idaho Maryland.
Exceptionally high grude scheelite has
been encountered on Unijon Hill property,
but the mine murt be vinwatered before
work can procecd. Sii pending are Idaho
Maryland applicatin. 1. 1he DMEA for
a $122,000 loan to ana . tinwatering of
the Union Hill und (o 327,000 loan
for ttmgstcn expluranon 4t Union Hill,
The. Union Hill was nuned originally for
gold, then for fungsten, and in 1918 jt
was shut down,

Idaho Maryland has 17 men at work
on the development program, under the

“‘Jdnrection of Jack Clark, superintendent.

—_— ]
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Egginegring and Minin_g Journal "Idaho-l\{ﬂ_a_[\_{land Mine” References, 1948-1970

June 1956:

lduhe Maryland Mines Corp. has placed

its new tungsten mill in operation g
Latoon Y, .’,iﬁey-

' %000 facility has a capacity of

-7 24 hr. It is being operated

+t rate of 50 tpd—two §hr

i wtilizes a crushing plant that

* in operation. New fealures of

rod mill are four concentra-

fian tables, a fiotation cell, and a cleaning
table,

The mill is producing 50-60% con-
centraie. Concentrate is shipped to the
Tulon mill near Lovelock, Nev., for up-
grading to 70%5, :

Idaho Maryland has been shipping
tungsten concentrate to the Government's
buying depot in San Francisco. .

Company president Bert Austin said a

roject under consideration is dewatering
of the Union Hill shaft at Grass Vaﬂf}'s;‘
The 1,200-ft shaft is part of a gold mining
operation that has been idle since 1920.

The Union Hill shaft can be used for
working tungsten deposits. Decision on
the dewatering project rests on outcome
of a diamond drilling program now unde?
way and an application for a $244,000
DMEA loan. : .

In charge of the mine and mill apera-
tion is Max Bechhoid, resident manager-
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1

MINUTES OF ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING
of the Board of Directors, Nevada Irrigation District
December 28, 1956

Pursusnt to the adjournment of December 7, 1956, the Directors of Nevada
Irrigation District convened at the office of the District, 1l So. Auburn St.,
Orass Valley, Calif.; the 28th day of December, 1956, at 10:10 a.m.

- A1l Directors, Attorney D. H, Minasian, Manager T. D. Sawyer and Assessor
Elton A, Tobiassen were in asttendance.

' Minutes of December 7, 1956, were read, corrected and approved as corrected,

First considered was the Joint meeting of landowners and N.I.D. officials
held at the Mt, Pleasant Hall, near Lincoln, on December 20th. The meeting was
to present to the landowners the procedure of esteblishing an Improvement Dis-
trict, such District to possibly assist finsncially in the construction of the
proposed Rielli project. Each Director was presented with a copy of the pro-
ceedings of that meeting, outlining what had transpired. (See Schedule "Aw),
Discussion disclosed that the meeting had been premsturely called and inadequately
prepared for; thet while others were partly to blame, one of the Placer ditch-

tender!s unauthorized and hasty actions were most responsible, Director Power

went on record that he had not been consulted and knew nothing of the time or
place of the meeting until asked to attend. It was pointed out that many of the
landowners present at the meeting were not in favor of an Improvement or Assess-
ment Diatrict, but the majority were in favor of more study end another meeting
at a later date.

) Under discussion of new subdivisions and outlying domestic services, the
Manager expressed the belief that it might be well to establish a firm policy es
to how the District would handle construction of new facilities to care for them.
After considersble discussion, Director Rolph moved that in the future, subdivid-
ers would have to deposit with the District sufficient funds to cover the entire
estimated cost of the improvements, plus an additional 25% of such total estimate,
to cover unforeseen expenses. Seconded by Director Winkler., In discussion after
the question, the matter was tabled without a vote until a future meeting, in
order to sllow more study before establishing such a firm policy.

The Manager assured the Board that on all future subdivision improvements,
the work would be checked very carefully during progress, and at such time &s the
subdivider's cash deposit was used up, work would stop until additional deposit
was made, By handling in this manner it would protect the District should a
subdivider run into financial difficulties and be unsble to pay off at the cone
clusion of the work,

Sealed bids for the sale to the District of certain of its outstanding First
Refunding Bonds were opened, After discussion and comparison of prices, Director
Rolph moved that the bid of Blyth & Company, San Francisco, for 27 bonds at
83~7/8 and one at 83 be accepted, as well as the bid of Stone & Youngberg, Sen
Francisco, for two at 84-1/8, same being the best bids submitted, provided that
Stone & Youngberg would split their bid., Seconded by Director Winkler and unsni-
mously carried, Director Personeni moved that the Accountant be authorized to
telephone Stone & Youngberg at once, to ascertain if this was acceptsble to them,
Seconded by Director Winkler and unanimously passed. Stone & Youngberg were
agreesble, so the bids were accepted ss moved, .

Consideration was given to the possibility of the District buying three
bulldings, wood and galvanized iron comstruction, from the Idaho-Marylsnd Mine,
to be moved and erected at the District's highway yard for the storsge of equip~
ment, at a price of $2,700.00, It was pointed out that this price was one-third
of the cost of such buildings if new msterial was uséd. After considersble dis-
cussion Director Rolph moved that the Purchasing Agent make the best possible
deal with Idsho-Maryland Mines for the purchase of the three buildings and that
the needed funds be transferred from the Contingency Account to the Construction
Account. Secopded by Director Winkler and unanimously carried.

Director Rolph moved that the 1957 Wage Schedule, effective January 1, 1957,
and adopted at the meeting of December 7, 1956, ba incorporated into the Min-
utes. Seconded by Director Personeni and unanimously carried,




Wape Schedule - Effective January 1, 1957

1 2 3 L 5
Manager $ $ $ $ $700
Board Secretary 250 275 300 325 350
Superintendents - Mt,, Nev,, & Placer Div, L2s5
Shop Supt. & Equipment Foreman 500
Assessor - Treasurer - Collector 340 365 390 L20 L50
Chief Clerk & Deputy Assessor 205 225 2l5 270 290
Address. Optr. & Clerk-Typist 205 225 235 2L5 270
Watermaster & Hydrographer (to inc. Engr.) L0O L2s L50 L75 500
Hydrographer Aid & Assistant 250 275 300 325 350
Chief Engineer 500
Office Engineer 325 350 375 Loo L25
Engineering Aids 250 275 300 325 350
Draftsman : 250 275 300 325 350
Eng, & Hydro, Secretary 230 2h5 260 280 295
Office Mgr, and Purchasing Agent 370 395 L20 Lk L5
Accountant 335 355 380  LoO k2o
Accounts Receivable Bookkeeper 235 250 270 285 300
General and Relief Clerk 310 325 340 355 370
Chief Cashier 220 230 2,0 250 260
Assistant Clerk 190 205 215 225 235
Switchboard and Assistant Clerk 190 205 215 225 235
Utility and Clerk Typist 220 230 b0 250 260
Extra Part-time Clerk Typist $1.25 per hour
Carpenter-Foreman (working) 320 335 350 365 380
Carpenter Class 300 315 330 35 360
Labor-Foreman (working) 270 285 300 315 330
Equipment Operators 300 315 330 350 370
Truck Driver and Steady Labor 260 275 290 305 320
Laborers $1.45 per hour
Lgborers - Skilled (Temporary) $1.70 per hour
Ditchtender's Mileage $0.08 per mile
Ditchtenders: :
(a) Fuller Lake and Bowman 260 270 285 300 310
(b) Camp 19, Texas Creek, Upper and
Lwr. Cascade, Up. & Lwr. Sno. Mt. 250 270 285 300 310
(¢) Irrig. & Domestic (Nev. & Placer) 260 270 285 300 310
(d) Above on Tarr Ditch & B Canal 240 250 265 280 290
(e) Average Ditch 230 2lo 255 270 280
Warehouseman ~ Full Experience 290 315 350 370 395
Warehouseman = Partial Experience 250 260 - 275 310 325
Asst. Warehouseman - Hwy. & Aub, St. Yard 270
Shop Men -~ Welder and Mechanics : Loo

Director Rolph moved that the bills be paid, and that Vouchers 1739 to 1785, in-

clusive be approved for such payment. Seconded by Director Personeni and unani-
mously carried.

The Attorney read to the Board the proposed contract between the City of Grass
Valley and the District for the serving of water to the Country Club Terrace.
(See Minutes of Dec, 7, 1956). After discussion, Director Personeni moved that
the President and Secretary be authorized to sign the agreement for the District,
and submit it to the City of Grass Valley, to be effective upon their approval and
signature, Seconded by Director Rolph and unanimously carried,

After limited debate, Director Rolph moved that the District set aside 5% of
revenues from Domestic accounts, after Lth Bond Issue obligations have been met,
for the improvement of service to Domestic accounts, Seconded by Director Winkler
and carried. Director Vogt voted “NO",

Adjourned for luncheon at 12:30 p.m,, reconvening at 2:00 p.m.



. The Assessor advised the Board that because of double assessment he re-
quested permission to cancel Assessment #1310, William and Marian Ghidotti,
Acreage included with that assessed to Cecil J. & Carrie I, Witchell; amount
$9.00, and Assessment #287, Ernst L, Bierwagen, acreage included with that
assessed to Loyd G. McCurry, in the amount of $12.50. Director Personeni
moved that the Assessor be authorized to cancel the two assessments, Second-
ed by Director Vogt and unanimously carried.

The Assessor also asked the Board for a regolution to cancel Certificates
of Sale #7256, #7529 and #7862, Henry Miller, Jr., et al, as this property was
included in property assessed to Mary Allen Rikers, msking a double assessment,
Thereupon the following resolution wes introduced on motion of Director Rolph,
seconded by Director Vogt. and unanimously carried:

RESOLUTION NO, 780 .

WHEREAS, the following Certificates of Sale on the hereinafter described
real properties should be cancelled because of double assessment:

Certificates of Sale . Names and Description of Property

No. 7256 - Year 195 Henry Miller, Jr., et =al,
. ; Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

No, 7529 - Year l9h6‘ u Henry Miller, Jr., et al,
Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

No. 7862 - Year 1547 ’ Henry Miller, Jr., et. al.
Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

.NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Collector of this District be and
is hereby ordered to cancel the following Certificates of Sale:

No. 7256 - Year 1945 Henry Miller, Jr., et. al.
Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

No, 7529 - Year 1946 Henry Miller, Jr., et.sl.
Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

No, 7862 - Year 1947 Henry Miller, Jr., et. al,
Lot 31, Pino Alto Subdivision

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Recorder of Nevada County in
whose office there has been filed Certificates of Sale No, 7256 (Year 1945),
No. 7529 (Year 1946) and No, 7862 (Year 1947) be and he is hereby authorized
and directed to cancel said Certificates of Sale.

The Assessor reported that as of December 26th, $74,192 of lst Installment
assessments were collected, with $37,586 to collect. On second installment
assessments, $32,098 had been eollectod, with $72,055 to collect, Of the total
of $215,933.1kL, $106,290,99 had been collected, with $109,642.15 to go.

Mr. R. B, Leedy presented a petition requesting a new water main from
NoI.D. reservoir north of Colfax Highway and west of Meadow View Drive; to run
from reservoir along the southerly line of ‘Mariam P. Wilder property to Meadow
View Drive, thence along road bordering the property of Anna Driggs, Arthur
Ring and David Valentine, connecting up with the present water main near the.
S. E. corner of the David Valentine property, The petition was signed by *
eleven property owners who would benefit if such instaellation was made, After
considersble discussion, Director Personeni moved that the Msnager and Engineer-
ing Department ascertain the cost and feasibility of such e project and report
back to the Board at a later meeting. Seconded by Director Rolph and unani-
mously carried,

Mr, Roger Murray eppeared before the Board, representing the Whestland
Water Distriect, to find out if any progress had been made regarding possibility
of surplus water., (See Minutes of Dec. 7, 1956). He was advised by the Manager
that due to the heavy work load of the Engineering Department nothing had been
done as yet, but that the District would try and have the requested information
within ten days to two weeks.,

Director Rolph moved that Voucher No., 1786 in the amount of $15.00 for
today's Board luncheon, be approved. Seconded by Director Personeni and unani-
mously carried.




-

870

The Manager presented the preliminary 1957 Budget, After considerable dis-
cussion, action was postponed until the meeting of January 11, 1957, to give the
Board members opportunity to study it

Director Winkler directed attention to the fact that his motion to raise
all water rates 10% for the year 1957, except Domestic, seconded by Director
Power, was still standing open for vote, it having been tabled without vote at
the meeting of December Tth., After further discussion, a roll-call voie ensued
and the motion was defeated.

Division 1 -~ Personeni -~ NO
Division 2 ~ Rolph - NO
Division 3 - Winkler -~ YES
Division L - Power - YES
Division 5 - Vogt - NO

Director Personeni moved that all water rates for 1957 remain as they are.
Seconded by Director Rolph. A roll-call vote ensued and motion carried,

Division 1 - Personeni - YES
Division 2 - Rolph - YES
Division 3 - Winkler - NO
Division ly - Power - YES
Division 5§ - Vogt - YES

Director Power went on record as believing that rates had to be established
and he certainly was not in favor of lowering them,

Director Rolph suggested that during the next few months a comprehensive and
thorough survey be made of the entire rate structure, either by the Manager or
somebody appointed by him, and a report made to the Board in October of 1957,

Use of a District vehicle to attend the recent I.D.A. Convention was discuss-
ed, Director.Rolph explained that the vehicle was used absolutely only to San Jose
and return, and that Director Winkler accompanied him; that the only reason for his
use of a District vehicle at &ll was to transport picture exhibit panels to the
convention; that on December 15th, the day after the convention ended, he-attempted
to return the vehicle but the District yard was closed and there was no one in
attendance to accept it and put it away; that December 16th was Sunday and the yard
was closed; that en Monday, December 17th, because of a previous appointment with a
doctor, he was ungble to return it, and returned it on Tuesday, December 18th,
Director Rolph again reiterated that the vehicle was used only for the authorized
use to San Jose and return,

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:30 pem., until
Friday, January 11, 1957, in District offices at 10:00 a.m,

_( Secrets.ry’ Pro Tem

Attest a true record of proceedings
had and taken at the gbove and fore- (
going meeting our presence thereat

t

Directors
1st Division

2nd Division

25 e B 3rd Division
5B P gt Lth Division
I 7 "Z}ﬂ Sth Division
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SCHEDULE "A"

NOTES TAKEN AT A JOINT MEETING OF LAND-OWNERS AND N. I. D. OFFICIALS,

HELD AT THE MT. PLEASANT HALL, NEAR LINCOLN, PLACER COUNTY, DECEMBER
20, 1956, REGARDING THE POSSIBLh FORMATION OF AN IMPHOVIMENT DISTRICT
\Y EXP?DITL EXTENSIVE IMPROVEMENTS ON TH& RIELLI PIPELINE AND SYSTEM.

* 2 3 +*

Those present for the District were E. B. Power, Director from the Fourth
Division and President of the Board; T. D. Sawyer, Manager; D, H, Minasian,
Attorney for the District; Elton A, Tobiassen, Treasurer-Assessor~Co1lector-
Willis H, %hinn, Super1ntendent of the Placer Division; Frank Newcomb and W, W.
Wells, . .

George Logan, Couglas Newcomb, Walter Wiswell, Harley Hutvhinson, C. M.
Pomercy, Robert Amlin, M. W. hubbard William Klose, Ralph Braik and the Nicklas
Brothers, and other land-owners were present. . E, Burnett, land-owner and.

a former Director of the N. I. D. was present.

The meetlng was called to crder at 28 o'eclock p.m., with E, B, Power pre-
siding.

) Mr. Powsr introduced the District officials and smployees present, and
briefly outlined the purpose of the meeting; presented a concise review of the
Rielli project from the time of its inception to the present, showing that the
cost of the initial proposal had been estimated at #$10,000; that so many demands
had b€en made for more water and new outlats from the nroject it had been de-
cided to study the feasibility of an. extensive long-range plan Wefore proceeding
with the work orlglnally agreed upon, =

Manager T. D. Sawyer advised that District Fngineers, working in conjunetion
with Frank N»wcomb, ‘had prepared three plans for the bringing of additional
water to Placer County users, designated as plans "A", "B" and "C", and. asked
Mr. Newcomb to outline the coverage of each on a wallmmap prepared for the pur-
pose. .

Mr, Newcomb pointed out on the map the present Riz11i system, the acrsage
covered and mentioned the landowners served, As hes presented each of the three
plans, as follows, he illustrated on the map the proposed course, acreage served
and owners effected.

SCHEDULE "A" ~ 7.5 C. F. 3.

From Gold Hill Canal thru Hubbard and Munson

Acres M,I, C,F.S. “Amount Unit Cost,
600 300 7.5  Grade Ditch 7,655'  $ 0.85 § 6,506.75
. Random Ditch o 2 ,230 ! ) : W50 1,115 .00
+ Natural Random ™ -~ . . 600Y .50 300,00
16" Pipe o 1,375! 3.15 4,331.25
Trench & Laying Pipe 1,375¢ 1.25 1,718.75
Inlet & Outlet 8 300,00 2,400,00
Bridges 8 150.00 1,200.00

TOTAL §17!571.75



SCHEDULE "B" - 18.32 C.F.S.

’ , © Unit Cost
Acres M.I., C.F.S, Amount " - Price
- 890 445 11.12 . '
' ' Grade Ditch <. 7,655 $ 0. 85 $ 6,506.75
Plus Enlargement 4, 7101 .60 2, 826 00
nAn - 600 Random Ditch 2,230! .50 l ,130.00
- Natural Random 600 " .50 ’300,00
- Tétal 1490 "18.62 24" Pipe 1,375 . 3.52  4,8,0.00
12,00 18" Pipe 5,232" 2.9, 15,382,00
l 12.00 20" Pipe . 950! - 310 0 2,945.00
B 12,00 20" Pipe 20071 . < 3,10 . 620.00
o Trenching & Laying . 7,757 1.25 9,696.25
TOTAL Bk ,246.00
SCHEDULE "C" - 41,12 C.F,S,
' 1 - o Unit
Acres M.I. C.F.S, Amount  Price Cost
1799 900 22,50 2.
: Grade Ditch 17,905" $ 0.85 $15,219,25
Plus "A"600 Enlargement 10,710! C W60 6,426.00
" wgn g9 Random Ditch 1,130! +50 565,00
, Natural Random - 1,250 ~«50 . 625,00
" Total 3,289 41,12 30" Pipe ) 1,375 12,00 16,500,00
32.62 26" Pipe 5,2321 7.00  36,624,00
22,50 26" Pipe 950! 7.00 6,650,00
22,50 26" Pipe 200" 7.00 1,400,00
19.50 30" Pipe ‘ - 650! 12.00 7,800.00
Trenching and Laying 8,407 1.25 10,508.75

- l , : TOTAL $102,318.00

It was pointed out that these plans and estimates were tentative only and
subject to change if cost of labor and materials should increase or decrease,
Also, the Schedule "C" would take water clear through to Valley View Reservoir.

Mr. Sawyer explained that it was the District's aim to accomplish the
entire plan in time but it would take several years in view of the cost; that it
was the desire of the District to appriseithe land-owners of the over-all plans
and specifications in-order that they might, if they so desired, form an
Assessment or Improvement District to finance the project. and make available
new and additional water immediately instead of several years hence,

Attorney for the District, D. H. Minasian, explained the steps necessary to

form an Improvement District; outlined methods of financing and repayment, and
told of other Improvement Distrlcts operating throughout the State.

-2 -



In the general discussion that followéd, questions were asked, discussed,

explained and answered. Some of the more pertinent are as follows:

Would an assessment imposed by an Improvement District be in addition to
that assessment all ready asséessed by the Nevada Irrigation District?

Yes, If your present District assessment is $25.00 per acre, and the
Improvement District assessed $25.00, your total would be $50 per acre.

If the Improvement District was formed, would its members have priority
over non-members in case of water shortage?

No, In case of water shortage, the State Water Code provides that water
-shall be pro-rated between all users.

What percentage of land-owners must be had, in a given area, in order to
form an Improvement District?

Two-thirds (66.2/3%) of the land-owners must be in agreement.

Does a holder of allarge acreage have more voice than the small land-owner?
No. A man owning one acre has as much vote-power aé the man with a hundred.
Could a land-owner be excluded, if not in favor?

Tes. |

Would a land-owner be forced to give a right-of-way for a ditch or pipe-
line across his property if he was not in favor of the Improvement District?

Only by due process of condemnation laws.

Can the cost of such projects be repald any other way than by an assessnent
against the land?

Yee. Contracts can be worked out to determine whether the . cost is to be
paid by assessment or 1qcreased water ratPQ.

If an Improvement District paid the entire cost of pipelines and ditches,
to serve the members, could they hold the supply of water only to those
members, or such-others as would poy thelr: pro-rata share of the cost?

Yes,

If the Improvement District was formed, how would the money be raised to
finance the pro1ect° .

By the 1ssuance'and sale of interest-bearing bonds or warrants,

If the entire plan was to be adopted and installed, how many additional
acres of land could be served, over and above that presently served?

Approximately 3300 additicnal.



Mr., Power called for a short recess to permit individual discussion.
Those present broke up into several small groups, where questions were asked
of the Manager, .the Attorney, Mr, Power, Mr, Newcomb and the Assessor.

After approximately thirty minutes of individual and group disenssion, Mr,
Power called the meeting to order, and asked for opinions on the proposed
formation of an Improvement Distriet,

Several land-owners expressed a dpfinlte ne;_,at.lv‘a opinion, but the majority
felt that additional time should'be given to study and investigation, It was
therefore agreed that another meeting to disecuss the problem-should he held at
a place and date to be announced later.

In closing rpmarks Mr, Power -and Mr. Sawyer assured the land-owners that
the District would proceed with plans to get them water as soon as possible,
whether the Improvement District was formed or not,and reminded them that the
important thing to give consideration to, prior to the next meeting, was whether
they wanted the water now, or wait until the District could complete the project
by itself ‘several vears hence.

Meeting adjdurned at 10:30 P, M,

N. R. Strang
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__Engineering and Mining Journal “idaho-Maryland Mine” References, 1948-1970

Vol. 158. 1957:

Idaho-Maryland Mines Corp (N) Nov 166:
T YTHETS say,

!daho. y
itﬂéd gﬁﬂand Mines Corp., owner of

| _ L
*TASS Valjey fungsten properties #
S'ﬁ"aﬁonal;;y];c';as embarked on a diver

'€ and ari.
Mining Journal—vo1.158,No0.11

California (Continued)

olders approved acquisition of
Manufacturing, Inc,, Long
ufacturer of valves and Othe;
for the aircraft industry,
action involves; 31425,00(3, in.
o 400,000 shares of Idaho-Mgp,.
ﬂﬁmfmk at 50c and assumption gt
Schroeder’s debts amounting to §275

000.

Stockh
gchroeder
Beach man
accessories

The trans
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sJune 12,1958

Use ?jarm;% #92 _,f;,/, o7

_The Nevada County Planming CoMmission at a genoeral meeting
hold Dapel2,1958, at the Nevada County Courthouss,Nevada City,
California, heard tostimony and Ynanected rocords concarming the
application of tho Stramit Valley Pina Mill,Ine «,Box 963, Grass
Vallem,California, for a use pormit for a savmill on the
Brémswick road,in the N¥} Scction 31,Townshin 16 North,Range
9 Eagt . . e ;

Have determinod that opesation of s sawmlil at the pald location
1a within the meaning and intent of section 2 of Hovada County
Ordinance lo.196% :

The Navada Sount Plarmine Commission does hepaly lssus to tho

3ummi%%i9&llay Pine Mill,Inc. a uso normit to epnatrust and
operate a sawmill at the smald location.

Nevada County Planning Commimsion

Pey

31
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the meeting of the Nevada County Planning Commission held

u’oii 01960 in the Court Room at the Court House, Nevada City, Calif.
!

;, Chairman Brunker and members Litton, Runyan, Looser, Edmunds,
es‘?“r’ Kitts, Stevens, McGuire, Berliner and approximately fifty
ie interested in different points of the agenda.
p

yion by Hillier, seconded by Runyan, the minutes of the meeting
mno 27 were appr‘oved as mailedo

Juneé

Tac Spoor read a letter from the Supervisors asking that he appear
%re the commission and offer his advice on how to arrange for legal
oesentation before the Tri-County Water Compact Commission.

Spoor stated that:

1. He was not in a position to say whether or not the county should
have an attorney in this matter;

2, He would recommend that an attorney be engaged to make a brief
study of the problems and recommend proper procedure;

3. Nevada and Placer Counties have in the past joined together in
having an attorney represent them in connection with water problems;

L. Suggested that Mr. Adolph Moskovitz would be a competent attorney.
lr. Spoor offered to contact Mr. Moskovitz for the Commission if

they so desired. Since the actual employment of an attorney would

be handled by the Board of Supervisors the Commission thru a

motion made by Mr. Edmunds and seconded by Mr. Litton decided to

send names of three competent attorneys to the Supervisors. The

three named were: Adolph Moskovitz, Alvan Landis, and

Yartin McDonaghue.

t public hearing in regard to proposed zoning of Donner Lake pro-

.25 described in public notice in the Grass Valley Union. Mr.Swanson
ed'that=the Zoning plan had been worked out by the Committee named

the Planning Commission last winter.

* Welsh asked just what was meant by the terms high water mark and
water mark,

) sWansgn stated that the water level of the lake was dropped about
. ¢t in the fall, but the lake level should have no bearing on
Oning procedure.

Berll}ner commented that the Commission could not procede with the
g if any of the original specifications were changed.
;e‘;’:lsh said the only reason the zoning was being proposed was to
€ property owners on Donner Lake.
0R4ner, Lot 4, Block B, objected to Lots 21 amd 224 and Lots 1
Plng zoned as commercial.

[y At
th tﬁginson (Donner Lake Development Co.) stated they had nothing to do
ek heiZOning Planning but they objected-to that area south of Summit
. "g zoned as R 1.
uTEe
. MeeTing JuLy 11, 1960 Pace 1 oF 3
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D

stes (Property Owners Assn.) stated the four hundred feet was to
C(; ample beach space to perperty owners for private beach.

creagan stated this piece of property was very swampy and she felt
ould remain R-l.

®

sh

Walker, County Sanitarian, stated the property could not be
'sloped until sewers were installed.

Estes said that their concern was that their beach did not become
esSe

, Walker said that he would like to see the entire beach given to the
perty OWNEYXSe

further comment from the floor the hearing was adjourned untilduly 25.

ic hearing proposed industrial zone on Brunswick Road (Yuba River
er Co) as advertised in the Grass Valley Union. -

Todd (in favor) presented pictures of mill site and area. Pictures
d direction of smoke flow and condition of mill. He stated that
purpose of the proposed zoning is to assure the Yuba River Lumbef Co.

land use in order that they may plan future development. He also

ted that smoke and dust flows to the west, that noise is normal

ill noise and that thefe is no sanitation problem. The company

oy seventy-five.people in the community. Mr. Jim Feightner

osed) stated that he lives near the plant and wind.is from different
ctions at different times of the day. He feels that sine this is

vy industry that it should not be near a residential area, also the

VY traffic from lumber trucks would interfere with air port traffiec.

» Pauline Dye (opposed) lives north of the mill gets a great deal of
ke and dust and condition is getting worse. She stated that the
_does not have proper burner, She is in favor of keeping property
Slde the mill site residential.

Todd stated that the mill has plans for installing a new burner.

* Don Foree (opposed) Lives east of mill site. States that her property

8 smoke from the mill in the afternoon. —

pzavm Maltman (opposed), Secretary of the Sum-Gold Corp., stated his
o“Y has acquired Idaho-lﬁaryland property around the mill site.

a’élmately seventy acres in the process of being set up in lots of

ke 7€ or more for residential area. He feels the lumber company should
Pt on jtg present basis .and the area not zoned for industry.

G%}t;es, (in favor), Yuba River Lumber Co.) stated that at the present
burﬁ Company does not have a burner, because they are not sure where
0 ﬁr‘ should be located nor the volume burner to install. If the
{ 35S to obtain Use Permits at certain intervals the risk is too
st Plan ahead., They would like industrial zones Sso they can safely
om °DeY 0 put in improvements so that the all not be a nuisance.
PANY will install a new burner as soon as they determine best

UTE&
°F  Meetng JuLy 11, 1960 Pace 2 oF §
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. gince the mill has been in operati : ‘ e

gati%ig it s not illegal. A1L the company 15 asking 1o aend use”
maﬂze}étion Sg t?izegay ﬁgtft;ltﬁrgprovements that will e%iminate tklllie

ote”. a1l fea y r comment fr i
‘gﬁjesﬁggﬁ L 53 July 25 om the floor the hearing was

50

8 .

. lication of 0.S. Johnson f i
ermil App N ) n 1or a trailer court, at the

P'on of the Preiﬁntsgti‘ye Highway #49 with the old Highway 49 to
GarT Meadows, 1n ine b .l*‘ of {:he SW 1/4 of Section 11, Township 15 N,
1a] ypB&M. Hearing published in Grass Valley Union, July 1, 1960,
RS2 ccorded from Arthur Liedtke and Leuta A, Liedtke - oppésed.
ietter recorded from L. H. Murrell and V. H. Murrell - opposed.

0 J Johnson (in favor) stated one of the best trailer courts in the
G:)unt}f js directly across the street from the proposed location. He
expects O close in the NID. irrigation ditch and meet all the County
and State sanitation rejuirements. Expects to reserve the front of the
roperty for a‘restaurant or similar business. Trailer spaces will be
Jocated according to trees in order to obtain shade.
y4.L. Trost (opposed) one of the first water consumers of water that
1ows through proposed site, is afraid of the water being contaminated

py septic tanks.

Jr. Barold Cox, Gounty Sanitarian, stated that County Ordinance pro=-
nibits a drain field within fifty feet of NID ditch. Also that the
state Law would be invoked to see that the ditch would be proctede.

The mumber of trailer sites would be limited to the number the drain

field would supporte.

fr. Armitage (opposed) stated that covering the ditch within the

proposed area would not keep children from the trailer court from

Meying in the ditch outside the boundary lines. Also, that he and
several neighbors use a private road that runs adjacent to this property.
fe feels that the trailer court would hurt surrounding property valuese.

ed that before action is taken

k. Looger (Planning Commission) stat : :
will be built, location

o Commission should have full-plans of what
: n trailer spaces and sanitation pleans.
w‘g‘ Stinson (in favor) stated that realtors do not try to place anything
p.r¢ they feel it is-out of place. However, they must come before the
¥ning Commission to get information on land use before they make a sale.
b, | s
" “ohnso ] idences were built in place
of n stated that if eight or ten res ,
that ¢ trailer court the sani%ation problem would be the same. Also
; sanitation installations would have to be inspected by the State.
T, R . .
Mo Y Crammer (opposed) stated that he lives up the hill from this
Perty ang fee{spghag t.!,here would be a definite fire hazard.
o ¢ .
dyy ethe was closed until
p& 5 w?ltﬁol{lment frgm the floo July 25 hearing he
tro ST plang aolruction to Me. e ents, proposed location of
ofiler g-ons for the commercial improver ’ts in relation to location
N1p d,Paces, proposed sanitation arrangements

D Che
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-l

o¢ asked for extension of one year to July 20, 1961 for filing

" Anﬂigip fpr PLAXVADA WOODLANDS #2." Motion to allow the extension

" fiillf‘ 20, 1961 was made by Mr. Litton and seconded by Mrs. Hillier
July

3 o)
,t,gstpﬁssed unanimously.

pgmunds suggested that names of streets in subdivisions should not
i " game or too similar. Commission should develop some method of
be tlfelling this matter. Mr. Berliner stated that the Board of
g”ﬁigisors is the body within the County to name streets.
up
. .1 map of Skyline Estates presented by Mr. Stinson. Mr. McGuire
fina there were no streets to dedicate in this subdivision. Mr. Cox
o the sanitation requirements could be met. Moved by Mr. Runyan
aiéaseconded by Mr. Litton that the map be approved. Carried unanimously.

jpplication by Wheeler Acres Subdivision for R2 zoning was presented

;o Conmission could not take action. Mr. Jones, Secretary, to send
;Dplication back to the petitioners with the request it be presented in
groper forme.

fequest for Use Permit for Auto Wrecking Yard, by Truckee-Donner Disposal
con}pany yard to be located at the site of present Truckee Dump on
kings Beach cut-off road.

Ir. Sassarini stated that there is an area of sixteen acres part of
wich is now being used as a dump. The wrecking yard would be on the
lover end of this property and out of sight of the road. Wrecked cars
wuld be cleared off the property at least once each year.

Ir, Walker requested that if the permit were issued that at no time
aything be brought closer to the road than their present fence line.

¥r. Edmunds suggested that a suitable fence be put up at the back of
the wrecking yard.

¥, Edmunds asked that decidion be held up until meeting of July 25
% adjoining property owners might be notified.

f’se Permit request for a Warehouse for material storage to be located
& loraine St. and Highway 40 on Lot 1, Block A of the Walz Tract, by
o E Reid. Moved by Mr. Runyan and seconded by Mr. Edmunds that the
1Perm1t be approved was carried unanimously.

|

{i;‘ai map southside Highlands Subdivision #1, was presented for approval.
=Seci Map was ame as approved tentative map. Moved by Mrs. Hillier,
gappr“ded by Mr. Looser that the final map be approved, subject to the

g °val of the sanitarian was carried unanimously.

v, . i . C

'P;n Eerla,per stated that this was his first meeting with the Commission

Pepe 8 in the future Mr. Jan Stevens would attend the medtings to
Sent the Distric Attorney's Office.

;nm}il‘\uker asked for discussion of the reorganization of the Planning
sissﬁion‘ Mr. Edmunds said that since he was appointed on a temporary
¢ felt the Board of Supervisors should be notified to make a

I
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~5o
rmanent appointment, .not necessarily himself. Ms. Hillier stated
peat che Board of Supervisors had already been asked to appoint
%? pdnunds on a regular basis.

Jotion was made by Mr. Runyan, seconded by Mrs. Hillier that Mr. Litton
pe named as Chairman of the Commission. Motion was carried unanimously.
n made a motion that the Commission make a resolution, thanking

M. Runya | : .
and expressing to Mr. Brunl;er the Commission's appreciation for his
time and effor‘g in performing an outstanding job as Chairman of the
Gommission during the past year. Motion was seconded by Mr. Litton

and accepted heartily by all members.

Meeting adjourned at 10:L5 p.m.

|
Text meeting July 25, at 7:30 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors' Room,
Court Housee .

14”%
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NE¥ADA COUNTY PLANNING ¢
_NEVADA COUNTY, cALIF0R¥¥iSSION

Marcn
s of the regular meeting of duruney 23, 1961,

ELEEEL-Supervisors Chambers, County Court House, Nevada City, California,

e

,/:;:; present: Chairman Edmunds, Commissioners Kitts,
Nent

Looser, Grahem, Hillier
and Runyan,

pers Absent ¢ Commissioner Brunker
o
yenbers ADSCEZ -

(aff Prosent : Exec. Secty, H. Verne Jones, Sanitarian Cox,
S

/’—
was called to order by Chairman Edmunds, at 7340 P.M,
Me eti ng

pe minutes of the meeting of March 13, 1961, were approved as maeiled,
;w,ﬁﬂutes of General Plan Study Meeting of March 24, 1961 were approved
&S read .

7, Public Hearing,

1. Yube River Lumber Co. application for "M"™ Zone, Industrial, on
Brunswick Road.

Petition read by Mr. Jones., Mr, Todd, appearing for the Yuba
River Lumber To., stated that they would submit to the Commission
& detailed plot map, intended uses of the property, landscapping
planned, with the hope that these would solve a number of the
problems to which objections have been raised, Also will submit

& breakdown of what the mill and its subsidiaries will mean to

the community.

David Maltman rose to oppose this zoning, on his behalf and that
of his corporation, Security Sungold Corporation, as an owner of
surrounding property, Stated that they could not prevent the mill
from operating as it is already there, but they are selling home
sites, and the smoke nuisance is terrible., Stated that he was not
egeinst industry and realized that we must have it, and understood
that Yuba River Lumber Co., stated at the meeting that they would
Put in adequate burners, end suggested that they look into the
burner which prevents smoke and ashes from floating about.

Mrs. Peuline Dodge owns a home on the Brunswiok Road., Mrs. Dodge
rose in protest also. States that work is being done on the prop-
erty out there between Union Hill Road and the Brunswiok Mill -«
Wents to know if thig is allowable without the publio hearing first,
States the smoke, noise and dirt is terrible. That thers is no
Erevel, ete,, and the trucks carry huge amounts of mud onto the

road and this is a hagard, In the summer and in the evenings the
Smoke §g terrible,

Ur, Terry Crane, said he lived on the Brunswick Road and said they

were badly troubled by smoke and ashes. Breeze seems to blow it
down the

) canyon, and that he was elso protesting,
%

NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION Page 1 of 5
MarcH 23, 1961
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giE+LAcEv ROSE IN PROTEST ALSO, ON HIS BEHALF AND THAT OF Mg
ATLANDS, THEY WERE PLANNING A BUBDIVISION ACROSS THE ROAD

FROM HIS MILL, AND INDUSTRI
’ AL AREA WOULD BE CONTRA
BLANE FOR Rol’ Zone, RY TO THEIR

MRS, FRASER STATED THAT THEY OWNED PROPERTY ON THE BRUNSWICK Roap
. AND OBJECTED TO THI& MILL., SAYS THE BMOKE |8 TERRIBLE AND THEY ’

WORRY ABOUT THE SPARKS, HAVE BARNS WHERE HAY 18 STORED AND THEY
HAVE HORSES AND CATTLE AT TIMES,

ComMMi sS1ONER RUNYAN ASKED IF THIE WAS A COMMERCIAL OPERATION,

MRS, FRASER STATED THAT THEY RENTED THE BUILDINGS FOR THE STORAGE

OF HAY AND FEED, AND SOLD THE CATTLE IN THE FALL AND BOUGHT IN THE
SPRING,

v

ComMi 8S1ONER KITTS CALLED ATTENTION TO THE FACT THAT A MILL HAS
EXISTED IN THIS LOCATION FOR TEN YEARS == ALSO THE MINE MILL LONGER,
ASKED {F PEOPLE REALIZED THAT THERE WAS NO WAY OF PREVENTING THE

'CURRENT OPERATION FROM GOING ON AS IT 18, THAT THIS HEARING I8
. MERELY FOR THE "M" zoniINna.

MR, TODD STATED THAT AT THE LAST MEETING HE STATED THAT THE. CoMPANY
WOULD BE WILLING AND WANTED TO BUILD NEW BURNERS, BUT DIONIT wanT
TO MAKE THIS LARGE |NVESTMENT UNTIL THEY WERE SURE THEY COULD PRO=-
CEED, ON A FOUNDATION, STATED FURTHER THAT THE COMPANY HAD OTHER
LOCALS, AND THAT THEY COULD PICK UP THEIR LOCAL OPERATION AND MOVE
IT WELL AWAY, AND WE CAN'T STAND THEIR MOVING AWAY FROM THIS AREA,

CoMmM1 SSIONER GRAHAM VOICED DI SAPPROVAL THAT THE CoMPANY HAD NOT
PRESENTED THEIR PLANS AT THIS MEETING,

MrR. MALTMAN ADVISED THAT HE WOULD-BE GLAD TO TRADE EQUAL VALUE OF

\ PROPERTY OUT ON THE LABARR MeaDOws ROAD, ACROSS FROM THE Bear
River LumBer ComMPANY, IN EXCHANGE FOR THIS PROPERTY, BELIEVED
THEY HAD A FIVE YEAR TENURE HERE, ON A TEMPORARY USE PERMIT.

EXEC. SECTY. JONES ADVIBED THAT THERE WAS NO TIME LIMITy THAT THE
MMM zZONE WOULD MAKE 1T OPEN TO ALL CQMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, EXCEPT
THAT THE YuBa RiveER LUMBER COMPANY WAS WILLING TO RECORD THAT ONLY
wooD OR LUMBER PRODUCTS WOULD BE ALLOWED.

Mg, TOBD ABKED THE COMMIGBION IF IT FELT THAT IT WAS FEASIBLE TO
HAVE THE PLANG DRAFTED, BECAUSE THERE WAS NO NEED TO WASTE TIME
UNLESS |T WAS DESIRED BY THE CoMMI 8810ON4

ComMi 661 ONER RUNYAN ADVIBED MR, TODD THAT AT THE LAST MEETING HE
WAS ) NETRUCTED TO BRING PLANS AND/OR LETTERS STATING PLANS, INTEN=
TIONE TO CONTROL EMOKE, NOISE, DIRT, ETC.

CHAI RMAN EDMUND& ADVIBEO THAT THE SECOND PUBLIC HEARING WOULO BE
APRIL 10, AT WHICH TIME THE Yusa River Lumaer Co., WILL BRING IN
| T6 PLANG AND IDEAB, THAT IF A FINAL DECISION CANNOT B8E REACHED
AT THAT TIME BY THE COMMIBEION, | T WILL .BE NEGEGBARY TO HAVE
ADD) TIONAL HEARINGS, AND HOPE THAT THE NEXT MEETING willL GON=
SUMMATE GOME OF THE OBJECTIONS, By THE BUBMI88ION OF PLANS.

PAGE 2 OF 3
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jyisions:

1 §£’ﬁ§;EEE§;6 Map - Birch Meadows -- Carlos McGuire

2

28

/__——"
JicGuire presented maps. Subdivisions to be on Dog Bar

Mre.

Road. All lots to be one socre or more, o

oplorinated water, under pressure, 0n1§ ogeoggsfg ;:;dio:ith
[

Sanitarian Cox stated that the ground saturation i
: 5 e
twice as many residences. One of the best subdivisiogﬁaint:he County

Motion made by Kitts, and seconded by Gra
a5 Tand usi gog iirch Meadows Subdizisiogagetgigntgg ?ﬁgtzziigfroved
EBEESE carrie o 0, with Commissioner Brunker noted absent, v

Brunswiok Vista Subdivision,

¥r. Joe Lacey, presented a map on behalf of
himself for a subdivision across from the YuggéRgigrpiggézgdgoangill-
site. Each lot to be in excess of 10,000 feet each. Provisions are

being made with the NID for water from Cea i
2 Phe property;stated That thisowes & peotibibery slen” o

change fo :
only, for 30 lots, and Parcel B would be for three acres, would come

laters

ome of the lots had no access to

Cormissioner Runyan noted that s
be presented

them and recommended further plans, more completely made,

later, and that this should be put over until a later date.

t over until a later date;

Kotiop made by Runyan that this be pu
Motion carried

when the map is more complete, and seconded by Looser.
6 to 0, with Commissioner Brunker noted absent.

was considered suitable

Commissioner Kitts then asked if this location
. Lacey answered yes.

for subdivision, even with the mill there.

III. Proposed Developments:

3 Olzggia Teke -- Bert Burns

etter, which was read and noted. Total area

Mr. Burns presented a 1l :
is 20 acres, but jnterested in opening only the canoing, ?oatlng,
soda fountain, foods end recreation area, rides, etc. Using the old
swimming pool for swimming end not the lake.

Sanitarian Cox stated that the lake was highly contaminated and could
not be used for swimming, and doubted that the trout ocould live

there,
Mr, Burns stated that he planned to enlarge the existing swimming
pool, have mechenical rides, narrow guage railroad, eto. More plans

to be developed later, Plan to landscape only, on the island, for
is 700 feet away, exoept

the time being, The closest residence
for the area where the Bar-b-que is, which 1s about 500 feet.

Ur. Burne stated he wanted to feel out the commission and assured
:hem he would apply for permit and then have the publio hearing,
8 he wanted to open this for use this summers

Ry
°f Meeting NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION Page 3 of 5
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CHALRMAN Eomu
FOR APRIL 11'

Exec. Secry,
County AND ONE

CounT » ONE
AND HAVE wym REVI £w BAME, rop » ;éc?e TAKEN 7o THE DISTRIC?R Lo
< CHANGE IN gyg ORD! NANCE SION, as 1o INCORPORAT, ::.RNEY
E

Commssscom,
OF THE TRers

THAT
) 14
THI S RESOLUTION BE ADOPTED, WITH THE PROVISION THAT Mre LitTon

VERIFY THAT THE PLAN CONSIDERED 1s THE MASTER PLAN. MoTion CARRIED
To 0 wiTH Commi SSIONER BRUNKER NOTED ABSENT,

ResoLuTiON PC~16, ResoLution RecommeENDI NG TO

E THE BoARD oF SuPzrvI soRs,
THE ‘ADOPTION OF THE Nevaba County MASTER Pran

FOR AlIRPORTS,

F

‘ AYES: CHAIRMAN Eomunos, Commi s
P Looser anND Runyvan,

NOES:? NonE,

ABSENT: Commi ssionNer BRUNKER

SIONERS GRAHAM, HiLL!ew, Kitrs,

VI. DIRECTOR OF PLANNING:
6. APPLICATION OF EDMUND BAXTER FOR POBITION OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNENG o

LETTER FROM APPL)CANT READ AND NOTED., MR. BAXTER tnrgoouzzoe::oiT.
ADVIBED THAT HE WOULD &TAY A5 LONG AS HE HAD THE J0B, |F
Movineg FOrR wiFe's HEALTH,

MoTioN MADE BY RUNYAN AND SEOCONDED BY GRAHAM, T"Q;sfﬁfoSAﬁzeg.:ieroa
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF SUPERV|&ORS FOR Tﬂ: WLTH PR O1EW AT
OoF PLANNING, AT THE BALARY OF $600,00 953 ngtoznatso £ 70 0 wira

- 10¢ Per MILE, coMMENCING Mavy 1, 1961, MoTion
ComMI 551 0NER BRUNKER NOTED ABBENT, :

T T MUQOH- THE FIRST
MR. BAXTER ADVIBED THAT THE CoMMISGLON N(;TOE:;EOYVEO: = evaot vis1oN
’ THIN A YEAR THEY ‘
FEW MONTHS, BUT THAT Wi H ‘HAlN tN . .
ORDI NANCE 'ZONING ORDINANCES, WITH LAND VGEE WiTH HE TIME
’

c—
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preliminary Budgets /
vile 7 Proliminary Budget should be presented to Board o

‘/—7- ]
at April 3 meeting.

f Supervisors

Chairman Edmunds asked for as many of the members to be present
possibleo B o

Total budget of $16,166.,00 to be submitted to the Bosrd of 8§ i
for the yeer 1961-62. Motion made by Commissioner Runyan anEPEZVISOTS
py Commissioner Hillier That budget in the emount of $16,166.00 ggnded

resented to the Board of Supervisors, M :
gommissioner Brunker noted absent., otion carried 6 to 0, with

New Members for Plenning Commission.

VIII ¥ ——

g, Names for two vacancies on Commission should be recommended to
Toard of Supervisors.

Motion made by Kitts and seconded by Graham that Ernest Struckm
Te recommended for the vacancy left by Litton. Mr. Beechel,cthznnew
Surveyor, to be recommended for the vacancy left by McGuire, Motion
mede and carried 6 to O with Commissioner Brunker noted absent.

Motion made by Runyan and seconded by Kitts that the appointment
WeIva Hillier be continued for anothgr term of four yegggfn Mb%iogf

carried 6 to O, with Commissioner Brunker noted absent,

Discussion had on recommending to the Board of Supervisors, that any
gemberdwho misses three or more meetings, without permission be
ropped.,

IX. Correspondence.

9, Letter- Dick Wilkinson re epplicant for position of Director, read
and noted,

10, Letter - Fresno State College re applicants for position of Director,
read and noted,

11, Letter - National Association of Real Estate Boards re applicant

for position of Director read and noted.

gzﬁgfeéular meeting of the Planning Commission to be April 10, 1981, at 7:30 P.M.
¢ Supervisors Chambers, Court House, Nevada City, Celifornia.

Meeting wes adJOurned.

Respectfully submitted,

H. Verne Jones, Executive Secretary
Nevada County Planning Commission

\imﬂ; -
L] £ 5 of 5
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NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

NEVADA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

s of the regular meeting of April 10, 1961.
U ¢ pervisors Chambers, County Court House, Nevada City, California.

. present? Chairmen Edmunds, Commissioners Grahem, Kitts, Hillier, Runyan,

Nembel Looser, Struckmen end Beechel.

rors Absent 3 Commissioner Brunker,

gesters Absen !

esent ¢ Deputy District Attorney Wolthers, Executive Secretear
g&_i:f,ff.’————- Sanitarian Cox. ! y Jones,

—_—

Jeeting was called to order by Chairman Edmunds at 7:35 P.u.

The minutes of the meeting of March 13, 1961, were changed from typographical
orror of Janvary 27, 1961 to correct date of March 13, 1961. Minutes then were
approved, @5 corrected.

There was then the introduction of new memberw, Commissioners Struclman and
Beechel., Congratulations offered Melva Hillier, on reappointment to the

Commissions

I. Public Heering:
1. Yuba River Lumber Compeny application for (M) Zoning, Industrial,
Brunswick Road, 2nd Public Hearing.

¥r. Leo Todd eppeared, as attorney for the Company. Apologized for his
presentetion at the first public hearing. Stated that Yuba River Lumber
feels it is a part of this community and wants to remein a part of it,
feels that many of the objections concerning the operation of the present
aill, will be corrected, and alleviating the objections. They plan to
operats & mill that is clean, and not objectionable to the property owners.
zgﬁt: zl}ey have been cleaning up the adjecent area which they felt was
Wi’ihc loneble, and plan on continuing progress. The company has come up
N & program which they feel will eliminate the four main objections.

T8p was ready, & detailed outline of what they are willing to do.
%s_f}_g_e_- We have given serious consideration to that problems The mill

. nghill from most of the adjacent home owners. Feel that most of
nots omplaint is from the proposed planing mill, and plan to install

¢ abatement arrestors, which stops & good deal of the noise.
S
.Tihli)ﬁa :he Company was considering the installation of a ohipping machine,
thig Wiilige Will chip about 90% of the material we are burning, and
tn ® 8ent out on trucks and trailers., If the chipper is not
B the;-a BO alternative will be a burner, the same type as the Lawson
ig Williy urner, which the people refer to as the example, and the company
€ o put in this type of burner if the people feel it is necessary,

\

inut
98 of the Meeting
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pe chipper would eliminate the problem of & lot of the smoke and
Eshes, as the bark would be all thet would be burned, and this burns
rapidly end completely. The Company hes realized that there is the
roblem of smoke. If & planing mill is put in, it will be necessary
to have & burner. If the chipper goes in, & small mill burper is ell
that will be necessary,

Mud and Dust: The Company has instelled a great deal of gravel to their
Tocess roads and the company has authorized Mr. Todd to say that they

will install whatever is necessary to eliminate the problem -= gravel or
blacktope They don't want to cause inconvenience or problems for anyones

Unsightly: Willing to plant a hedge type row of fast growing trees to
help cut down the unsightliness and noise too.

The company has no desire to, if this is zoned Industrial, install a
blacktopping plant, etc., and to assure the commission and the people
that there will be no other type of Industry; they are willing to file
a declaration of restrictions on the property and submit a brief outlined
with the restrictions. Are willing that the property be restricted to
lumber, end wood products. This is desirable for their own protection

L too. They plan to instell the most modern equipment in the industry.
Ae noted, sawmills are located in populated areas, such as downtown
Sacramento, etc., and they plan the same type. Recapped that the compen y
was willing to list all the above plans in the Declaration of Restrictions,
plus the added notation that this cen be abendoned, and returned to res-
identiel at some later date, upon the epproval of the commission. Also
willing to have a limitation of 30 to 50 years. Also, the improvements
can be modified or changed from time to time as need be, upon the approval
of the Planning Commission and the two public hearings. Listed that they
employed 92 employees, paid & total of $353,000.00 in salaries, processed
14,000,000 board feet of lumber, paid into the county, the sum of $8,500.00
in taxes, and spent §191,000.00 in the community. They don't want a sawmill
that is @ nuisance, problem or bother to anyone and will comply with the
Planning Commission and do all possible to comply with the requests of the
Complainants, They went to stay in the community and the purpose of zoning
18 to have & golid foundation on which to make the improvements and spend
the money to meke the improvements. Put up a map showing the proposed plan-
ing mil1, burner, etc.,

Ur. Jones announced that a petition with 67 signatures had been filed in
Frotest, which is on file., Also two letters in complaint from R. & R.
Yoses, ang Mr. Sucetti, who also signed the petition, which are now on file.

Zﬂ;.BL' E. Woodward appeared, a resident of Cedar Ridge, and one of the first
Tunswick Drive, Stated that the noise has been terrifioc and at night
© smoke o0, However, the noise recently has subsided greatly. As far
on by | 'FOO early to judge, in the year. Not therefore raising an objec-
dentia"i, this, community wants industry and must have something besides resi-
i If the company is willing to do all this, I think it would be

¥r,
Driv:{night T08e to ask if the access roads would open up onto Brunswick

T v* OF Cedar Ridge Drive, for the trucks.
M

the Meeting NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION Page 2 of §
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yr. Todd said that these would not be used by the trucks, had no
reason o use them for the trucks. That they had prepared roads
yhat run to the back of their property, end that is only an access
road and does not connect with the roads in Cedar Ridge.

Knight stated that they had given the County ten feet on each side
road years ago and they had done nothing, but will something be

the
of ow for the trucks?

done 1

jr. Todd said not for the trucks.

Mr. R. Ce Dittle, from Colfax Highway stated that they just moved here
recently from Los Angeles area, to get away from smoke and fog, end afraid
they will move out if the smoke continues as it is. He worked in a mill,
and seid this mill was a mess and not kept up., Says having worked in &
mill he doesn't see how they plan to keep the smoke and noise out. That
only so much of the meterial can be used in the chipping mill, to be used
for fireplace logs, etc. He is definitely ageinst the zoning, and will
move his family and knows of others who will move out too.

¥r., Todd stated that the company had just taken over the mill & few months
ago, and that please notice that considerable work had been done to clean
up the area. The pollution of the stream has been stopped, and the stream
diverted, The work done now, and not blame his company for those before it.

Mrs. Lusk stated that as they came by tonight, the sparks were flying end
what a worry it is to everyone out there, that their place will catch

fire., Seems that there must be a state law., The lack of water, dry trees,
and dry homes are a problem. Why can't something be done immediately? Mr.
Todd says it is going to be done, but what about now, will it get done,

or be left until later, and later.

¥r. Todd stated that the company appreciated this problem and is presently
operating within the laws of the State of California. They realize that
operating with an open pit leaves much to be desired, and that is something
they will take care of as soon &s this is settled,

¥re Edmunds ‘stated that for the benefit of all present he must stats,

that they must realize that this mill is opereting at the present time and
hag o permit and there is nothing this commission can do to stop the opera-
tion of this mill under the present conditions. The fact that they want

to change to industrial zone is what faces the Planning Commission. They
@1 go on right now and on and on, without seid restrictions, and the only
;‘ecourse would be to take them to court, and appreciate what they are agres-
B¢ to do with any changes they are proposing to make.

S:::line Dodge, lives 3/10 of a mile from the mill. Stated the Forest Ser-
bure told Mr, Taylor and his partner two years ago that they must build a
ann:r in order to comply with the laws. Since they haven't a burner and
o hese items presented by Mr. Todd, how do we know they will be done,
“hewhen? She is definitely against it. Monday the area was thick with
or Si Referred to article in the Union after the last meeting. States
May 11’ &ce has been there since 1933 and the first mill built by Idaho-

{ &nd Mine for timber for the mill, and then has gone on from there.

is 89ing to meke the Yuba River live up to their agreements?

\ltes
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Edmunds stated that the District Attorney would have to enforce it?

Mre
Sucettl rose to say he had come here 19 yeers ago and had clesred off

Jf(r).acress and grass growing there. However, recently his ares has been
L1anketed with smoke, and they don't know what they want to do now. Steted
that he hed made a study, and there are five mills within two miles of esch
other, 8nd that causes the problem. Presented a topogrephic map and pic-
cure of smoke in the earea., Belleves that the mills should move 15 to 20

minutes from town, rather than have them right in the middle. Everyomne

tries t0 get the same area, lumber companies, residences, etc. That he is

g pert=owner of‘S businesses, and knows he heas to meet requirements. Feels
thet 50,000 femilies would move in if these mills were not here. That the
crass Valley Chamber of Commerce wants homes built in this aree, and mills
could be out of town, and making lumber for the homes, The Commission shoul
Jook aheads He was not ageinst the Yuba River Lumber as an employer and
business, but when are we going out of town with the mills,

cheirman Edmunds steted that it must be appreciated that it has only been
in the last few years that the people have seen fit to want to attempt

eny form of plenning and we are in the baby stage of planning and that the
future of Nevada County and this particular area that you are pointing out
is going to be very difficult to adjust to under the circumstances.

¥r. Sucetti steted thet work of 19 years was going to be handed over to
someone else if they were pgoing to be blenketed by smoke, and he had great
respect for Grass Valley, the air, water, etc., but that people had better
stert thinking streight about this problem.

Kr. Todd steted that the company would be the first to admit that there

is & smoke problem here, but would like to call attention to the fact that
if you look into the future, you will see that as such, sawmills are moving
into the populated arees. Noted Redding and Sacramento, and leaving Placer-

ville end other areas.

W. L. Setterly rose, and agreed with Mr. Sucetti. Stated he was retired
and that he could show he spent more money than any lumber worker. Felt

it would be better to let the mills get out and let residences come in,
with retired people., Seems it is double work, to haul logs to the mill and

lumber from the mill, Let them centralize.

¥r. Vreehorts said he wanted to point out that this mill contributes a good
deel toward the Union Hill School District in taxes, and if it is iwmproved
it will contribute that much more, and felt it was something to think abdout.

¥ro Maltman stated he pays $65000.00 on unimproved property in taxes, and that
this 1g lovely residentiel property. He is the last to stand in the way of
business, but this M zone would open it up for more and more of the seme.
Open pit burners may be legal but they are unsafe.

:fr& Phelan rose to ask if they would move closer to their property, and
88 assured they would not. She then asked about the installation of any
:gditioml, undesirable type of operation, which were rumored, and Mr, Todd
. Vised that they did not plen anything not mentioned. She then asked about
Pulp Mill, Mr, Todd said they were not in a position to install this
azpe °f operation, not sufficient water, eto. That they might, where they
¢ clearing now, add a drying yard, but that would be & building in which

oy o8
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r would be stored. That they might have the door end window

be
1u$ing mill, but this‘would be no problem, but they would not be coming
closer to Cedar Ridge. Mrs, Phelan then asked about the access roadse

any Todd advised that the road would be used only if mcceptake to and

f;oe it was an adventage to the people there, for the fire truck to be
arked there, because meny of the employees there are on the Fire Depart=
P ot and would want to be able to get to a fire when needed.

¥r. Joe Lacey stated thet as he understood it, Yuba River Lumber wants e
1aning mille Why not operate under a use permit, why not apply for &

P ing mill? Why rezone?

plani
Jr. Todd answered it was simply a question of economics. 4 burner costs

£10,000 to 12,000 end & planing mill §2,000 more. Rezoning means to
clarify this possibility to do it, and continue on doing it.

Mr. Lecey asked if & use permit, for a particular length of time, wouldn't
do the job?

Gordon Crane rose to say he had said a good deal at the last meeting, but
that the present mill is on a use permit, couldthe planing mill be fore 20
to 30 years on a permit. On & use permit we can push them out if they go
over the boundaries? If they did this, rezone, would they have a time
1imit in which to accomplish their promises?

Chairman Edmunds stated that the Commission wouldinsist upon that in the
terms of the permit on the varioussactivities,

¥rs. Dodge felt that any expension would depreciate the value of the property.

Cheirman Edmunds then steted that there seemed to be an objection to the
rezoning rather than the mill. Smoke and noise under & useé permit might con-
tinue, as under the present operation unless steps are taken legally to make
then change it. The fact of their applying for a use permit for the planing
mill will not permit our commission to layextra restrictions except as

it may effect the products of the planing mill, if it would add to the smoke

and noise,

Commissioner Grahsm asked if anyone of them had ever lived near a sawmill
that was operated in the manner in which Mr. Todd had outlined. All noes.

Gordon Crane rose to state he still opposed the M zoning, and didn't want
that misunderstood.

Commissioner Graham stated thet if the Compeny did these things, he felt

that the aree would be well off =- no more trouble with smoke and noise,

etcs  These people are willing to correct problems -- they don't have to,
they can operate as they are. The bigger the operation the better opera-
tlon it will be,

zir. Todd advised that they had taken a lease on the old New Brunswisk
¢ area, for the purpose of cleaning it up, and possibly for using it

for a drying yﬂrd.

M
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ssioner Runyan stated that the Companv sc
zoﬂgi permit, with the exception of theponz 1t:;?1i%a¥a:faz§;2§ o
) Todd stated they'found themselves in the position that they cen
people objecting to e blank check so to speak for the mea
re willing to limit themselves, with the declaration of re;-
and restrict it to very definite uses. The problem is t}:.at
{f someone expresses a dislike to a use permit, then you get us coming
and goinge The company wants & definite foundetion before spending
noney in large al"nO\:lntB, and willing to try and meet the objections?
In trying to anticipate, we realize that the declaration of restrictions
and that there will be other things that should be in it to protect the

ple and ourselves.

anders tand
put they &
tri Cti ons,

peo
Attorney Wolthers noted that the declaration of restrictions would be

4o use and not to manner of use,

commissioner Runyan stated the use permit is for a matter of time.

Attorney VWiolthers stated the owners would and could declare restrictions
end it would carry over to the buyer and run with the land.

¥r. Todd stated thet the company did not want to have to get a use permit
every time they made an addition.

Notion made by Runysn, seconded by Kitts, that the public hearing be con-
Tioved to the next hearing for further consideration on the 24th of April.

Motion carried 8 to O, with Commissioner Brunker noted absent.

nds then advised that he would be glad to have anyone come
ed to come, but that their comments were
without repeating same.

Cheirman Edmu
et the next hearing that want
noted and would be considered from this meeting,

¥r. Todd esked if additional testimony would be taken, and was advised

thet it would bes

II. Bubdivisions:
2. Tentative Subdivision map - Brunswick Viste -- Mr. Flatland.

which proved to be incomplete. Mr.

Cox of the Health Department advised that the State had advised that
they would have to obtain, as will all other applicants, a water pur-
veyor permit from the Stete in Secramento, before it could go further.

Percolation pests showed setisfactory.
e water would come from the Cedar Ridge pipeline.

kr. Joe Lacey appeared with maps,

¥r. Meltman advised that th

t they are just now getting the pipeline payed
edar Ridge, and there isn't enough

ple in Cedar Ridge would have to

?r‘s. Elem rose to state tha

W:z out there, and she has property in C

81 er now., She understends that the peo
gn & petition to allow this water to be taken.

Ig’ « Maltman advised that the pipeline was & 12 inch line and this was an
inch take‘Offo

N

Ruteg
°f Ueeting NEVADA COUNTY PLAN6NING COMMISSION
apriL 10, 1961

Page 6 of 8



111,

PAGE 30 or BOOK 4

Cox advised that there was adequate water, without taking it

Mre from Cedar Ridge.

awsy
Jotion made by Commissioner Runyen, seconded by Commissioner Kitts

,ﬁﬁhe map be acourately prepered and presented as to roads, lots,

gescriptions, eto. Motion carried 8 to 0, with Commissioner Brunker
noted absent.

5. Fina} map = Birch Meadows Acres « Carlos McGuire.

Motion made by Commissioner Runyan and seconded by Commissioner Kitts
That Birch Meadows Acres Subdivision map be approved as submitted, and
motion carried 8 to 0, with Commissioner Brunker noted absent.

Use Permit Applications:
4, Recreational area - Lake Olympia - Burt Burns.

¥r. Burns desires & .recreation area containing a narrow guage railroad,
mechanical rides, commerciaml trout fishing, swimming in & pool, picnic
erea and barbeque aree, canosing and boating. Will have to have use
pernits for some types of businesss. Intends using the building, existing,
with improvements, for fountain and lunch. One hearing will be necessary.

¥otion made by Commissioner Graham end seconded by Commissioner Rugpn
that a public hearing be set up on the petition for application for
April 24, 1961, Motion cerried 8 to O, with Commissioner Brunker noted

ebsent,

5. Furniture Storage = Maryland Road ==~ Moranville.

Yorenville not present -- put over to next meeting,

IV, Land Development:

6. Plans for West Main Street development -~ Ray Jacobus.

¥r. Ray Jacobus, Realtor, presented a plat of the property of B. G.
Barker property, in Grass Valley, with a total of nine acrea. Mr.
Jecobus represents Mr. Holsinger, for the building of super market
type commercial business area, for Lucky Markets, & possible bank
building, drug store, etc. The largest portion is inside the city
limits. Mr, Jones to send a copy of the ordinance covering same.
Mr, Jacobus to attend the City of Grass Valley meeting and return to

our meeting on April 24, 1961,

V. :
Review of Truckee Tahoe Airport Approach Zone Ordinances

g

* Tahoe Truckee Airport Approach Zone Ordinance referred back to
Planning Commission, by the Board of Supervisors.

E}’O paragraphs listed as "e" and "f", with reference to changing

o the ordinance making it the responsibility of the Airport District

rog Neok on the height of the trees and the outting of same, with no |
. Ponsibility to the owners noted. Waddel Brothers appeared and this

88 their desire,

8%
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Jotion made by Commissioner Runyan end seconded by Commissioner
Toosers that we recommend to the Board of Supervisors, thet the

ordinance haved added thereto paragraphs "e" and “f". Motion carried
g to 0 with Commissioner Brunker noted absent.

Discuss Orgenization of Planning Department.
3. Personnel and office for Planning Department.

Decision made to request Mr. Baxter to appear, and anyone else avail-
eble, and anyone enswering local advertisements, to appear before a
panel consisting of the Commissioner from Placer County, the Btate
commissioner of Plamning, from Sacramento, the local board, for en
interview and questioning, to determine eligibility.

kr. Jones to go to Sacramento and discuss with the State Planning
Commission the situation, and obtain advisement.

Commissioner Runyan to contect Mr. Hughes, Purchasing Agent, with the
proposed lease of the building considered at 244 Commercial Street,
Nevada City, and allow him to go shead and check into the terms, etc.,
to be sure the meet requirements. ‘

Correspondence :
9, Letter of resignaetion from Planning Commissioner W. W. Brunker.

Letter read end noted. Letter sent to the Board of Supervisors with
copy to the Planning Commission, Consideration for recommendations
for replacement to be so considered for the vacancy, and presented to
the next meetinge.

10. M¥r, Jones asked for permission to be absent from the next meeting

of the commission, on the 24th of April, as he will be away from the

area., Permission was granted.

Next regular meeting of the Planning Commission on April 24, 1961,

Next General Plan Study Meeting with Consultant Wilkinson, April 21, 1961,
Meeting adjourned.

Respeotfully submitted,

H. Verne Jones, Executive Secretary
Nevada County Planning Commission.

Mte——
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NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
NEVADA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

of the regular meeting of April 24, 1951,

!l@ﬂgg Supervisors Chambers, County Court House, Nevada City, Celifornia

/—__-_

yiembers present: Chairman Edmunds, Commissioners Grahem, Kitts, Hillier, Runyan,
.{./-/.‘-_—

Looser, Struckman and Beechel,
Members Absent ¢ None.

staff Present 3 Deputy District Attorney Wolthers, Sanitarian Cox.
Staff fresem> —

—

yeeting was called to order by Chairman Edmunds at 7:30 P.M,

The minutes of the meeting of April 10, 1961, were approved as mailed.

I. Zoning Application:
1. Continuation of Zoning Application Hearing: Yuba River Lumber Company

epplication for (M) Zone Industrial for property.

Mr. Leo Todd appeared for the Company, stating that he would like to
point, realizing the Commission realizes, but maybe the public does

not, that the company has a permit to continue operating even if this
application is denied; and was sure the company would continue to operats,
but that they wanted a firm foundation on which to expend money, and
wanted all the people out there to be satisfied. Further that with

the approval of the office of the District Attorney, would make it
conditional that the Industrial Zoning be granted after the conditions

and improvements outlined in the Declaration of Restrictions have been
accomplished; further, wanted to outline that the mill has been there

for & considerable period of time and before the subdividers end they

were aware of the fact that the mill was there and still they put in

the subdivision, or bought property adjacent to it and built on it,.

The company has s large investment end pay their share of the taxes

to the community, are a part of the oommunity and are certainly willing

to meet the requirements of this commission, and will make additional
expenditures of money if they have the firm foundation on whioh to
Procesd. Don't believe it is necessary to repeat again the modifications,
but the company is willing to hear any additionel restrictions or changes.

Comnissioner Looser stated the major complaint seemed to be about smoke,
8nd cinders, Did they plan on improving seme, as advised?

Mr, Todd advisea that they planned to put in a burner similar to Lausman's

further qown the road, or a chipping plant, If a planing mill was instal-
led, they would still put in a burner. Stated further, that the company

e P
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was willing, upon & favorable vote or recommendstion from the
Cconmission to do all these things, provided the Compeny could come
pack later and pick up the promise that it would be zoned industrieal.

commissioner Runyan then stated that certein expansion is under way.
Modification or new construction?

)r. Todd advised that it was modification only.,

Commissioner Runyan stated that there was a new unit and that thers
was new conveying machinery,

Commissioner Graham stated it was a log slip, and is a part of a saw-
mill end is not ettached to the present saw mill, and is however still
e part of it., This saves time and money as they do not have to buck
up the logs in the yard, but can do it in the mill,

Chairman Edmunds then read the proposed Declaration of Restrictions
which are to be a part of the Resolution granting M Zoning,

Mr. Maltman then rose to state, we want industry, but that if it is
changed to an M Zone Industrial, I believe that should & change of
ownership occur, which is ept to happen, thet the restrictions would
certainly not be binding if it is an M Zone.

Deputy District Attorney Wolthers advised that this was correct,

kr, Maltman edvised that this was a residentisl area, and was bound

to be an increased residential area., It would be alright if the 30
year guarantee were possible, but we do not know what they might

build in there, if it were zoned Industrial M Zone. To safeguard

our interests and interests of the people in the cormunity, I think

to grant a use permit, baesed on the agreement of restrictions, with

e time limit heas a permanent basis and will have just as much security
&s they would have under en M Zone. We only went to try and control
the future, and not stop progress, but hope that the Commission will
Elve serious thought before issuing en M Zoning.

Chairmen Edmunds stated it was the understanding of the Commission that
they had e use permit which restricts nothing. The restrictions cannot
enter the use permit, which they already have and allows them to operate.

Ur. Todd advised that they could put in the clause "binding upon the
heirs, essigns, eto.”, which would bind the new owners if sold.

Attorney Wolthers advised that the Declaration of Restrictions is not
binding on anyone., The County cannot enter into agreements as it is
Prohibited by law. Also there must be privity with the surrounding
end ownerg,

Mr. Todq asked what could be done then to guarantee this performance?

Mr.’Wolthers stated thet the only thing he could see would be for the
: ners of the surrounding property to enter into & mutual agreement with

M
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1 property owners in that area and between the owners of the property
lved, 80 that those persons could enforce those covenents.

el .
here ;UIVO

Todd =dvised that the company would be glad to enter into such an

Mre t with the surrounding land owners.

agreemen

airmen Edmunds asked about the possibility of the land being deeded

h

f;o a disinterested party and then deeded back with the restrictions.
Attorney Wolthers advised thet this was only possible if someone with
an interest in the property was involved.

commissioner Runyan stgted that M Zoning is too broad, even if they are
willing to placc'e restrl?tions on it., It still cannot be understood why
there is objection to limited use permit, except for the element of time.

¥r. Todd edvised that they then would need a permit each time there was
any work to be done.

Commissioner Runyan stated that an M Zone as set up in our ordinance,
is unlimited. You want a planing mill, saw mill, etc., why not do so
on & use permit?

¥r, Todd stated they wanted the firm foundation,as with a use permit

the Company could be caught coming and going. They wanted to build a
planing mill, drying yard, etc., and any other lumber activity, without
having to come up against an ergument each time. Would the Commission
then guarantee thaet the people would go along with the proposed additions
each time?

Commissioner Runyan asked what would happen should this application for
rezoning be denied?

Mr., Todd advised that they would continue to operate for a period of time
until they felt they wanted to make a change.

Commissioner Runyan stated there were many objections to smoke, noise,
mud, etc,, and with a use permit why not proceed. You would have to
improve to e degree, there are ways of measuring smoke in the area,
noise, etc,

¥r, Todd stated they were willing to install the burner similar to the
Lausman burner, which is & model approved of by all who bave complained.

l.dr. Maltmen stated that he felt Mr. Todd could get an opinion here tonight
‘M connection with the use permit to be granted, if the conditions were
terried out as proposed. The major objeotion is to the zoning, -

ghhairman Edmunds asked is there anyone who still objeots, after hearing
© restrictions definitely agreed to by the Company.

§::§§lé Crane asked if the restrictions outlined would apply on a use

tes or ‘
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attorney'WOItherB advised that they would bind under e use permit.

Mrs o pauline Dodge stated that she didn't want any further expansion
of the sewmill, but will give in if a use permit is granted with the
restrictionsy @&s outlined.

cheirman Edmunds advised that the applicetion is for an M Zone, ané not
ror & use permit. They already have & use permit, and it is the under-
standing of the Commission that this is an unlimited use permit, to run
with the lande They have a land use permit, not limited in time, and
can do whatever they want on their property.

Attorney Wolthers stated thet it was his opinion that the use permit es
granted to Yuba River Lumber Company, goes with the land; they could
operate & sawmill and any appurtenant operations thereto, within the con-
fines of the property, anything that is known to be a part of the opera=-
tion of & aawmill.

Mr. Meltman then stated that this means they could go ahead at random
and there would be no means of protection, by approving a burner, etc.

Cheirmen Edmunds advised that there would be due recourse to law.

Mrs. Dodge stated whe wanted it understood that she did not agree to
an M Zone,

Mr, Crene stated that this meant that right now then they can put in
enything they want end don't need a use permit to expand as long es it
is in the operation of a sawmill, an indefinite use permit -- then why

esk for an M Zone.

¥r, Todd stated they had tried to bend over backward to cooperate, and
thet the M Zone would give them a firmer foundation. They plan on opera-
ting in a way that would be objectionable to no one. They have spent
money improving it and plan on spending much-more and must have some as-

surance of what they can do.

Mr. Jacobus rose to stete that if they did anything so bad, couldn't
they be run out of business, even if it was zoned M?

Yr. Wolthers advised thet as soon as they became a nuisance, they ocould
be abated,

Commissioner Graham noted that this M 4one covered the 14 acres only,

Mrs, Sucetti stated that they had trouble just burning trash on their
Property in en incinerator. Why didn't the Forest Service enter into it?

M, Todd edvised that they had e permit to operate as it is,

gro E. Ellinger stated he thought they shouldn't be so close in, and why
ot move out further?

utss _ -
m%ting NEVADA COUNIY PLANNING COMMISSION Page 4.of 8
APRIL 24, 1961




PAGE 35 or BOOK 4

Dodge asked if they t e
g hey would be permitted to use the srea b
s tween

Mrse
the areé in question and the Union
nit? This is the Brunswick Wine prgziitgoad on their present use per-

Chairman Edmunds answered no.

commissioner Looser asked if a time limit of 30 yeers could be put
on

Chairman BEdmunds advised this wa
sormite s an application for M Zone, not use

Cheirman Edmunds then read Resolutio

n No. PC-17., Resolution R i
an A?endmenF to yevaéa County Zoning Enabling Ordinance, to B :chTendlng
precise Zoning District (M) Industriale ' e

Hotion mzdetbz Commissioner Runyan end seconded by Commissioner Kitts
7ot to edopt the Resolution as read, and to deny M Zoning, on the
’

grounds of not serving general welfare.

Commi ssioners Runyan, Edmunds.

AYES :
NOES : Commissioners Hillier,Looser,Kitts,Beschel and Greham.
ABSTAIN ¢ Commissioner Struckman.

d because of confusion on the vote; and to clarify

Voting again requeste
and & final vote:

the voting, & new motion Wwas for,

Notion made by Commissioner Graham and seconded by Commissioner Eillier
Thet proposed Resolution PC-17, Resolution Recommending an Amendment to
Nevada County Zoning Enebling Ordinance, to Establish Precise Zoning Dis-

trict (M) Industrial be adopted:

Commissioners Beechel, Graham, Hillier, Looser & Kitts.

LYES 3
NOES : Commissioners Edmunds and Runyan.
ABSTAIN ¢ Commissioner Struckmane

n clarified efter three pallots.)

(Confusio
1d be regerved until th

o work was done,

Mr. Todd then asked if this cou
and then adopted?
1imit of 60 days in whioch

was a time
Board of Supervisors.

there
o the

Mr, Wolthers edvised that
be passed t

Resolutions edopted, mus?®
jme limitation, would

£ the t
and was answered

Mr. Todd becaus® ©
be rescinded,

Commissioner Runyan asked
he prefer that the action of the Commission

in the negative.
Declaration of Restrictions were a

ed that the

Commissioner Hillier stat
he zoning.

part of the granting of *t
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yir. Todd advised that they were, and would be recorded immedietely.

_pivisions:

SubT T Map:  Brunswi
11+ 57’52525311? ap wick ¥ista., Mr. Joe Lacey for Mr. Flatland.

A 1llnes £ Mr. Lece Mr. D
pue tO 111?645 0 Ys Mre Dooling eppeared and presented map of
the Brunswiclc Vista Subdivision. Lots are 10,000 equa?e feet, 12% road
grades,.roads t? be built end topped, and then deeded to the County;
water will be brought to each lot and working with the NID on this.
Ngqtion made by Commissioner Kitts and seconded by Commissioner Looser
That ventative land use permit be granted for the Brunswick Vista Sub-
givision. Motion carried unanimously,
7ese Permit Applicationss Public H i
1. Land Use F A2 S3 earings - Legally Advertised.
' “Rocreational rea: Olympie Lake - Burt Burns.
. Recreabiolf- =~ 2

¥Mr, Buras apgeared and presented letter asking to withdraw application
for use permit because of lack of interest in the project, and lack of
money. Letter noted and filed,

¢, Shopping Center: West Main Street - Ray Jacobus for P. H. Holsinger.

idvised Mr. Jacobus that use permit not required for shopping center,
but thet any business should apply for one before operating the business.

¥r. Jacobus advised that there were 9,005 mcres in this parcel, mostly
in the city limits. Had gotten all signatures surrounding the property

except five scross the road, and one on the hill,

Motion made by Commissioner Kitts and seconded by Commissioner Beechel
Thet = letter be written by the Executive Secretary with the approval
of the District Attorney's Qifice, regarding use permit not required

for building the shopping center, but for businesses. Motion carried

unanimouslye.

IV, Membership Vacency:

Grand View Terrace, Grass Velley suggested.

Neme of Leonard F, Carey,
refused.

Neme of lMr. Dean Thompson, who wes present and
Neme of Mr. Alfred Heller suggested.

Mr. Kitts to contact Mr. Hennessy and see how he would feel if it were

someone from other than his district.
v,

Eﬂ%gpSS report on proposed Planning Department:
* Reporg by Myron Runyan.

oard of Supervisors, with attached

b“dget, dated April 17, 1961. A copy of the memo was given to eaoch
member of the Commission, and requests were made by members of the
8udience and copies provided to them, Commissioner Runyan advised

that a lease had been prepared by Clare Hughes for the rental of 244
Comnercia) Street, and the supervisors to act on it at the next meeting.

Presented copy of memo to the B

¥ing
e N
® of the Weoting SEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION Page 6 of B

apriL 24, 1961



PAGE 40 or BOOK 4

supervisors conft;ed about setupt to be established when we had no
pirectors Also the sum of $1500 to set up the office was in question,

Reported on the meeting with the State Planning Commissioner and of their
willingness to help in the establishing of o board to quelify spplicants.
come confusion on the qualifications for planner, of Mr. Baxter. Apoli-
cations Are slow in coming in and the salary of §$600 seems to be th;-prob-
lem. There is a possibility of & man now receiving §850 coming in.

The Board of Supervisors are going to have to back us up if we are going
to be oompetent, the part time workers have worked hard but it is too

difficult.

SuggeSted.at Sacramento that we advertise in four different periodicals
dealing WIFh planners. Sacramento is willing to cooperate together with
Planning Directors of surrounding counties, in forming a qualifying board
ror the applicants.

Motion made by Cormmissioner Looser and seconded by Commissioner Kitts
Thet the sum up to $125.00 be spent to advertise in the four recommended
periodicals be done. Motion carried unanimously. Commissioner Kitts
nade a motion that the advertising should also be in the local pepers.
Wotion was carried unanimously.

Commissioner Beechel suggested thet we attempt to stay on the west coast
or the northwest area.

There was discussion about & minimum building code, to be presented to
Commission by the Builders Exchange.

VI. Exective Secretary Resignation:

Motion made by Commissioner Kitts and seconded by Commissioner Looser
that 2 letter be written to the Board of Supervisors asking that ths
resignation of H, Verne Jones, be extended from May 1, to June 1, 1961.

lotion was carried unsnimously.

VII. Rediator Shop end Garage. Ray Johnson, 850 South Auburh Street.
Te.. Use Permi G,

Mr. Johnson appesred, and presented a map. Will build a building similar
to the 4 & A Metal building. Is to be located next to building which is
to be his end will become his home, This is an industrial area. Build-
ing to be situated 20 feet inside the property line, on a 78 foot frontage
lots This is to be for radiator and garage work,

Motion made by Kitts and seconded by Commissioner Hillier that a land use
Permit be granted. Mtion was carried unanimously.

v
11, Correspondence. '

8. :
Letter — Richards Garage.

*

c?mplaining that Norman Nagle is operating & tow truck in Donner Lake Area
Without a uge permit. Letter read and noted. Executive Seoretary to oheck .

1n%0 the situation for further information and handling.
oy

s
ot Meeting A G COMMISSION Page 7 of B
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g, Letter - Placer County Plenning Commission:
o LeBRE

Relating to General Plan for Airports on Placer County. Letter reed
8nd noted .

10, Letter from Robert Jang, Jr,

Requesting renewal of Use Permit to park & trailer at Soda Springs.,
Letter noted answered and forms forwarded.

11, Letter from N, E. Loveland,

Complaining ebout property on Idaho Maryland Road. Millers Exchange.
Letter read and noted, end Executive Secretary to check into same for
further information and action.

12, Deen Thompson: Invitation to co-sponsor Nevada County Development
Conference. Mr. Thompson advised that there was to be a meeting the
first Saturday of August, and en egenda will be prepared end ready by
the 15th of May. Would like the Commission to co-sponsor.

Chairman Edmunds stated that it was certainly a worthy project.

Xext meeting will be May 8, 1961, at 7:30 P.M., at the Supervisors Room, Nevada
City, Celifornia.

Veeting adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

He Verne Jones, Executive Secretary

Minu\
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Granite Springs

This district is in the northwest corner of Mariposa
County and the southwest corner of Tuolumne
County in the vicinity of Lake McClure and Don
Pedro Reservoir. The mines apparently were last
worked in the 1930s. The region is underlain chiefly
by greenstone with some interbeds of graphitic slate.
There are a considerable number of northwest-striking
gold-quartz veins often associated with diorite dikes.
Most of the deposits are relatively shallow.

Mines. Mariposa County: Anita, Burr $350,000,
Florinita, Jackson, White Rock. Tuolumne County:
Buzzard Roost, Diamond, Hedley, Oak Mesa, Solambo.

Bibliography
Bowen, O. E., Jr., 1957, Mariposa County, Burr mine: California
Jour. Mines and Geology, vol. 53, p. 247.

Graniteville

Location and History. This district is in east-cen-
tral Nevada County about 30 miles east of Nevada
City. It is also known as the Eureka district. An
extensive belt of gold mineralization in this region
extends from the vicinity of the town of Graniteville
south-southeast to the Emigrant Gap district, a dis-
tance of about 10 miles. The district includes the
Gaston mine area, which sometimes has been classified
as a separate district. The Alleghany-Washington gold
belt lies a few miles to the west, and the American
Hill district is to the north. The Graniteville district
was first placer-mined during the gold rush, and quartz
mining began soon afterward. Considerable mining
activity continued from the 1860s until about 1900,
and there was much activity again during the 1930s.
The Ancho-Erie and a few other mines were worked
for a short time after World War II.

Geology. The district is underlain by slate, schist,
and phyllite of the Blue Canyon Formation (Carbonif-
erous) in the west and granodiorite in the east. In addi-
tion, there are several patches of Tertiary gravel and
several glacial moraines.

Ore Deposits. Three main north-striking vein sys-
tems run through the district. One in the western
portion of the district is in slate and schist and con-
tains the Culbertson, National, and Ancho-Erie mines.
One to the east is in granodiorite and contains the
Wisconsin, Baltic, and Iowa mines. The veins in the
central system are along the slate-granodiorite contact.
Properties in the central system include the Rocky
Glen and Gaston mines. The quartz veins are as much
as 15 feet thick. The ore contains free gold and vary-
ing amounts of auriferous sulfides. The milling ore
usually averages !4 ounce per ton or less with very
little high grade. Some of the ore shoots had stoping
lengths of several hundred feet. The veins were mined
to depths of as much as 500 feet. The Tertiary gravels
at Graniteville and at Shands two miles to the west
have yielded some gold.

Mines. Alpha, Ancho-Erie $1 million4, Ander-
son, Artic, Azalie, Baltic, Barren, Birchville, Blue Bell,

Celina Flat, Cooley, Culbertson, Eagle Bird, Gaston
$2 million?, German, Gold Bug, Hotwater, Towa, IXL,
Jim, Keller, Last Chance, Lindsay, Mountain View,
National, Rainbow, Rattlesnake, Republic, Rocky
Glen $300,000+, Star, Washington, Wisconsin, Yel-
low Metal, Yuba $2 million+.

Bibliography
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Grass Valley

Location. This famous mining district is in west-
ern Nevada County in the immediate area of the town
of Grass Valley. The Nevada City district adjoins it
on the northeast and the Rough-and-Ready district
is to the west.

History. Placer gold was first found in Wolf Creek
in 1848 shortly after Marshall’s discovery at Coloma.
The earliest mining was done by David Stump and
two companions who came from Oregon. The shallow
placers were rich but were exhausted quickly. Gold-
bearing quartz was discovered at Gold Hill in 1850
and soon afterward at Ophir, Rich, and Massachusetts
Hills. Quartz mining soon developed into a major
industry that was to last more than 100 years. The
Gold Hill and Allison Ranch were the leading lode
mines during the 1850s. Mining was curtailed some-
what during the Comstock rush of 1859-65, but the
mines were productive again in the late 1860s. The
camp declined in the 1870s, and by 1880 only the
Empire and Idaho mines were active. In 1884 the
North Star mine was reopened and activities increased;
the North Star, Empire, Idaho-Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania, and W.Y.O.D. all were highly productive. Bv
1900, the Idaho-Maryland mine had yielded a total of
$12.5 million. From 1900 to 1925, the North Star and
Empire mines were the largest producers, the Idaho-
Maryland having been idle in 1901-19. By 1928, the
North Star had had a total output valued at $33
million.

In 1929 the Empire and North Star groups were
purchased by the Newmont Mining Corporation. This
merger, which resulted in the Empire-Star Mines Co.,
included other important mines, such as the Pennsyl-
vania, W.Y.0.D., and Sultana. From 1930 to 1941, the
district was enormously productive. The 1930-40 out-
put of Idaho-Maryland Mines Corp., which included
the Idaho-Maryland and Brunswick mines, was $26.7
million. The Empire-Star group yielded 1,074,284
ounces of gold from 1929 to 1940. Nearly 4000 miners
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Photo 22. Empire Mine, Grass Valley District. Mules frequently hauled ore cars, as in this underground scene at the mine in Nevada County.
The photo was taken in about 1910.

were at work in the mines during the 1930s and early
1940s. The mines were shut down during World War
II, but the Empire, Pennsylvania, North Star, and
Idaho-Maryland reopened soon afterward. However,
operations gradually decreased; the Idaho-Maryland
stopped gold mining in 1956 and the Empire-Star
group in 1957, closures that ended nearly 106 years of
gold-mining operations in the Grass Valley district.
Some tungsten ore was mined in 1954-57 at the New

Brunswick unit of the Idaho-Maryland mine.

Grass Valley was the richest and most famous gold-
mining district in California. The value of the total

output of the lode mines is estimated to have been at
least $300 million, and the placer mines yielded a few
million dollars more worth of gold. The two largest
operations, the Empire-Star and Idaho-Maryland
groups, had total outputs of $130 million and $70 mil-
lion, respectively. Many famous mining engineers and
geologists worked in the Grass Valley district. A num-
ber of important inventions and improvements were
made in mining and milling equipment in the Grass
Valley gold mines. Many of the miners were of Corn-
ish descent and were often known as “Cousin Jacks”.
For many years the town and the mines were served
by the Nevada County Narrow Gauge Railroad,
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End of a Shift, Empire Mine, Grass Valley District. A shift, circa 1900, ascends after a work tour at the Nevada
County mine. Many of these miners were Cornishmen—"Cousin Jacks.”’
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Photo 24. Idaho-Maryland Mine, Grass Valley District. This photo, taken in about 1930, shows the Idoho shaft at the Nevada County
mine, Photo by Walter W. Bradley.



1970 GoLp Districts—SIERRA NEVADA 57

Photo 25. New Brunswick Mine, Grass Valley District. This is a 1955 view of the Nevada County mine, which was
a member of the Idaho-Maryland group. Photo by D. W. Carlson.

which extended north from Colfax. A few historic
mine structures are still standing, but most of the
extensive surface plants of the major mines have been
dismantled. The old power house at the North Star
mine and its 32-foot Pelton wheel are part of a Nevada
County historical display..

Geology. An elongated body of granodiorite is in
the central portion of the district (fig. 8). This body
is five miles long in a north-south direction and % to
two miles wide. It is intrusive into older metamorphic
rocks and itself is cut by various dike rocks. Immedi-
ately east and west of the intrusion are dark green-

Photo 26. Scotia Mine, Grass Valley District. This scene shows the Nevada County mine in the 1940s. Photo by Olaf P. Jenkins
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Figure 8. Geologic Map of Grass Valley District, Nevada County. The major veins and vein systems are shown. The names apply to veins, not
mines. After Johnston, 1940, plate 1, and Lindgren, Nevada City Speciol Folio, 1896,

stones classified as metadiabase and metadiabase por-
phyry (so-called “porphyrites”), and continuing to the
northeast are amphibolite schist, serpentine, gabbro
and diorite, and slate. Just north of the granodiorite
and to the southwest are slates, phyllite, quartzite, and
schist of the Calaveras Formation (Carboniferous to
Permian). A number of intermediate to basic dikes are
present also, as well as a few aplite and granite por-
phyry dikes. Overlying part of the district to the east
and to the northwest are Tertiary gravels, in turn
largely overlain by andesite,

Ore Deposits. This is the most heavily mineralized
and richest gold district in the state with a very large
number of productive veins in a relatively small area.
The veins fall into two major groups: 1) those of the
granodiorite-greenstone area, which have gentle dips,
and 2) those of the serpentine-amphibolite area, with

steep dips (see fig. 8). The veins of the granodiorite
area are either in the granodiorite or in the adjacent
greenstone, entering the granodiorite at depth. One
group of veins strikes north and dips gently (about
35° on the average) either east or west. This group
includes the Empire, Pennsylvania, Osborne Hill,
Omaha, W.Y.0O.D., and Allison Ranch veins. The other
group of veins in the granodiorite strikes west or
northwest and dips gently north, The North Star and
New York Hill veins are included in this group. In
the serpentine-amphibolite area the veins strike north-
west and dip steeply southwest; a few dip northeast.
These occur mostly in the amphibolite near or at the
serpentine contact. The Idaho-Maryland, Brunswick,
and Union Hill mines are here.

The veins usually range from one to 10 feet in thick-
ness and consist of quartz with some calcite and an-
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kerite. They fill minor thrust faults. Many veins con-
tain several generations of quartz. There are numerous
northeast-striking, vertical or steeply-dipping fractures
or “crossings” that commonly are boundaries of ore
shoots. The ore contains free gold and varying
amounts of sulfides, chiefly pyrite. Present in smaller
amounts are galena, chalcopyrite, arsenopyrite, sphal-
erite, and pyrrhotite. Galena is commonly associated
with gold.

The ore shoots vary considerably in size and shape,
and the distribution of gold within the shoots is erratic.
Some have pitch lengths of up to several thousand feet,
and the veins have been developed to inclined depths
of as much as 11,000 feet. Much specimen ore has been
found, but milling ore usually averaged from 0.25 to
0.5 ounce of gold per ton. Coarse-grained scheelite is
present in several veins, notably in the Union Hill and
New Brunswick mines.

EXPLANATION

[__:‘ Serpentine
m [Sldre] Calaveros Formation

! Greenstone and amphibolite

-~ Vein

SCUTH [DAWO
VEIN

Mines. Ajax, Alaska, Alcade, Allison Ranch $2.7
million, Alpha, Bella Union, Ben Franklin $750,000,
Big Diamond, Black Hawk, Bow, Boundary, Buena
Vista, Bullion, Cassidy (Linden), Centennial $500,-
000+, Cheranne, Coe $500,0004, Conlan, Crown
Point * $130,000+, Daisy Hill *, Dakota *, Diamond,
East Star *, Empire *, Empire-Star group $130 million,
Empire West *, Empress, Eureka + $5.7 million, Gas-
ton, General Grant, Gladstone, Golden Center (Drom-
edary) $2.5 million4, Golden Gate, Golden Treasure,
Gold Hill*, Gold Pointt, Goodall, Granite Hill,
Grant, Hartery $350,000, Hermosa, Heuston, Home-
ward Bound *, Houston Hill, Idaho t, Idaho-Maryiand
group $70 million, Independence, Inkmarque, Kate
Hayes *, Larimer, Le Duc, Lone Jack, Magenta, Mary
Ann, Maryland t, Massachusetts, Massachusetts Hill ¥,
New Brunswick +, New Eurekat, New Homeward
Bound, New Ophir *, New York Hill, Normandy-
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Figure 9 (top). Section through Idaho-Maryland Mine. After Johnston, 1940, figure 65,

Figure 10 (bottom). Section through Empire and Pennsylvania Mines. After Johnston, 1940, figure 62.
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Dulmaine, Northern Bell, North Star *, Norumbagua
$1 million+, Oakland $100,000, Old Brunswick t+, Old
Eureka t, Old Homeward Bound, Omaha, Orleans,
Osborne Hill *, Peabody, Pennsylvania *, Phoenix,
Polar Star, Prescott Hill, Prudential $100,000, Repub-
lic, Reward, Rich Hill, Rocky Bar, Rose Hill $100,-
000, Scotia, Sebastopol, South Idaho 1, Spring Hill
$300,000+, Stockton Hill, St. John, Sultana *, Syndi-

cate, Telegraph *, Union Hill + $750,000, Wisconsin,

Wyoming, W.Y.O.D.
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In addition to the above references, many reports on mining

thods, equipment, and mining activities in the district have appeared
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Gravel Range

This district is in south-central Tuolumne County
and north-central Mariposa County about 15 miles east
of Groveland. The principal sources of gold have
been several bodies of quartzitic Tertiary channel
gravels that are part of the Tertiary Tuolumne River.
The deposits are in the Gravel Range, at Dorseys and
north of Smith Station. They were mined chiefly by
hydraulicking. Bedrock consists of granodiorite in the
east and slate and schist in the west. In places the
gravels are capped by andesite.

* Part of the Empire-Star group.
1 Part of the Idaho-Maryland group.

Bull. 193
Bibliography

Lindgren, Waldemar, 1911, Tertiary gravels of the Sierra Nevada:
U. S. Geol. Survey Prof. Paper 73, pp. 217-218.

Turner, H. W., and Ransome, F. L., 1897, Sonora folio: U. §. Geol.
Survey Geol. Atlas of the U. S., folio 41, 7 pp.

Greenhorn Mountain

Location and History. This district is in Kern
County about 28 miles northeast of Bakersfield. The
first discovery of gold in Kern County was made in
Greenhorn Creek in 1851 by a member of General
John C. Fremont’s party. A rush soon followed, and
the town of Petersburg was established. Gold-mining
activity declined before 1890, but there has been minor
prospecting since. Most of the output has been from
placer mining.

Geology. Much of the area is underlain by quartz
diorite. There are a few bodies of metamorphic rocks
and also some pegmatite dikes. The chief placer de-
posits were in Greenhorn, Fremont, Bradshaw, and
Black Gulch Creeks. There are numerous small, poorly
mineralized quartz veins, most of which are a few
miles east of David Guard Station. The gold is in the
free state and there is very little sulfide mineralization.
Uranium-bearing peat bog was discovered in 1955 in
the northwest part of the district.

Bibliography
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Greenwood

Location. This district is in northwestern El Do-
rado County. It consists of the northwest segment of
the Mother Lode gold belt, which splits at Garden
Valley (the east segment continues through George-
town). This segment of the belt is several miles wide
and extends from the point of the split northwest
through Greenwood and Spanish Dry Diggings to the
Middle Fork of the American River, a distance of
about eight miles.

History. Placer mining began in this area shortly
after the beginning of the gold rush. The town was
named for Caleb and John Greenwood, who estab-
lished a trading post here in 1850. The district flour-
ished during the 1850s, when the American River was
mined and the seam deposits hydraulicked on a large
scale. The river was mined by diverting the main
stream with a series of flumes, tunnels, and wingdams.
The gold-bearing gravels were removed from the
bedrock and sent through sluices or long toms. Major
mining activity continued through the early 1900s,
much of the later placer mining done by Chinese. This
district was quite productive again during the 1930s,
when the Sliger, Taylor, and Grit lode mines were
active. Since about 1955, numerous skin divers have
been mining the Middle Fork of the American River
by small-scale methods.

Geology. There are two northwest-trending belts
of slate of the Mariposa Formation (Upper Jurassic)
% to one mile apart. Chert, impure quartzite, and slate
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24 COM STREET

provgr ke NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION et S CALONIA

USE PERMIT APPLICATION
NEVADA COUNTY ZONING ENABLING ORDINANCE NO, 196

Instructions:

¥iTle two cdoples of the application and attachments, together with the
application fee, not later than 12 days prior te the regular planning
commission meeting at which action is desired to allow time for giving
notice of public hearing. One copy will be returned and one will remain
on file. The spplicant or his representative should be present at the

meeting, PLEASE print or type.

name oF applicant: —telephone: Tame o GWieT of property:

stree 20, & BS: € S0, T
W‘.“etate: zlp code: city: state: 2ip code:
appilecant 1s {check one): - former owner 1f recent purchase:
ownerg7lessee/7purchaser/Jagent /7

Application for use permit is hereby made to the planning commission under
the terms of Nevada County Zoning Enabling Ordinence No, 196, as amended,
for operation and maintenance of the following described use of land and/
or buildings within a zoning districet:

Number of units  ; Water supply HID ; Sewage disposal Kome nseded

_____l
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY (show location sketch on back of application):

hoonsh ! jok . Sec_1a3, T34N,R oF

complete and accurate legal description of property based on deed

or other recorded instrument.

ATTACH Plot Plan drawn to scale, showing property lines, existing and pro-
posed bulldings and their uses, parking spaces, access to publiec
roads, signs, landscaping, drainage, sewage disposal, water supply
and such other information as will aild the planning cormmission to
fully understand the use applied for,

APPLICATION FEE: $10.00 Make checks payable to: Nevada County Treasurer.

I (we) declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is a true and
correct statement; that it 1s the representation of the applicant that
the use applied for, if approved, will be conducted as stated herein and
&8s shown on the attached plot plan, and that such conditions as attached

to the granting of the u ’- i%l Re obgerved.,
; %a%e Endture of applicant ' 5

recerer N0 Q44 ; pae)

NOTICE OF HEARING PUBLI ""'! D2
DATE OF HEARINGt}k(G) . 3 ACTION TAKEN:

Fiwas ot pnreyry Drepeerfals B (et en I Dy Ao

ATTACH

PLANNING COMMISSION FILE 196(A-() u(i-3]| AP¥ - -
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...TICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

USE PERMIT APPLICATION POR PLANING MILL - BRUNSWICK AND UNION
HILL ROADS.

Notice is hereby given that on August 10, 1964, at 8:20 p.m. in
the Supervisors' Chambers, Court House, Nevada City, California,
the Nevada County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing
where will be heard persons desiring to meke statements concerning
the application for a use permit under the terms of Nevada County
Zoning Enabling Ordinance No. 196, as amended, by Brunswick

T4mber Products Corporation, applicant, for a planing mill on
property owned by the applicant, located in an A-1 Zoning District,
at the address of Southwest corner of Brunawick and Union H1ll
Roads; said property being legally described as follows:

All thet certain real property situate in the County of Nevads,
State of California, and described as follows, to-wit:

The SURFACE and SUB-SURPACE to a depth of 75 feet below the
surface of a portion of the Northwest one-quarter of Section
31, Township 16 North, Range 9 East, M. D. M., being more
particularly described as follows, to-wit:

Beginning at a point on a SWly line of that certain County
Road known as the Brunswick Road from which the NW corner of
Sec. 31., T.& R. aforesaid, bears N 38° 50' 44" West 1125.89
feet distant; thence from sald point of commencement with
TRUE BEARINGS S 46° 19' West 469.54 feet to & steel drill;
thence S 55° 18' East 140.65 feet to a steel drill; thence

S 34t 37" East 612.51 feet to a steel drill; thence N 559 33!
East 725.10 feet to a steel drill situate on the said SWly line
of the Brunswick Road; thence along said line N 29° 16' 14"
West 1088.66 feet to a steel drill, the place of beginning,
containing 14.044 acres, more or less.

NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION




DATE OF PUBLICATION: August 1 , 1964

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

USE PERMIT APPLICATION FOR LUMBER YARD - BRUNSWICK AND UNION HILL
ROADS.

Notice is hereby given that on August 10, 196k, at 8:35 p.m. in
the Supervisors' Chambers, Court House, Nevada City, Californis,
the Nevada County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing
where will be heard persons desiring to make statements concerning
the gpplication for & use permit under the terms of Nevada County
Zoning Enabling Ordinance MNo. 196, as amended, by Brunswick

Timber Products Corporation, applicant, for & lumber yard on
property owned by the applicent, located in an A-1 Zoning District,
at the address of Northeast corner of Brunswick and Union Hill
Roads; said properiy baing legally described zs follows:

A portion of the S} of Section 30, Township 16 North, Ramge 9 East
M. D. M,, described as fcllows:

Beginning &t & point from when the SE corner of Sec, 30 besrs

S 1° 18! E 250.57 feet distant; then from said point of beginning
along the W line of the SEf of See. 30, Tounship and Range aforesaid
N 10 18' w 638.80 feet to a point on a SEly line of the property
now or formerly owmed by John J. Iooser; then along the SEly, SWly
and SEly lines of the said looeer Eroperty then fcllewing courses
and distances, to-wit: ¥ 81° 49 42" E 233.85 fset, S 8§° 17 26"
E 114.74 feet, N 380 13! 48" E 531.11 feet, N 83° 37' 22" E

184 .48 feet, S 81V U5t 32" E 29.93 feet, N 87° 19' E 145,17 feet,
N 85° 47' E 129.78 feet, to a point on a SEly 1line of the property
now or formerly owned by H. Berliner; then alcng the SEly, SEly
and NEly lines of the sald Berliner property then following ccurses
and distances, to-wit: S 10° 27' E 652.92 feet, N 72° 34 42" E
822.45 freet, N 9% 31' W 706.42 feet, to a point on the S line of
the Loma Rica Industriel Park; then along the said S line N 88
16" 43" E 148.53 fegt, N 84° 4ot 37" E 356.14 feet, N 8OO 23! 34"
E 127.47 feet, N 43" 19' 19" E 182.83 fest to the most Ely corner
of the ssid Park; then S 58% 33' E 512.58 feet to the NW corner
of that certain parcel of land now or formerly owned by G. C.
Bagley; then along the W line of the said Bagley property and

the W line of the property now or formerly owned by McMurty,

S 1% 08' 22" E 1205.79 feet to & point on the N line of that
certain road known &8s Unilon Hill Road; then along the le lines
of the said Union Hill Rosd, then following: 8870 23 22" W
473.86 feet to beginning of left curve having a radius of

328.97 feet; then along said curve in a Wly direction consuming
an angle of 28° 25* 31", a distance of 163.31 feet to end of ssid
curve end the beginning of & right curve having a radius of
270.00 feet; then slong s&id curve in & Wly direction, eonsuming
an angle of 28% 23' 42", a distance of 133.B1 feet tc end of said
curve; thgn continuing along the N line of the said Union Hill
Road, S 87° 32' 33" W 1277.83 feet, S 88° 42! 34" W 569,93 feet

to beginning of a left curve having & radius of 244.00 feet;

then along said curve in a Wly direction consuming &n engle of
250 52t 34" a distance of 110.20 feet to end of sald curve; then
5 62° 50" W 62.49 feet to a point on the S line of the SEf of the
said Sec. 30; then along the S line S 87° 25' 20" W 39.59 feet

to a point ¢n & NEly line of that certein county road lknown as
Brunswick Rcad; ghence leav the sgid S line and follewing the
said NE 1line N 45° 33* 55" W 342.34 feet to the place of beginning.
Containing 77 acres.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the above described parcel of land the following:
Beginning at & point from whence the SE cormer of See. 30, T.16N.,
R.9E., M. D. M. bears & 499 Lir 20" W oliB.74 feet distant; thence
from sald point of commencement with TRUE BEARINGS N 520 09° W
165.61 feet; thence N 39° 36' 49" W 136.64 feet to the place

of beginning. CQntag%éng 0.519 scres.
fi§§ = NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

N4l

Ly

William N, Raberts, Secretsa
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property is industrigl becouse it wse part of Che original mining
property. He sdded that large trusks will not be using Union
Hill Roed as suggested because he will not be hauling in large
trucks but in carriers to the lunber yerd.

Bill Stinson steted the Comnmission must consider safety factors
such as fire danger in such & foreated area.

MOTION by Wadley, seconded by MeWhinney, thet the parmit be

for the health, s&fety and welfare of the peoplé in the
area. A show of hande vote was as folbws: AVES: MoeWhinney,
Wadley, Longo and Peterson; NOES: Dowing: ABSTAINING: Heller;
ABSENT: Iooser.

The Planning Director ssked for & report fron the County Counsel
on the situstion of the water rights, stating & letter was
received from the French Correl County Water Diastrist protesting
the subdivision on the grounds ef g dfpute over the water to
serve the subdivision.

The County Councel suggested postponement of the final mep
becausa Chere is & lawsulit pending over the uster rights
whish she would like to revievw.

uerxoﬂ by MoWhinney, seconded by longo, thit the final mep
dd Foreat Country Club and Eutstez be postponed pending
repcrt from the County Counsel, Hotion carried unanimously.

Tentetive Mep of Ces dﬁ Shﬂﬁﬁs unnﬁ No. 1. Imet Gf ﬁ&?ﬂﬁ& Cit;
idjacent o User (re pur Cabtade notd.
Jeve Lopien:  Lompeny mr , 3"‘_ ger, GULD. ’é u*ﬁﬁh’ .

The Planning Director showed the losstion of the proposed sube
diviesion on & quadrengel mep and stated that the developmant
is located ¢ mile east of Scott's I'lat Ressrveir &nd scocess
will be slong Cescede Diteh on Queker Hill Reed. hAocess can
&lsc be made from the Scottis Flst Dem, but it is hand to tell
whether the roedwill romein open or not. Csceade DMéoh runs
on & saddle ridge sbove the subdivision which will include eous
6& lots in the first dovelopmont. The roads Lgve eiresdy been
ed in and Gueker Hill Roed will be regligned. There
gi%ﬂ be 100-foot setbeck from the diteh for gll development on

Venmorenduns reseived rogarding the tontetive nap were &5 follows:

1. County Surveyer--seocommendutions of Surveyer put into
& reviesd tentative presented fop apy~¢v&1*

MINUTES OF MRETING September 14, 1964 Page 14 of 19
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A por of the S} of Sec, T.16N. R.9E. MDM, Desc. as fols:

Beg at a pt fr wh the SE cor of Sec 30 bears § 1° 188 E 250,57

feet dist; th fr sd pt of beg alg the W 1n of the SEl of Sec 30 T& R XK
aforsd N 1° 18' W 638,80 ft to a pt on a SEly 1n of the prop n/f owned
by H John J. Looser; th alg the SEly, SWly and SEly 1ns of the sd
Looser prop the fol ¢/d, to-wit: N 81° 49+ 42w g 233.85 ft., s 85°
17 26» E 114,74 ft, N 580 13+ 48" E 531,11 fty, N 83° 371 22 g
184,48 ft, 5 810 451 I2n g 29,93 ft, N 87° 19+ E 145,17 ft,

N 85° 47' E 129,78 ft, to a pt on a SEly 1ln of the prop n/f owned

by H. Beeliner; th alg the SEly, SEly and NEly 1lns of the sd
Berliner prop the fol c/d, to-wit: S 10° 27' E 652,92 ft, N 72°

3bv b2v E 822,45 ft, N 9° 31' W 706,42 fty, to a pt on the ¢ 1n of

the Loma Rica Indistrial Park; th alg the sd S 1n N 88° 16 Yan

E 148,53 ft, N 84° 49r 37n & 356,14 ft, N 80° 28+ 34w g 127,47

ft. N 437 19* 19% § 182,83 ft to the most Ely cor of the sd Parkj

th S 58" 33* E 512,58 ft to the NW cor of that cert prrc of land

n/f owned by G. C. Bagley; th alg the ¥ 1n of the sd Bagley prop
and the W In of the nrop n/f owned by McMurty, S 10 08' ~22v 1205,79
ft to a pt on the N 1n of that cert co rd known as Union Hill Rd;

th alg the Nly 1Ins of the sl Union Hill Rd, th fol: S B70 231 230 y
473.86 ft to g of left curve hav a rad of 328,97 ft; th alg sd
curve in a Wly direc cons an angle of 280 25§ 31", a dist of 1613.21
ft to end of sd curve and the beg of a right curve have a rad of
270,00 ft; th alg sd curve in a Wly direc, cons an angle of

289 231 42w, a4 dist of 133.81 feet to end of sd curve; th cont alg
the N 1n of the sd Union H Rd. S 87° 32v 33n y 1277.83 ft, s 88°

42v 34» y 569,93 f¢ toteg of a left curve hav a rad of 244.00 fts

th alg sd curve in a Wly direc cons an angle of 259 521 W a dist
of 110,20 ft to end of sd curve; th S 62% 501 w 62.49 ft to a pt

on the S In of the SE} of the sd Sec 30; th alg the S 1n s 870

25 20" W 39,59 ft to a pt on a NE ly 1n of that cert co rd k a
Brunswick Rd; th leav the sd S in and fol the sd NE 1n N 450 331 s55n
W 342.34 ft to the pl of beg. 77 ac,

EXC fr the above desc parc of land the fol:
Beg at a pt fr wh the SE cor of Sec 30 T 16 N R9E MDM bears S 490

Y4 20" W 948, 74 ft dist; th & sd pt of com w TB N 52° 09v w 165.61
ft; th N 39°°38 36 49v w 136,64 ft to the pl of beg. Cont 0.519




3086 May Road
Richmond, Califormnia
August 7, 1964

Plenning Commission
Grass Valley
Nevada County
California

Gentlemen:

This is a letter of protest against the lumber
drying yard at the foot of Timberlane Road,

Ve are residents of Richmond, California that
are selling our home to move to Grass Valley in the
future when our home is completed on Timberlane Road,
We made the decision to retire in this community
because of the peaceful quiet of the area,

The noise and smell would spoil the peaceful
serenity of the area,

The roads are not built for lumber trucks and
that would be a traffic hagard,

We were under the impression that the area was
zoned residential,

Please give this considerable thought as there
are many other places more suitable for that type
of business,

Yours very truly,

KLCEIVET
AUG 10 1964

NEVADA COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
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. .P.0. Box 67 . . .

-l

B . . September 21, 1964

T
. N '

»

Mr. Prank V. Amaral, President
Brunswick Timber Products Corporation’ . .

s

. Nevada -City, Californis ) - L N

]
i

Dear' Mr - Amaral :

In answer to your request dated September 21, 1964 concerning

an gppeal from the County Planning Commission's decision, please
be adviged that the matter has been'pleced on the Agcada of the
Board of Supervisors for October 1, ‘1964 at'1:30 P.M,-

s LY

. Sincerely yours,
- 1

¢ -

B T t
: . Clark & Ex-0fficic Clerk
h Boerd of Supervisors
| © - County of Nevada °

'JT'i‘:jvj ' -

- cci. Mrs. Dean Lawrence, .County Coumgel T
Me.' William Roberts, County Planning Director ;
.I.
: e , ,
“ o "
1, L
) . %
¥ : P R . . '
. . ! ‘, ’ * “ ’ ) . ‘ . ’
A S e : ‘ ~ ¢ /
AU R SR - . SEP221964
- . & L P © . NEVADA coum'v,"
s R 7 . K . ' PLANNING cOMMISS|




e

Brunswick Timber Products Corporation
F. O Box &7
PEVALA CITY, CALIFORNIA - $595% I

September 21, 1964

Kevads County Bosrd of Supervisors
County Court House
Neveds City, Culif.

Gentleman:

In refsrence to the following:
Use Permit No. 249 Use Permit No, 248
PeCel96(h-1)U64=31 P.C.196(A=1)U64-30
Certified Ho. 298570 Certified No. 298571

Applications for esch of the above Use Permits were denied by

the Plening Commission at & reguler meeting held on September
1k, 1964, We find it necessary to sppesl these decisione st
onoce, snd ask that you conzider same at your next regular
mesting to be held Thursday, October 1, 1964,

Plesse inform us of the approximate time &t which this hesring
may be held.

Yours Y. /
e A
F V. imarsl,

President

310 22 1954

MEVATA COUNTY




Sept 13, 1964

Brunswick Tigbar Products Corp.
c/0o Rrank V Amaral

211 Reward Straat

Nevada Jity, Californis

Gentlemen:

Tha Commissgiorare of the Gold Flat Fire Distriet were con-
tacted by the President of the Board of Fire Commissioners on
Septamber 13, 1964 to inquire i# any Commissioner objacted to

the Use Pormit for the Brumswick Timber Products to have a dry-
ing yard at the corner of Brunswick Road and Union Hill Road.

The majority of the Commissioners did not ob ject to a
lumber drying yard at this location.

It is understood that yous will have sufficient water supply
to cope with any fire that may get started in that area.

Sincerely yours,

GOLD FD&% FIR™ DISTRICT

By ‘/11”55152%2%2é;52224ﬁ;
rCTALATY




NEVADA COMPANY
NEVADA CITY, CALIF.

August 10, 1964

The Planning Commission of‘ﬁevéda County

Gentlemen:

The Nevada Company, E par;nership of Nevada County
business men, owns appfoximately 46 acres directly adjoinghg
property of Brunswick Timber Products Cor%gzagion, on which an
application has been made for a use permitlumber yard, and in
the vicinity of the existing Brunswick Mill, on which property

planing mill.
an application has been made for a use permit for a bumbexxpaodkx

Nevada.Coﬁpany Opposes both of these apblications for
the follcwing.reasons:

1) The Lumber Yard Use Permit This proposed use

would be inconsistent with the best use of the land on which the
application has been made, with the best use of adjoining land
which is yet to be developed, with the best use of property across
Union Hill Road whizkxis some of which has been developed and some
of which is now being developed. The acreage for which the use
permit has been applied fgx is ideal subdivisidn prbperty, land
which could be subdivided with relatively little clearing expense
or grading. It is excellently situated, with a pleasant prospect
from all sides, and faces property®allready well developed. These
same considerations apply to the land which Nevada Company holds,
adjoiningthe property for wﬂidﬁ the lumber yard permit has been
asked. TIf such a use permit were granted, the use of Nevada Company
lands would be severely limited, subdivsion would be out of the

question, and it is improbable that the land would be good for any
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Practical purpcse for many years.

The property across Union Hill Road has allready been
developed to a high degree im small homes, and Sum-Gold subdivision
promises much more ofthe same type of dgvelopment. Substantial sums
of money have been expended on these houses, with the idea that the
zone was an A-1 zone, and it is very doubtful if this amount of
money and plamning and work woul have gone into these homes had the
owners known a lumber mikik yard might be established across the
street.

The use is an improper extension of the Brunswide Mill. As
presently constituted, the Brunswick Mill is located in a hollow, and
although it Operates on a use permit making it an exception allready
tothe A~1 Zone, still it is hardly visible from the road. It
conducts its operations on landwhich seems unsuitable for anything
else, and did not materialy harm an existing neighborhood as the proposed
extension of the mill would. However it is to be noted that there is
highly desirable land, right on the Brunewick Road, directly opposite
the present mill, which has not been developed at all, and it would seem

that a goowt deason for this lack of development is the pPresense of

the existing mill, The union Hill“land would affect an entirely different
neighborhood. .

2) The Planing Mill Use Permit Anyone who has had the

experience of living in the vicinity of a planing mill which operates
eight hours a day, or possibly sixteen hours during heavy seasons, knows
the enormous amount of negise sugh a m1ll generates. He also knows

the high, shrill quality of the sound which carries it gre&t distances
to disturb anyone within hearing. Although the planing mill

woud not affect other property by its appearance (considering that

there is allready a mill at that location) it would by its sound affect



-3 !

not only property opposite it, but also the neighborhood for a very
considerable distance in all directions.

A second reason for opposing this application is that a
planing mill would generate more smoke. It would increase the amount
of waste materials to be burned, and add to the present smoke factor
which often affects neighborhoods as far as Union Hill. The smoke
burden at present is the maximum to be reasonably tolerable, and an
increase on this would wbrk a real hardship on homes in the area.

For these reasons, therefore, Nevada Company apposes

both applications of Brumswick Timber Products Corporation,

Respectfully submitted,

NEVADA COMPANY

v

president

FTIVED

AUG 101964

o vAaLA COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
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WAYADA IRIGNRION DISTRIGR
248,390 ACTRES SITUATED IN NEVADA ¢ PLACER COUNTIES
Wi S9uTH ausuaN "'D!I" CRASS VALLEY CALIFORNIA
Warven 8. Wilson, Pres.  Welvin A, Brown, Vice Pres,
Ross E. WcBurney, Lenard D. Hmtley, Vernon D. Vineyard

MANAGER

Edwin Koster

ASSESSOR-COLLECTOR-TREASURER
Eiton A. Tobiassen

on
ATTORNEYS SECRETARY
Minasian & Minasian H, Georgia Scobie

August 10, 1964

Nevada County Planning Commission
244 Commercial St.
Nevada City, California

Attn: Mr. Roberts, Director
Dear Bill:

Reference is made to the public hearing to be held regarding
a Use Permit for a lumber yard for Brunswick Timber Products
(196 (A~1) U 64-31, Ap # 6=390-15)

We are concerned for the protection and safety of our D=$S
Extension Canal and Sum Gold Pipeline, both of which lie to
the South of the property under discussione. Natural
drainage from this area is toward our canal, and if the permit
should be granted some provision should be made for prevention
of contaminated run off to the canal.

The Sum Gold Pipeline is placed along the North side of the
canal and will have to be crossed by all vehicles entering
and leaving the proposed yard.

The consideration of the Board on these items will be apprec-

iated.
Very truly yours,
NEVADA IRR;GATION DISTRICT
A :f[i S
l\ et DCuune a
eith Sauers
Engineer
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DAVID MALTMAN TELEPHONE 273-729%2
SECRETARY-TREASURER

"SUM-GOLD ACRES"

SUM-GOLD CORPORATION, INC.
125 MILL STREET
GRASS VALLEY, CALIFORNIA

August 6th, 1964,

NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
244 Commercial Street
Nevada City, California,

Att:William N. Roberts, Sect'y,
Dear Mr. Roberts:

Referring to your published notice and letter addresed to
property owners in the immediate area, concerning "Use

Permit Application for Planing Mill, Brunswick and Union Hill
Roads.™ and "Use Permit Application for Lumber Yard - Brunswick
and Union Hill Road¥,

Because your notice of Public Hearing deseribed the property

in the South half of Section 30, TWP. 16 North, Rang 9 East.,

as containing 77 acres, I called at your office to question the
correctness of this description. You produced the Application
and the map accompaning same and it was disclosed that 29 acres
were designated as the property being represented in the applica~
tion for a permit. You stated that an error had been made in
advertising the entire 77 acres and it should be re-advertised,

To keep the record straight, I must request that only the 29
acres be included in the description of the application and a
corrected advertisement and notice be printed, that is pub-
lished before a hearing 1s had, Monday August 10th, 196&;

Respectfully submitted

SUM-~ /?PORATION, Ine.
N/ /)

By David Maltman, SecT
DMsbj

ST s
t‘\ -

AUG 7 1964

NEVADA LOUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION



Rotice of Publiec '
Hearing.

|

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

State of California f .

County of Nevada
EXHIBIT “A”

Subscribed and sworn to be-
fore me this

3rd day of Aucg

——

Constance Suydam , being duly sworn
deposes and says that Union Publishing Company now is
and during all the times herein named was a corporation
duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of
California, and now is, and during all the times herein
named was the printer and publisher of The Union, a news-
paper of general circulation as defined by Section 6000 of
the Government Code of the State of California printed and
published daily (Sundays excepted) in the city of Grass
Valley, county of Nevada, State of California, that affiant
is the Principal Clerk of said Union Publishing
Company, that the printed advertisement hereto annexed
marked exhibit A", was published in said The Union in

the issues of the following named dates;: Date of
publication; August 1, 1964.

LOIS 1. SHAFER
My Commission Expires Aug. 15, 1967



/A !
TS Ami,kvobo
O /D\a/OU ~7Z 4@&0&\0})\@. .d)/\/w)\/ M.»
SR I =
ﬂ.}Q OJ. ):omw\bol,i A \JJ\ZW\/; /U.JQV\.U
~ W)\: 1< YL Ao )\S ' 5%%@2
™R Feeys s

nbﬁ\.,\\.,




P@wrcg_L»A i~ Beok C,Q \Cy.c,oro&g ”F\OC:;
Pege Zia Mw, 27 946

- o

T VED

JEN 51964

MNEVADA COUNITY
PLANNING COMMISSION

THIS ACREFMEWT, mede the day of April, 1946, betwoen
TDAHD MARVLAND KINES COMPAXY, e Nevede Corporetion, snd ERROL NaeBOYLE,
paviies of the firet pert, sad XEVAD4 IRRIGATION DIST RIC, an {rrigetion
distelet, perty of tne cecond purd, o

SITHESSETH: thorees, the porty of the seoond pert wishes to
construct & weter esnal or diteh over and seross esrisin properties
oweed by ths perties of the firet pert in the Courty of Eeveda, Otate
¢f Culifomie; and

¥HEREAR, the parties of the first part eve willing to grant
en eapsment or right of way to the puriy oftbe sesond part far the
purpose ¢f eonetrueting a certein waler ganal oF 6itch unon sertein
pronises end conditions hervimnmiter sot forth end to be kept end per-
fomed by the porty of the peeond part,

fiow, thorefore, in cousidersticn of ihe oreadner, coveante,
sgreamnte spd stimuletions es beraipafter sl ferth, to be kept end
perforned by the party of the secosd pert, the pertiss of tae firet
pert hareby grest to the purty of the socond ot o perprtusl cusement
or right of way for the purpese of concirusiing, painteining und
opereting e conduit end/or cemsl end/or pipe line es the same crosces,
or which shall hoveefter be construsted Lo 0ross oVer, sesosd, apdfor
under thet portion of tio yes) properiy of the perties of the first
perk transverssd by the right of wey Laveipefier pertieuleriy deseribed,
togesher with the right of ipgrese eud egress formx Wil Yools end /oy
smipment reguired for (he repalr, meintessued sni/er ovoerction of seld
sonduit end/or senel, cndfer pipe lime upem, over. through and /ey
seross that sertein reed jvepssly situste in ¢he Ceanly of hevede,
Stete of Cadlfernie, cnd mriioulazly daseriled en follows, So-eil:

- PR N



PARCEL #17.

A lt‘rig of land lying e ocertain distance on each side of, s
{ iaatedl elow, and parellel 3o the following described centerline
of & canal:

sning at & point on the kest line of Secvion 25, Township

16 Eorth, Range 8 East, ¥.D,B. & L., from which en irom pipe &t
ihe Bortheast vorner of said Seetion 25, bears M. 1° 12° 5% %,
1516 feet, more or lsss; theunce teaterly and Southyesterl alo%
s grade contour canal of mimug 0.045 per centum with lend &) fo
%o the right,a distance of 457 feet, more or less; thenge South-
westerly contimuiing along seid grede contok oupal with land AQ
feet to the left and 100 fest to the right, & distance of 900 {feet,
acre or less; thense continning Southwesterly along sedd grede
sontour eanel wiih land 30 fest to the left amd 30 feel to the
right, & distanse of 650 feet, more or less; hsnee Southessts
osontiming elong said de eontour canal with seme width of r {
g“m, e distunoe of 1008 fset, more or legs; thenee contimuing

thweeterly elong & flume, with e zmﬂe of minug o.l per centum,
with seme width ef right of way, & distence of 145 feet, more or
less, to 2 foint on the Eaat line of ssid Section 25, from which
‘2 son drill et the Southeast soimr of said Seoction 25, Towmsbip
16 ¥orth, Bauge 8 Zest, bearg 3, 1¢ 22' K., 1404 feet, mors or
less, conteining an aree of 6.0l ecres, more or less.

PARCEL #8.
4 gtrip of levd lying a certsin distenee on gack side of, s8

{ndigated below, end parallsl to the following deecribed center-
line of & oanal:



&g‘lﬁm at @ point on the kat line of fegtion )g
g hd & .. froe vhieh en 129
at the )outfr-rea ¢ cormer of d Section 30 be&n 8.
Sty d fset. more or less; thenoe Southoau s 8 oni
tha 0.1 per centun au
snd 30 fezt to the rigat, o dif(enoe of 350 t, mora or
na' thenoa oontinm Scatheastzrly along a gra&e contour
of xdmus 0 i per centum, with szme ridth of rizht of my,
umoﬁ £ 0 Iee . mom oy lous; kmco wutuwezster1¥
d grads gor our cana d 7J fest to t?e
left oml to he omex {snora gr %ns rmd avv*ngmg ost,
wore or less, to the r & 1.tuzcv fezt, nore sr 1L H
thence oontinuing Swthweeﬁerlx a;on? e fluxe with a gre
nlxms 0.1 r centuE, #ith 1&.\1.; 30 fect to the loft nrzd 30 fcet
to he right, & ligteace cf 189 :ect. tore or lese; thanoc
nuing uout.ﬁn.uer}, a -rzde centour esnzl ¢f minus 01.5
?or certum, rith saneé vidtg of nght of wa o distence of
gore ¢r less; thenoce uautherq cort ruin@ alnng said grede
ortour ocansl with some #idth of ri :-,ﬁt ¥ ist anoa uf 250
eet, more or leis; thenoce Southeama;lj oor lnu lug m?
grede contour canel with wseme «idth o t of wav, ¢ dists
of 1020 fect, more or less, to a point the Couth u.i
Seetion , ' from w‘ 1eh en itog pipe at the bi oorner o
Boc ion JU, Township 16 o Harge 9 sty kede B s beerys
67" 2LV T., 1599 feet, ror> ar iecss, con{‘.aming tn m& ef
A., geres, LOYE Or leéss.

PAFCEL /9

A gtrip of lend lyius & cortain dietence ou each side of,
#8 indiocuted bLelow, an* xrmlal to the followiug ceseribed
centerline of &« censl:

i £t & point un the ;ort‘a lipe of -wctlon 31
Tom&? minﬁor”', i{s’fm’e G tast, . % u.b’c‘ HE nkuofx en ivom

{i@ ct the L{ cornsr of seid vectxou 31 uears u. 87° 21; E.,
§0C feet, more or lecs thence “outhweslerly s«iong a ;1
contour canal of mmu.. ? per cectun, vith lend 30 feet to the
left and 30 fect to the 1ight, e dictance of 500 feel, vore or
leas; thenee Southesstierly, coxt‘m‘m alorg celu grede contour
sens] vith eeme ¥idth of risht of wmy, a Ji:itwee of 260 {eet,
moYe Or 1848} thance oontmum.i; uoutaeastcn, ‘.long, sald greds
eortour cerad with land 30 foef tc tre left fuet to the
np,ht, a dlatanoe of 4Ou fest, more or lese; tneu oontinm
Seuthessterly elong caid rrede contour cenei with 1
to the left and 30 t‘m.:‘h. to the rigut, o uxstance o{ azb eex
morc or less; thonco Northoasierly continuing e lony & [

ntour sarel with seme width of xith of way, @ dstence of

5 feet, morc or less, to e poirt on the 1est line of property
oW or 19merly ownes bz 1 LeeDey , Irem u.nch an n-on p1pe
et the N'a oorner of said beeticn 31, Towmshin lb lorth

East, N.D., B, & K,, bears the gl?llonng courses and c’.utmu.

J10 19779, 1346 feet, ard K. XK., 1000 feet, containing
en area of <.85 sores, pore or less.

PLRSEL #19.

o{ 1apd lying @ certein cistence on eech sige of,
elow, and paralle) to the following deseribed



Vv

BRUNSWICK TIMBER PRODUCTS LUMBER YARD APPEAL

This application covers 29 acres north of the existing mill site
as shown on the map, and a separate use permit is required because
it covers a new locatinn. The matter was set for hearing on
August 10, 1964, following the planing mill hearing. After
tabling of the planing mill application, this application was
immedliately tabled also.
This application was again considered on September 1lith after
denial of the planing mill application.
Objections to the application were that:
1. Union Hill Road is not wide enough or constructed to
accomodate heavy truck traffic into the yard.
2. The possibility of increased fire hazard,
3. The property in the vicinity is developing residentially,
and the lumber yard would be an industrial use.
4, Possible pollution of D-S Canal on the lower portion of
the site.
The applicant stated this hillside property has suitable air
circulation so that the lumber will dry properly , and this
is the only sultable site he has been able to find for the purpose.
He stated large trucks will not be using Union Hill Road; that
he will be using lumber carriers to carry lumber stacks from the
mill to the yard and back to the planing mill.
Upon motion carried by a 4-1 vote, the application was denied for

the health, safety and welfare of the people in the area.
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COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA

remsiioody i NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA
25959

WILLIAM N. ROBERTS, Director of Planning

oo Drovgeler Tisber Products Corp. Use. Permit No, 249
F, €, Fox &7 P.C,196(A~1)U64-31
Revade City, Californie Certified No, 570

AP# 6-300-15

You gre herevy notified tham! the Nevade County Flamming Commission,
&t & regular meeting held on the fourteenth day of September, 1064,
after public hearing, did duly congider your appliecation filed on
tie twenty-third day of Augest, 196K, under the terws of Nevada
County “oaing Pnatling Ordirance Ne, 166, az amended, for operation
¢f & lusber yerd on property owned by the applicant, located in

&n h-~1 Zoning Blstrict, a4t the address of Horthsust corner of
bronswlich Rogd and Union DIZT Head; szid property heing lerelly
geatibed gy follovy:

PARCLL NG, S TRE SURFICY RYAFTS e ¢ daplh of Geventy-five (75)

Iy PR . T v el . . N 9 ; . >
Teel ©F & portion of the Louthwest 4 of feetion 3, Township 15

Xorth, hRnage ¥ Peat, M, ¥, ¥,, belng rore particulerly deseribed
66 followe, tLo-vit:

peginning &% & point oo tne Crst line of the Scuthwest ¢ of
Seelion 30, Townahis o7 Honpe sfopene!ld, frow vhich the Southwesy
corner thoreof hears Scuth 10 1 Eest 260,57 faet distpnt; thence
from said point of beginninz with TRUE BEARINGS North 19 1B¢ west
and aieng the Wesy line of the foutheest { of Section 30, Township
aud Karge aforeseld, ¢ distence of 630,00 feet to & corner of that
cerioin pareel of land now or furmerly cuned by John J, looser;
thguice leaving the epald west line and follouing the Southerly,
southecelerly and Scutherly lines of the ssid Yogcer property the
foilowing succzeeive cuurses end dictances, to-wit: North 81°

4yt 42" Zest 233.8% feet, South 859 17t 26" Eact 114,74 feet

Novtr. 540 13! 45 Bast 531.1%1 feet, North 830 37' 22% mast 154,484
foek, South B1¢ A5' 32" Esst 29,893 feet, North 57° 15°' Fest

145,17 fset, North 6SC &7' ast 129,78 fest to the Nerthwest
sorner of that certain 12,000 sore tract of land now or formerly
ovned Uy Hearcld Derliner et ux; thence fellowlng the ¥West line of
the said Berliner property South 109 27¢ Bast GUY3.02 fest to the
Southwiest coraer of the said Berlingr properiy; thence leaving
the said Berliner property Scuth 29° 03! 217 Weet 580,30 feet to
& point on e Worth line of tlmt certeirn County Road known ag Union
Hill Read; thence fellowing the Northerly line of the said Union
Hill Roed, th&_tailuuiag: South 87% 32¢ 35" West 90.00 feet;
thence Scuth 83% 42' 347 West 569,93 feet to the beginning of e



Brunswick Denial B Septenber 18, 1064

left curve having & redius of 244,00 feet; thtncs along said ocurvs
in a VWesterly direction, consuming an angle of 25° 52! 34°,

¥
distence of 110,20 feet to the end of said curve, thence South
62° 50 West 62.49 fest to a point on the South line of the Southe
wast ¢ of the agid Section 30, Township and Range aforesald, thence
leaving the sald Union Hill Rosd end following the said South line
South 25' 20" West 39.59 fest to s point on & Northessterly
line of that certain County Foad known as Brunswick Romd; thence
leaving the said South line and following the sald Northeasterly
line North 45° 33¢ 58" West 342,34 fest to the place of beginning.

EXCEPTING FROM PARCEL NO. 1 the following described parcel:
Beginning at a point from which the Southwest corner of Section 30,
mahig 16 North, Range O East, ¥, D, K,, beara South 49° 44 20"
West 948,74 feet distant; thence from ssid point of beginning with
TRUE BEARINGS North 52° 05! West 165.61 feet; thence North 39°

36' 49" East 136,64 Peet; thence South 52° 09! East 105.01 feet;
thence South 52° 09' East 60,00 feet; thence South 33° 36' 49"
West 136.64 feet to the place of beginning.

After gaid hearing and upon the evidence thereat taken, the
Comminaion does hereby notify you that the permit applied for is
hereby denied. The Plenning Comrmiseion does find that:
The proposed use of land would be detrimental to the
health, welfare and safety of the people living in
the gffected ares,
NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

¥illiam N. RHobherts, Secretary
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On February 1, 1965, the Brunswick Timber Products Corp., was granted
a use permit for a lumber yard subject to the following conditions:

1. The entrance and exit to the drying yard shall be confined
to one combined entrance and exit on Union Hill Road located
east of the D-S Canal crossing of Union Hill Road.

2. All roads within the drying yard shall be rocked and oiled
inecluding entrance and exit in such a manner as to control
mud and dust.

3. Adequate fencing shall be placed around the area comprising
the drying yard as needed to hinder children's access to a
possible "attractive nuisance''. Entrance and exit gates shall
be kept closed during non-hauling hours.

4, Cut and fill slopes bordering property lines or easement lines
shall not be steeper than 1:1 for cut slopes or 1ls:1 for fill
slopes.

5. Any drying yard shall be operated in compliance with any rules
or regulations established by fire regulating agencies.

" The applicant is also responsible for compliance with other State laws
and county ordinances applicable to the afrestated proposed use.

On February 11, 1965, the Brunswick Timber Products Corp., was granted
a use permit for a planing mill subject to the following conditions:
1. The planing mill shall be completely enclosed in a building
as far as practical and still allow the free flow of material
in and out.

2. Noise suppressants as required by the Industrial Safety
Commission shall be installed on the machinery.

3. A blower of sufficient capacity to complete combustion
insofar as possible within the burner shall be maintained
on the burner.

4, The burner shall be maintained in good operating condition.

The applicant is also responsible for compliance with other State laws
and county ordinances applicable to the aforestated proposed use.
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]
Brunswick Tinber Products Corp, «2- Februdry 11, 1965
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- Brunswick Tinber Profuets Corp, =3 Péurvary 11, 1968
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COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA

16 016 2652461 PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT  ,, Soummmouse
95959

i

COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SITE PLAN APPLICATION

INSTRUCTIONS: File one copy of the application, attachments, and six copies of the site
plan with the Planning Department; also, if reauired, an Environmental
Rating Form for review and evaluation of environmental imnact the project
may create. The site plan will take a minimum of three weeks to process
and if an Environmental Ratino Form is reauired, another three weeks is
needed if a negative declaration is approved, and additional time if a
full Environmental Impact Report is needed.

Site Plan Number SP 7lo—-/0 Date 4*‘24-‘7@

Name of Applicant ﬁrm\s e ‘\ TLW\J’PV' Pr‘o Au\{")‘

Address_ L 0. Box_ D07 .

City_ASS3 VA“Q;/T, Ca - State Zip GG H 5
Legal Owner of Property and Address ﬁr ARSI C K ‘T\;w\/?.pr ]’roclawl S |

W e > S BSOS U G B B P e G B T e o 0 e B s S Gy e B e ok o o W G e S e s Y e e Bn B A e A S M e B e e W e e S OB e e s e W e e e S

-
W B B G o B0 B i G G T O B Bn e e S S G e R e e B e W e S e o e e B = e e S e e o e o B e S S G W N . Y e A o = o e e T o o~ S - o e -

- - o

Location of Property Br(f\V\jWK' }’\ @O kcg

Date Property purchased by Current Owner

Legal Description: Section <3 | Township /A /\4 Range 4 [~
Assessor's Parcel Number é* HL- 03 Zoning or General Plan M‘[ -

Acreage or Sauare Footage of Property Y@ -

Setbacks: Front v ,Rear ,» Side Yards: Righ"c , Left

Description of Pronosed Use A go . Stay &?e . syl . More exus 'Hné
S cfz\‘(m{»“ ?Jt{(“ﬁ’df m

(Attach additional sheets if necessary)

Size of Building (Sq. Ft). Parking provided €S
7
Hours and days of Operation No. of Employees/or Units
«ater Supply }/ €S Sewage Disposal N €7y
/

Size and Location of Sigys [;//

Vanature: __l_z/llﬁ’)(& %A,W«f’wﬂt/ﬂ/fh Date: H-JLd- 74




dN-MOTNO4 ¥O4 34 ANV HOVIIA

TLpdp 15995 0F) Y0 g 4194

TLiy SY 05&&10&
"AW3¥ HiM CINUNITE 38 THM € 18Vé ~ DDVINI NOTIVD HUM £ ONV | SIiVd GN3S

‘ / \ ava aaNoIs ;

. PN L

o a.u%wlﬁﬁmins&wuflu a}mi.ﬁgmi g : Y] :.“”ﬁgﬂh i mgﬂ_mg - N

"W [[8D 03 9363159y jou op aseeld ‘suorisenb Auw easy noi I

£ “Wioj SUfIBd [EJUSWUOITAUS 943 JO UOTIBISPESHOD IOF “9[6T "€ A®W
ST 9933TuMO) MPTAYY LIOSTADY 9yl 103 vwpusBe oIquIIRA®R 3ISIII 9yl ‘Iassmoy
T*WOTIEOITAAE 93 JO Bujssooold 943 3093JB J0U Se0p STy - Jesuny JeFyuusl
1u3ly ‘juvswzivdeg Supuueld Y3l 03 PIEMIOF PUB I2INSEBII] AIUNOD BPBASN

33 O3 91qedAed SZ§ JO JUNOWE 943 GF }o9Yyd> MaU Inod ojvu IseI[d °SI§ ST
usld 83}S ® 03 PATIV[AI Wioy SuUriIvl [BIUCIMOITAUS UB 03 997 SUTYIF 9YL
"00°558 3O Junowe oy3 Ul 9g0¥Z Jaqund Yoayd Inod JUISOTOUS WE | JOWESIN

wn\mm\e_&«a gamﬂna&&u.ﬁ»moﬁnamﬂn.n.uuﬁmﬁma% +

w

65656 *FTTED ‘A3FD ®prAdN 7656 PTUIOIFIED ‘ASTI®A 558D
ISNOY3IIN0Y ,

$3I01 _ 4 IeqWE]l JOIASuURIg
Y WOu3 oL/




T T p————

In the Superior Court

State of California

County of Nevada

EXHIBIT "A"
 PUBLICNOTICE

R e

NEGATIVE azcummu

Notice hmaw given !baﬂhe'
Advisory Review Committee, on -
Juhe 24, 1976, issved negaﬁve
ey
o y

parcels of 8067 acres, 475 acres
and 5,179 acres for. Vincent Moare.
_The mpm is located on the

EERIEIEE
and 8

‘existing' Donner Lake Resortt
consisting of one residence am 7
-motel units.- The property s"
-currently within the *'C). PD‘
“Nelghborhoog Cwmber ialw
" Planned Develo

Distrigtand -

“the property owner has pelitioned
- fo-change that zoning to “R2.PD's
~ Muiti-family Residential, Planned¥:
bwelopmem " District. -~ Thes
is vwned and. bgim;

LS

mamwom Passﬂmd.

BN ElSﬁ-ul. Pm%ﬂm of wmiam*
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NOTICEL OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Notice is hereby given that the Advisory Review Committee, on June 24,
1976, issued negative declarations on the following projects in respect
to any environmental impact:

1. EIS76-80. Site plag;ESP76110)§Ior the proposed expansion of the
Brunswick Mill log stor .\’Yi?ﬂ’ﬁﬁa the relocation of the existing scaling
platform. The property involved is the site of the existing Brunswick

Mill located on the southwest side of Brunswick Road, west of Grass Valley.

2. EIS76-108. Proposed division (PM76-164) of 18.002 acres into parcels of
8.067 acres, 4.756 acres and 5.179 acres for Vincent Moore. The property
is located on the north side of You Bet Road, southeast of Grass Valley.

3, EIS76-109. Tentative map (FM76-14) proposing 7 condominium units on
.732 acre to be known as Hadley Manor Houses. The project is located at
Donner Lake on the south side of Donner Pass Road and is the site of the
existing Donner Lake Resort consisting of one residence and 7 motel units,
The property is currently within the "C1-PD" Neighborhood Commercial,
Planned Development District and the property owner has petitioned to
change that zoning to "R2-PD'" Multi-family Residential, Planned Development
District. The property is owned and heing developed by H & M Enterprises.

4, TIS76-110. Proposed division (PM76-165) of 6.4 acres into one 5.4-acre
parcel and one l-acre parcel for Dart Industries. The property is located
on the northeast corner of Northwoods Boulevard and Donner Pass Road, Truckee

5, EIS76-111. Petition of William and Patricia Eddy (276-19) to amend
Zoning District Map Nos, 1242 and 2131 from the current "Al" General
Agricultural District to establish an "A1-MH" General Agricultural, mobile-
homes permitted, District. The property is located along Indian Springs
Road, southeast of Spenceville Road, Penn Valley area.

6. EIS76-112. Proposed division (PM76-166) of 8.24 acres into two l-acre
parcels, one 6-acre parcel and a remainder of .24-acre to be combined with
an adjacent ownership. The property is owned by Mr. E. A, Wallis and is
located on the north side of Red Dog Road, east of Nevada City.

7. EIS76-113, Proposed division (PM76-168) of 10 acres into two 2.7-acre
parcels and two 2.3-acre parcels for John McBain. The property is located
between Slack's Ravine and the China Ditch, east of Mooney Flat Road,

8. EIS76-114. Proposed division (PM76-171) of 6.6 acres into three 2.2-
acre parcels for Roy Cox. The property is located south of You Bet Road,
east of Colfax Highway.

9, EIS76-115. Proposed division of 10 acres (PM76-172) into four 2.5-acre
parcels for Julius Ward. The property is located on the south side of You
Bet Road, east of Colfax Highway.

10. BEIS76-116. Proposed division (PM76-173) of 1.28 acres into one lot con-
taining 10,000 square feet, 2 lots containing 7,500 square feet and 6 lots
containing 5,000 squarc feet for James Palmer. The property is located

on the northwest side of McCourtney Road, southwest of Brighton Street,
Grass Valley.

11, EIS76-117, Proposed division of 3 acres into two 1l.5-acre parcels for
Henry R. Noble, et ux. The property is located on the east side of State
Highway 49, south of Grass Valley.

12. EIS76-118. Proposed division (PM76-175) of 8.8 acres into four 2.2-acre
parcels for Julius Ward. The property is located east of Pine Cone Circle
and Brooks Road, southeast of Grass Valley.

13, EIS76-121. Proposed division (PM76-179) of 162 acres into parcels of
46 acres and 116 acres for Hubert Prestel. The property is located east of
State Highway 49 and north of the Bear River.
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Notice of Environmental Impact
Negative Declaration

Meeting of June 24, 1976

Page 2

14. EIS76-123. Tentative map (FM76-15) of Terrace Pines proposing 11
lots on 11 plus acres, and being developed by Robert Harlow. The pro-
perty is located on the north side of Colfax Highway between the Part-
ridge and Grandview Terrace subdivisions. Accompanying the tentative
map is the petition of Newmont Exploration Limited to rezone the pro-
perty from 'R1-2(PD10,000)" Single-family Residential, minimum lot size
two acres, with a planned development combining district of one unit for
each 10,000 square feet of area if served by a public water supply and
sewer system, to establish an "R1-X" Single-family Residential, with

the minimum lot size to remain as shown on the record map.

Questionnaires, accompanying data and statements are on file in the
Planning Department, Courthouse, Nevada City, California, and are avail-
able for public examination. Within 15 days from the date of filing a
negative declaration with the County Clerk (filing date June 28, 1976),
an appeal of the action of the Advisory Review Committec may be filed
with the Planning Commission. State law provides for a 30-day stay
period before any further action may be taken on the project. Except
as otherwise required by applicable laws of the County of Nevada and/or
State of California and unless written objections specifying grounds
are filed in accordance with the adopted procedures, said action of the
Advisory Review Committee shall he final.

NEVADA COUNTY ADVISORY REVIEW COMMITTEE
(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin, Planning Director
DATE OF PUBLICATION: July 2, 1976

THE URTION




TEL (516) 265-2461  PLANNING COMMISSION /7 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

EXTENSION 260

COUNT Y OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFUKNIA

95959

TO: Department of Public Works
Health Department
Soil Conservation Service
Air Quality Control Officer
Ophir Hill Fire District

FROM: Planning Department

SUBJECT: EIS Questionnaire (EIS76-80) and Site Plan
(SP76-10).

DATE: April 22, 1976

Enclosed is the EIS questionnaire and site plan submitted
by Brunswick Timber Products for the proposed expansion

of the log storage yard and the relocation of the existing
scaling platform to the new entrance area. The property
involved is the site of the Burnswick Mill located on the
southwest side of Brunswick Road, west of Grass Valley
(Assessor's Parcel No. 6-441-05).

The Advisory Review Committee will consider the EIS ques-
tionnaire at 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, May 13, 1976, in the
Supervisors' Room, Courthouse, Nevada City, California.
Your written comments are required by May 12, 1976.

Very truly yours,
(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin

Planning Director

By: \J ML) feecr)
James Loufie @
Assistant Planning Director
SMB:JL/jsd

cc: Max Williamson, Brunswick Timber Products

COURTHOUSE
NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA
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COUNT  F NEVADA . STATE OF CALIF( 1A
Bercnmon sea o' PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT o err

EXTENSION 260 NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA
95959

i
FEN]

COMMERCIAL, INDUSTPRIAL, AND MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SITE PLAM APPLICATION

INSTRUCTIONS: File one cony of the application, attachments, and six copies of the site
.plan with the Planning Department; also, if reauired, an Environmental
Rating Form for review and evaluation of environmental imnact the project
may create. The site plan will take a minimum of three weeks to process
and if an Environmental Rating Form is required, another three weeks is
needed if a necative declaration is approved, and additional time if a
full Environmental Impact Report is needed.

Site Plan Number SP 7l-/0 pate . 4-22-7b
MName of Applicant B,riuxs e ‘\ T\ WA LPV‘ Pf'o (;V\Cf‘j

address_ 2 0. Rox Q07 .
City_ffrAs3 VA“Q;/T, N - State Zip GG H Y~

Legal Owner of Property and Address Br ARSI C k 7\1‘mlwr ?rach\el <

T A O e S e G S A T e e e S M O S e B B e e 4 s e s S e U S O e A e S e B e S e S o e e O T e e . At e S e 4 4O = o
. e B ot 5 o e W £ B W T S D MM G s B W e B . P P G B O A e 4 B o = B W B o v B W - B A o e e S e e e - o 2 o o s

Location of Property Brﬂ:\;u/;q K (\30 kA

Date Property purchased b:v Current Owner

Legal Description: Section 3 | Township /4 f\j| Range 4 [~
Assessor's Parcel Humber é’ HL4-03 Zoning or General Plan M"l -

Acreage or Souare Footage of Property TO =f-

Setbacks: Front ,Rear , Side Yards: Righé -, Left

Description of Proposed Use A gv 52”4}’\..?'-{’ \I/ s . Mo v < Qi\s-{\,‘,\é
i
S c‘cs?l\v\(a ?lh’(‘%’d/m

(Attach additional sheets if necessary)

Size of Building (Sq. Ft). Parking provided V<> <
7
Hours and days of Oneration No. of Emplovees/or Units
& .ter Supply Y Es Sewage Disposal >/(575

/
Size and Location of Si?s [L/]

‘Stanature: )[41(7(1) /’{

/(/Wk’i’”l/_g/"’\ Date: )-{"Q—C)-r 74
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RSN AL RATING Fuit
cane and Addiens of Applicantis)
£ NIl TimBER AOscrS
Ao Lo I p 27
LRSS LAaLLeY, CAL
o 7

1ype of Projoct _L 0 G ymarn EXLAVIT/iL

Lacation or Assessor®s Parcal tumber _ € - $d -0 7 &
section___ L/ Twmship T 146 N £ £
Hdl2ot 26

‘rtot Plan or map attached, dated ‘)"// 7'&

krea in avxes 2 o M +

_Rage

pate of Sulaittal

“he ansvers to the attaszheld guestions sh2ll B2 used es
criterio for the Advisory itwiew Committec to doterning
vhothar a project caa gualify for a "negative declaration”.
1f a "pegative declaration® is pot isseed the projeclt snoonsor
will be pecuived Lo prepioe a dralt envivons nial ampact
report subject to Lhe criteria availabla in the Plauning
Loparteent.

ror quest iens L through 9 write the fellowing texns in tho
Coace provided; pong (a0 effect wholauuver), trivial (a pinor
iffect), Wrate  (amre then the averaas eticct),
airnificon’ (a sudstanticl effect).  For oucstiens 10 througn
27 chmok Whetrer vaa or no. 1 wnknowm, viite *uaknown®
soress Lthe Yes~lo spaccs.

L

1

an expdanation of an ansvar is necdad, attach the naterial
this form.

i E PROGECT':

1. 1involve éraincge into a lake, stream or other

perennial water cuurua? '
AL MALE _Eees TC

xx.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

(insert tem) gz770/76 Ao

Have an impact on utilities and sérvicc:: such as:
MONMNE
AFrTRcHED
MNTTAEHED
MU NME
ME s‘A}F"
MO e

e

2.

a. Gas, water, and clectricity?

b. Irargency, police, and fire?

c. Traffic and traffic controls?

d. Schools?

e. Sanitation systems (Lreatment])?

f. Salid waste disposal?

g. Other?

Mo nmE

tlave an inpact on the Adr Quality?

Crcate nuise? _ATIRACHELD

MOME

Generate aunaunts of sewage?

Remove ot destroy asmuants of

trevs and other {loru? D 1T rAcHE A1

flave an cffcct on the fauna
(fish, drer, and other wildlife}

in the region? AT 1neHE L

Have any effect an the health and
safety of the [utute ovcupants and/
ar existing populoetion in the arca?

G.
NUNE

Jdave an effect on the coployment
and tax bagse of the County?

o

JES

YES

nQ

~ X

conflict with oxfsting land unas
in the orua

lo'

¥

24.

Yoa Lo

X- —
— X

— X

Anathetic
surzoundii

rusmpate with tho
Sa?

Pucs the paojsct conflict with applicablo
qrneral plans and specific plans of the
County of Kevada? {Sce lotea).

Could the project affect the use of a rec-
reoutiounal area, or area of important wisual
value?

will any natural or man-made fcatures in
the project area which are unique, that is,
not fuund in other parts of the County, Statc,
or Nation, Lo altucted? (Seo Leotea).

tiil1 the project involve construction of
focilitics on a slope of 20 pricent or
greater?

— X
X

_ X

Will the pruject invalve construction of
facililies in an area of gooloyic hazards?

Could the preject change exisling Lecatures
or involve construction in any fLluad plain,
lake, strews, mersh or watercourse?

55 the project, =a part of i larger project,
one of a series of cumulative actions, vhich
although individually small, nay as a whole
have significant eaviropmental impact?

Could the proicct change axisting features of

any of the region's lake shorelincs or stveam
leds?

~Could the projoct secve to cacourage devel-
orment of precent undevelapwed creas ov
intensify dovolopeont of already developed
arces? (Sce totes).

A

—

— X
X
— X

—_—

Will the project involve the application,
e, or @ispazal of potenticlly hazardous

materials? (Nen liotes)

Could Lhe preojock sigaificantly affect

the potential use, extractiea, oy con-
servation of a natural recource?  (Sce Fotes)

Could the preject result do demeys to soil
capability or loss of agricultuzal land?

Additional reonarks:

1 @eelare under pen:ilty of parjury that the foreaning st
ments are true anvl correct exeept os to those atatements
which are daoclarod on Sr.r7r::|tio:» and belicf and a3 to tl

statcrvants

Exnscygted N a4

Y

to b2 true
° AN
).It

lieve ?Zu
A% )
[0""1%:_ on the C

I 434 b M
A, .

day ¢’

f

a2 L p M amton

Signature.

s0n site plans, shew any oen-site or nearvy laked. streams,
or other Wubler Coursvi.

EILLSL VY

.

D.

S
bvaluar ing environannatal querticnuaiscy and rvelated
Gata and where proper the puilication and iszvance ot
negative declarations thereto in relation to

plonning matters:

1. Minor lot splits, variances and gsite plans.... §25.
2. ALl cthers (ainoe condiltional uac puridits).... 335,

keviow of major projects and the publicaticin of
anid writing ot any leqative {wclaracions thereto

(it opplicable) cieeeriesrcieseresscssasosacassno 500
Fublication Af natice an EIit and preparation of

final LIR upon adoptioa by the reaponsibla

BUCHUY aeasveossrsscnssoessssccstosnssstssnasncnss 50.:

In matters concerning paraguoph A,, i 1t can Lo
dototmimed on tee fage of e questioanaire that
wo fucther investigation 30 1equired only tha
publication fea will ba charged.

EIST -§0
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LIOTES

12, noe pJLr5}jn£g_(;qxgl:)iAr'L__wir.h Applics) encral plans, and

EPCo-oaC Plans_of the C.unty of Bevada?

This question should Le considered with regard to:

Land use
Density
Provisiou of low and moderate income housing
Rate of growth
Design of site
Provision of neecdeq facilities
14. Will any na(ugg;‘ggiyytggﬁg_ggggy:ﬂz in the project arca whi
are valque, }_h_.‘_x_g_ij_rm‘(__i'gwul in v.';l..lz'u-)-'”ﬁ:i—;s of tiwr Coun Y S‘E}gte
or Lalion, e zffecledy? : )

=

Unique feastures include thoze arcss, ntructures, biological phenomena
etc,, that exhibit disLingui:hinq Characlevisticos not found in other
areas, or only in a suagll nuiber of othor arcas, Such features can
be cither yood or bad for human health, safety, comfort oy convenicnce.

20. Could_the project sarve te _fazourage d

2 Lo _onze creiopvent of prescntly un-
Sevedopad avcaz or tensify davelonment of sdroady daveloped aYeas?

Exanples include the inty duction of facilities such as streets, roads,
vater mains or severage lipes in such a anner as to facilitate devel-
opment or intensification of the use of an area.

involve thn amn icution, use, or dispossl of

TS diabnyiale?

21, Wil) the praoj
Ratentially

Exewnles include het are not lirited to pesticides, toxic substances
and radioactive wastes. :

fect _thz potentiad usc, extraction,

22. Cowld tre projoct sianif Cautly &f
Qr _conzcyvalion of o scaven natvro

Lxamples include Lut are nat limiled to:

Develepments which clfectively procluds the extraction of the
region's rock, sand, gravel, or olher mineral resource.

Uses which clfectively precluds the multiple use of regional natural
resouwyces in scarce supply.,

Activities uhich tend to diminish the supply or availability of
regional patural resvurces that are in scarce supply.

Reviewed by the Revada County fdvisory Review Cenmittee on .

Based on the above review, it is found that an enviromeental impact
stateuwment is required.

Signed Date

Reaative Declaratio

o ol

Based on the above review (and Statement bolow) it is found that this
Project does not cause any significant eavirourontal impact,

-

Sigued Date

Statement of No Siunificant Fuavirennental I'ffects

for any points answered “yes" or "unknown, the reasons foxr a negative
declaration are as fullows:

: NOTEZ The Advisory Review Conrnittoee may diatribute copies of tho

.questionnaire and comnnnts Lo any publie agency which has
tjuricdiction by lav, or special exportine with respect to
auy enviromuwental effeoct ot Lhe project

-



Brunswick Timber Products Corporation

P.O. BOX 2027 GRASS VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 95%

TELEPHONE 273-9572
Attachment to Environmental Rating Form AREA 916

2b Trivial: cleanup of bark residue on area will eliminate fire and air
polution problem,

2¢ Trivial: the new entrance is to permit smoother truck flow and better
use of storage facilities. Congestion in egress and ingress should be
eased. It is not expected that additional traffic will occur.

4 The buffer zone, design of the yard, and dispersed use should reduce
the noise, The scaling platform and less frequently used decks will be
the main occupants of the area.

6 DModerate: most of the area was already cleared.
7 As per 6, area is already mostly cleared.

9 Additional employment may result because of increased utilization of the
timber resourse.

10 Trivial: area is adjacent to present log yard.

18 This project is part of a larger one that includes renovation of the
present log yard. The overall drainage will be improved and siltation
reduced, The overall effect will be a smoother flow of trucks turning
off Brunswick Road, reducing backup of trucks onto Brunswick Road, better
dispersion of trucks in log yard, more efficient stdcking of logs,
and reduced use of log loaders. The net befefits should be reduced dust,
mnd,and noise.
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Form EIR-1

4/5/73 - EIR No. 76-80

COURTY CLERK OF THE COUITY OF HNEVADA
Courthouse

Nevada City, California 95959

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Please file this Negative Declaration pursuant to Section 21152 of the
Public Resources Code of the State of California.

Responsible Agency: Contact FPerson Telephone:
County of Nevada, California James Louie 265-2461 X260
Address: City: County: Zip Code:
Courthouse Nevada City Revada Q5959
Project Title: Area in Acres: Zoning:

Site Plan SP76-10 20 acres M1

Project Address: Assessor's Parcel Numbers:

Brunswick Mill located on the southwest

side of Brunswick Road, west of G.V. 6-441-05

Project Description or Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiaries:

Site plan (SP76-10) for the proposed expansion of the Brunswick Mill
log storage yard and the relocation of the existing scaling platform.
The property involved is the site of the existing Brunswick Mill 1o-
cated on the southwest side of Brunswick Rd., west of Grass Valley.

Finding That the Proposed Project Will Not Have a Significant Effect
on the Enviromment:specifically in the following areas: (1) it will not
have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or curtail
the range of the environment; (2) it will not achieve short-term, to

the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals; (3) it will have no
impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable;
(4) it will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly. If the project is approved and if there
are any potential environmental impacts, they may be mitigated through

conditions of approval on the

site plan.

Date of Finding:

June 24, 1976

Attest: James Louie
R, —
Signed: CL VAdAC S Lo
For Responsible Agency

.

Asst. Planning Director
Title

File With
County Clerk:

.[¢




A
2

v
LYIROMINNIAL RATING Tuitd 11,

Yas 1l
Araltheticaisy cvorpare with the
purrounding atva?

yae and Addienn of Applicantis) -
) 12, bocs tha jaojoct conflict with applicable
B A b ) e st T o gl N T qerueral plans and specaflic plans of thae
° . ) County of Kevada? (See Notes), I
O e XL 27
7 13, Could the project atfect thn une of a rec-
{7735, Lordg s 2, (AL reaticial arca, or area of important visual
7 value? I
. 14. A\iull any natural or man-made fcatures in
yype of Project _/ L ¢ Wl 2 42 g K ) AT A LN the jaoiject arca vhich are usique, that s,
not fuund in other parts ol the County, State,
. . . e or hation, Ly altected? (Sec jotes). L
vacation or hssessor's Parcel tumber _ ¢ A - ) & 15, Vil) the project juvelve constiuction of
o . , focilitics on a slope of 20 paicent or
Segtion Y avmship [ /4 Rege__ g S Qreater? o
Pate of Svbaittal 2ol 7L — 16. Wil) the project involve construction of
77 N ) focilitsedn in pa area of orolojgic hazards? .
Jlot Plap or sap cttachoed, dated o L7 ‘/;{_Zi
7 ’ 17, Could the projoct change oxisting leatures
Jrea_inu_avnesn ,..-.,Z.{..,._!:Z _j‘_fw__ o or invalve cinntruction 3n any flood plain, .
: lake, strowa, rerch or wvatercourie? T
he answers to the attazhed guostions shaldl by _
(riterie for the Advisory itwvicw Committee Lo« 16, Js the project, fiopart of # lavgrr project,
lether @ pojeoet can aunlify for a e sratave G e 0f & roricn of cawalative aciions, vhich
3 A Tpegative declavation’ in not irsauod Ahe 1 although indavideally rwalld, oy as a whole
i1 e deeaited Lo pre;ore e dralt envivis el have significant cavivonmenlasl jepoct? _
yepoart subject lo the ciriteria availall :odn the
1opartrent, 19, Could Lhan prcd oL ¢hange existing features of
any of the region's Jake shorelines or streanm
cor gquesticnn ) Ahrough Bowrite the foddesing tere s in the Yol .
coace previceds ey (no cffect ahoties w0l 0 cxiel agdnnr
oaiergte {moare Ll AL aven o eliovt ), 20, Crandd the proj ot merve to cacoureae devels
A nunntanticol Cifect). vor cuosldoens 10 throgn oprarnt of praoccol vntdevelorsd wrees o
Victher yoes or o, 31wl viite Muahiaes ot sntensify devcloisont of slrcady developed
Loroess Lhie Yen-io spacces. arees?  (Scoe toatos). L
1f an explanation of an angeor is neoded, attach the tatoerial 21, Will the prodeat involve the arplicatien,
v thin form, vre, or dizpural of polentielly hamerdous
L materials?  {ses Lotes)
Poms TRE PRoaer: 22, Could (he progect sigaificantdy affect
{the potential une, extractien, or con-
i, davolve @rainege dnte o lake, stycam o other servation o a natural rerouice?  {Sce Kotes)
perennial wiater courie? o -
Ald dilpged g Lo L2 TE 23. Covld the mojert result do dameyn to soil
{innerl terts) S APV S S Fladd copability or loss of agricultural lend? I
7. Have an iwpact on utilities and seyvices such ast 24. haditional vesarka:
a. Gas, weter, and electvicity? A e AL e ~
b. 1r argency, palice, and fire? PLE A S R 1 ) A 1 declarve under poni Uy ef porjery that Whe forcoming s
enta ere true and correct oxeopl 05 o those stavenent
¢. Traffic ond traffic controls? g3 1 J 75 224 47 which arve docleved on inf aticn and bolief and a3 to
s s staten o nls cYievie }':w' to bz tiue, ‘Li\
d. Schools? R L 4 )
s Exocyicd a ’\JMAGA' Vi en the C» ____day
e. Sanitation systews {Lreatment)v A frel L a N <
MNA e 78
f. Salid wasle disposal? 4 S CE - 0 / ;/ ; ¢",\
B “fx (Y L,A AAN
g. Othev? . [ Signaturc,
3. Dave an tpact on the Adr Ouality? fe ML *On smite plans, sho. any on-site or nearby lakes, slreams
-
4. Create noise? gt iMe bl or other watey Cournves,
- ) LR TS BERTN Bl
§. Generate auwwunts ol sevage? Y A . S SN Ao bvalulr ing envirescnental que:Uionnaires and related
Gata and where proper the publication and dsruance ¢
6. Repove ot destruy aamvints of rergalive doclerations thereto in relation Lo
trevs and other flors? PIRE A A2 VL S A plonning matters:
4. iave an coffcct on the fauna 1. mipor lot splits, variances and site plans..., §.
(Lashy, ¢-er, ond other wildlife) 2. ALY ethers (finor conditional uase pesndls)..e.
AT IR AR EA J
in the yeaien? ) - L -4t D. heview of major projects and the publication ef
8. Have any cffect on the health and ar.‘.:'l writing ol any Legative Lvelarations therclo
safety of the future occupants and/ ) (it arplicaile) tuiieissnesssessaesasassssannsens
or exisling population in the arca? sV L . . .
’ C. lublication Af nitice »n Elit and pieoparation of
9. Mave on effect on the cmployment » final LI upsn sdoption by the reapousible
and tix bLuse of the Cuuanly? . ! BUCHCY s et s oasrrntossatonassntsaanssavsssnonnss
YES ni D, I matlers conce:nifg paragtaph A., it it can e
dotermieed on tue face ol Uhe quostionnaire that
10, Conflict with existing land uncs k . pe Lurther doveadagation dn pequrred ondy thn
1n the acea o _X K publacation fee will ba charged,

E1STe -80



Iares

—

12, llQ’-L"i..ill“.I’."‘?J"..&’&J_—'Q.’?f.li" Lwith applj C.t?tl.s.ﬂﬁlc;r.f.a.l._nl_«.ms, and
4

speeitice plans ol Che Counly of o

atda?
ACXINS

This question should Le Considered with Yegard to:
Land usce
Deonsity
Provision of oy and moderate income housing
Rate of growin
Design of site
Provision of needed facilities
14. DAtural or ina

.x.lux“

features in e g

Ah _other parts of

or _bation

RS UL TR S

Unicque features include {hoo aress, structures, biological Phenomena
cte., that exlijbit distingu}:hing Characloristjos not found ip olhey
QYeas, or only in , S0all numbar or other areas, Such features can

bo cither good or bad for human health, nafety, comfort Or convenicnce.

20, Covld_the

givedoped |

O _rzourage doved IRACLL _of present 1y un-
Reopify_develonmany of a) Yooty develg

R T X

2 bieas?

Exaiples include the introdectjon of facilities such asg Stroels, roads,
water mains o) fOWerage Yincz in suel QO Banner as (o facilitate dovel -
opment or intensification of the use of an area,

ddon, _use, or Aisposal of

ra }ﬁigzjﬁmainllj“rt
ptents; :

Ixaieples include bhut are not irited to Festicides, toxic substances
and radiosctive wisles,

22. Juet sianific. Ry affect tha bute L‘J-‘.iét...‘.:':g1__(‘.-351;{‘1‘2. ion,
SOEANEs natvral yes urep?

Examples include but are not limited to:

bBovelepnents yvig oy, cffectively Preclucs tha eXtraction of the
region's rock, send, gravel, or olher Mineral resource,
Uses whicey clfcelively brecluds the multiple use of regional natursl
resources in scoree supply,
Activities viieh tend to diminish {ho supply or availahility of
regional naturel tesources that are jp LLarce supply, :
Review:gd by Lhe Levada County Ldvizory Review Commrittee on .
Pazed on Lthe ahow. review, it is found that an environirental impact
stalcuont in Yequired,

- < 3 : -, -
Signed Date

o

Hegative Declaratiog

Based on the abave yovicw (ana stiatemoent bolow) it is found that this
roject dons not caune any significant cavirourontal impact,

.

—_— e
Sigued Date
Statement _of Ne signif deant Pnvirensonto L ifocts
Cor any pointg answered “yea® op "unknown®, the Tcasons for a negative
declaration are 85 toullows:

: NOTE: 1he hAVinory Neview Comnittos may dialribute copies of the
.

;questionnaire and Comuients Lo any publie agency vhich hag
{juri:dictiOH by law, or special expertise with respect to
Ay environmental effect Ol the pLroject



Brunswick Timber Products Corporation

P.O. BOX 2027 GRASS VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 9594

TELEPHONE 273-8572
Attachment to Envirommental Rating Form AREA 916

b Trivial: cleanup of bark residue on area will eliminate fire and air
polution problem.

2¢ Trivial: the new entrance is to permit smoother truck flow and better
use of storage facilities. Congestion in egress and ingress should be
eased, It is not expected that additional traffic will occur,

4  The buffer zone, design of the yard, and dispersed use should reduce
the noise. The scaling platform and less frequently used decks will be
the mein occupants of the area,

6 Moderate: most of the area was already cleared.
7 As per 6, srea is already mostly cleared.

9 Additional employment may result because of increased utilization of the
timber resourse.

16 Trivial: sarea is adjacent to present log yard.

18 This project is part of & larger one that includes renovation of the
present log yard., The overall drainage will be improved and siltstion
reduced, The oversll effect will be a smoother flow of trucks turning
off Brunswick Road, reducing backup of trucks onto Brunswick Road, better
dispersion of trucks in log yard, more efficient stdcking of logs,
and reduced uge of log loaders. The net befefits should be reduced dust,
nud,and noise,

e



- Arunswick Timber Products Corporation

P.O. BOX 2027 GRASS VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 0594%

TELEPHONE 273-9572
AREA 916

June 7, 1976

Mr. James Louie
County of Nevada
Planning Department : N
Courthouse

Nevada City, California 95959

Dear Sir:

In reply to your letter of June 1, 1976, we offer the following:

(1) Water Qualtiy:
We are working with Sandra Houck of the Central Valley
Water Control Board and have established a working re-
lationship with her. When our plans are able to be
completed, we will have a closed cycle water use sys-~
tem for our log yard and sawmill.

(2) _Erosion Control Measures:
The log yard has been sloped so that almost all of the
bare ground slopes from Brunswick Road to the cut bank
on the West side of the yard and North to our recycling
ponds. These ponds will collect sediment and bark.
There will be some bare cut and fill slopes which are
needed for fire protection both from external and in-
ternal fires. These slopes are no more estensive than
cut and fill slopes on highways.

(3) Clear Cutting:
It i1s impossible to leave trees in the log yard. Safety
demands that they be removed. If trees were left, soil
compaction around them would soon cause their death.

(4) Grading:
The entire log yard has been graded to drain all water
into our recycling ponds. There is a small portion of
the yard that drains toward stream channel which will
not be used until it has been raised and drained into
our wastw water collection system.

(5) Setback from trees:
There will be a bare space between log deck and trees
maintained to provide access around the log deck. This
area will reduce danger of fires entering log deck
from without and also internal fires from escaping.
We plan to meet the requirements of the Public Resources
Code.




Mr. James Louie
Planning Department - Con't.

{6) Siltation Basin:
The siltation basin has been deepened and cleaned.
We will install a recycling pump and expand our
log sprinking system to cover almost all of our
log decks. The siltation basin will be cleaned
out as needed. When all the necessary work has
been done, there should be no overflow from the
siltation basin. We will be working with Sandra
Houck to develop these ponds in a manner which is
satisfactory to the Central Valley Water Quality
Control Board

Sincerely yours,
BRUNSWICK TIMBER PRODUCTS CORP.

Max Williamson
Forester



Yuba River Lumber Company Inc.
R E C E I Y E D GRASS VA:Lz.Y?RC;vI.?:O‘;NlA 95945

TELEPHONE 265-4521

JUN 4 1976 e e

NEVA:A COUNTY June 2, 1976
CTUNNING ponaprerT
County of Nevada
Department of Planning
Courthouse
Nevada City, California 95959

Dear Mrs. Boivin:

Enclosed you will find a revised map showing our revised
log yard. We will not be constructing a new entrance to
the log yard, now will we be relocating the trailer load-
er. We may move the scaling platform slightly within the
old log yard boundaries.

The log yard has been sloped from Brunswick Road toward
the cut bank where a drainage ditch will carry all yard
drainage into our recirculating ponds. An enlarged log
sprinkling system will be installed which will recycle all
waste water. Drainage from areas outside of the log yard
has been channeled into the natural stream channel

We wish to go on record as to why we were not in attendance
at an Advisory Review Commitee Meeting on the morning of
May 27, 1976.

1. A letter signed by Patrick S. Norman dated May
13, 1976, in which I quote the last sentence of
paragraph two: " We will be in touch with you con-
cerning the time and date of the meeting "

2. On May 25, 1976, Jerry Dayton of the Ophir Hill
Fire District called Ted French and discussed a meet-
ing to be held on the morning of May 27, 1976.

3. On May 26, I called Patrick Norman to ask for a
time and place of the meeting and if Sandra Houck was
involved. Mr. Norman informed me that the people in-
volved in the meeting wanted to meet at the Brunswick
Mill, and then adjourn to someplace else for their
formal meeting. He also stated that Sandra Houck would
be with the group.

4. Late in the afternoon of May 26, I again called Mr.
Norman to remind him that I would be at the Brunswick
Mill, not at Yuba River Retail, and that he should be
sure to inform Sandra Houck of this, and that I would do
other work at my office until the group arrived.




“

County of Nevada, Con't.

5. On May 27, I was very busy doing productive work

in my office. About 10:00 A.M., I began to worry and
about 11:00 A.M., I called Mr. Norman to find out where
all the people were. It was only then did I find out
there had been a meeting which started at 9:30 A.M,

in the Courthouse.

6. The telephone call we received from Mr. Dayton
was unofficial and completely negated by my subsequent
conversation with Mr. Norman.

We request that your official records show that our non-
appearance at the May 27, 1976 meeting was entirely the fail-
ure of your office to communicate with us and that we made
every effort to try to attend this meeting.

Sincerely, ql

Max Williamson
Forester

MW:ms

Enclosure

““\Q%.

27%-957%



COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA
e 2e5:2481 PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT . oy

EXTENSION 260 NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA
' 95959

TO: Department of Public Works
Health Department
Soil Conservation Service
Air Quality Control Officer
Ophir Hill Fire District

FROM: Planning Department

SUBJECT: EIS Questionnaire (EIS76-80) and Site Plan
(SP76-10).

DATE: April 22, 1976

Enclosed is the EIS questionnaire and site plan submitted
by Brunswick Timber Products for the proposed expansion

of the log storage yard and the relocation of the existing
scaling platform to the new entrance area. The property
involved is the site of the Burnswick Mill located on the
southwest side of Brunswick Road, west of Grass Valley
(Assessor's Parcel No. 6-441-05).

The Advisory Review Committee will consider the EIS ques-
tionnaire at 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, May 13, 1976, in the
Supervisors' Room, Courthouse, Nevada City, California.
Your written comments are required by May 12, 1976.

Very truly yours,
(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning Director

By: \J me, e )
James Louie
Assistant Planning Director
SMB:JL/jsd

cc: Max Williamson, Brunswick Timber Products
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SUBJECT:

TO:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

1230 E. Main St., Grass Valley, CA 959L5 - (916) 273-L153
BIS76-80 = Brunswick Timber Products = DATE: May 5, 1976

Storage Expansion

Nevada County Planning Department
Nevada City, California

Attached is the information requested on this projects Included is a
brief description of the situation and suggested solutions to the
particular problems we see.

If I can be of any further assistance concerning this project, please
do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

R N

Dale Brogan
Soil Conservationist
Grass Valley Field Office

Attch




EIS76-80 - Brunswick Timber Products = 5/5/16
Storage Fxpansion

Situation -

Yard expansion of an existing log yard is proposed. The area will be or

has been cleared and will be graded to facilitate the proposed use.

Soils found in this area are gradable, being deep soils,

The area will be subjected to surface drain water, which has the possibility

of carrying large quantities of sediment. This is, in part, due to the

surface area of the yard being exposed soil. Natural traffic will no doubt

compact this soil, which will have a tendency to accelerate the run-off

water. It has been proposed that drainage will be diverted into a sediment

ponde This will help reduce sediment load of the water.

Suggested Solution =

With regard to this land use, it is recommended that:

1. A buffer zone of natural vegetation be left bordering Brunswick Road.

2, In areas along the perimeter of the development where topography lends
itself to draining water onto surrourding lands, a berm of sufficient height

and grade be constructed to contain the flow. Further, this flow to be

diverted and carried to a common collection point. At this point, water should

be treated in a manner that will eliminate sedimentation problems once the
water enters a major water course. The applicant has mentioned the item of
sediment ponds to accomplish this, Serious consideration should be given
to the p;;oper placement, size and number of ponds to do this job, All
ponds should be constructed in a manner that will facilitate their periodic
removal of sediment. All such sediment removed should be spread and

revegetated.




EIS76-80 5/5/16

3. All water once collected and treated for removal of sediments should

be returned to the natural water course in a manner not to cause significant
erosion, This may be accomplished by creating a protected drainway with
vegetation and rock rip-rap or culverting.

L. A1l culverts should have inlets and outlets protected with rip-rap or
similar material.

S5« All fills created should have their slope revegetated and stabilized.

6. Access roads should have any roadside drains required adequately

protected with ripe~rap or similar material.,




OPHiR HILL

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF NEVADA COUNTY
P.O. BOX 3BU GRASS VALLEY, CALIFORMIA 95545

May 11, 1976

Planning Department
Nevada City Ccurthouse
Nevada City, Celifornia 95959

Ref: EIS Questionnaire (EIS76=80) and Site Plan (SP76-10).

Attn: Mrs, Sharon Boivin
Planning Director

Director Boivin,
The Board of Directors for the Ophir Hill Fire Protection District

requires a hundred foot clearance including an annually maintained
roadway around the log deck. There should be no slash or debris

within the one hundred fcot clearance,
This Board feels this clearance 1s absolutely necessary to minimize

the possibility of a fire burning up the hill to the residential
area of Cedar Ridge Drive and Brunswick Drive.

This Board is also requiring two Standard Dry Barrel Fire Hydrants
with a simultaneous flow of one thousand gallons per minute. One
hydrant should be located on the South West corner of the log deck,
and the other between Brunswick Road and the new scale house,

Sincerely}\f\

P N Ao

Jerry Daytcn

Secretary to the Board.

P.0. Box #9k4

Cedar Ridge, California 959>k

Ph: 273-8109

ce: Max Williamson, Brunswick Timber Products
RECEIVED
Ay 12 1976

NEVADA COUNTY
FLANNING DEPARTMENT




COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA -
rew. o161 265-2661 P ANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT | cyaon v, oaLiFoRNIA

EXTENSION 260 95959

May 13, 1976

Brunswick Timber Products
P. 0. Box 2027
Grass Valley, California 95945

Re: EIS Questionnaire relative to the proposed expansion of
the log storage yard and relocation of the scaling platform

Gentlemen:

This is to inform you that at the May 13, 1976, Nevada County
Advisory Review Committee meeting, the Brunswick Timber Pro-
ducts Environmental Impact Statement Questionnaire (EIS76-80)
concerning site plan a-proval (SP76-10) for an expansion of
the Brunswick Mill was continued. Since no representative
of Brunswick Timber Products appeared at the meeting, the
Committee felt there were certain unanswered questions con-
cerning the expansion that only further discussion would
solve. The EIS questionnaire concerning the above has been
continued to the May 27, 1976, ARC meeting, and I would urge
that a representative of your business be present.

In addition, Committee members also felt that an onsite in-
spection of the site, along with a representative of your busi-
ness, would help to clear up any questions. Of particular con-
cern is erosion potential and sedimentation control, as well

as potential fire hazard. Attending such a meeting will pro-
bably include representatives from the County Planning Depart-
ment, County Health Department, County Public Works Department,
U. S. Soil Conservation Service, State Water Resources Control
Board. We will be in touch with you concerning the time and
date of the meeting.

If you have any questions concerning the above please feel free
to contact this office.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning Director

By: Vézzzkxgéngféhaaozdzgl

Patrick S. Norman
Planner 11

SMB:PSN/jsd .
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COUNTY OF NEVADA - STATE OF CALIFORNIA

TEL (516) 26572461 PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT | cuaon orrv. oncicomnia
95959

June 1, 1976

Mr., Max D. Williamson
Brunswick Timber Products

P. 0. Box 2027

Grass Valley, California 95945

Dear Mr. Williamson:

At their meeting of May 27, 1976, the Advisory Review
Committee again considered the environmental impact ques-
tionnaire submitted with your site plan for the proposed
expansion of the log storage yard at the Brunswick Mill
on Brunswick Road.

Although there was not a representative present, considerable
discussion ensued and the motion to continue the matter to
the Advisory Review Committee meeting of June 24, 1976, sti-
pulated that an expanded questionnaire covering the following
areas be submitted to the Planning Department by June 10,
1976: (1) water quality; (2) erosion control measures; (3)
clear cutting; (4) extent of grading proposed; (5) setback
distance from trees; (6) more detail relative to siltation
basin,

1f the above information is received by June 10, 1976, the
matter will be considered at the meeting of the Advisory
Review Committee of June 24, 1976, 9:30 a.m., Supervisors'
Room, Courthouse, Nevada City, California. We ask that you

or a represecntative of your company be present at this meeting.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning Director

7 L/
Byt Jed jiid c AAS o

s WJames Louie

(/pAssistant Planning Director

SMB:JL/jsd

cc: Health Department
Department of Public Works



COUNTY OF NEVADA - STATE OF CALIFORNIA

oreneon sea¢' PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT @ BT B

NEVADA CITY, CAUIFORNIA
25959

June 4, 1976

Mr, Max D, Williamson
Brunswick Timber Products

P. 0. Box 2027 _

Grass Valley, California 95945

Dear Mr, Williamson:

In reference to our letter to you dated June 1, 1976, rela-
tive to the proposed expansion of the log storage yard at
the Brunswick mill, we will also require a ‘revised site plan
indicating what exists on the property at this time and what
is anticipated.

All information requested is required by June 10 to allow
adequate time for review prior to the June 24th meeting.
Again, a representative of the company who is knowledgeable
in what is taking place, is asked to be present at this
meeting at 9:30 a.m. on June 24, 1976, Supervisors' Room,
Courthouse, Nevada City, California.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning Director

By: 1-L$£LAGELLEKEEE>

James Louie
Assistant Planning Director

SMB:JL/jsd
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UNITED STATES DE. ....TMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

1230 E. Main St., Grass Valley, CA 959L5 (916) 273-1153

SUBJECT:  Field Review of Brunswick Timber Products DATE: June 7, 1976
Log Yard Expansion (May 27, 1976)

T0: Nevada County Planning lepartment o T T
County Courthouse REC ETy
Nevada City, Ca 95959

N 101976

ATT: Jin Louie JUN 1

- : NEVADA COUNTY

FLANNING DEPARTMEINT

A field review of the log deck expansion being proposed by Rrunswick
Timber Products al their Brunswick Road IMill was conducted on May 27, 1976,
Those present were lMax Williamson, reprecenting the applicant, Carl Barmes
of NCDPd, Jim Louie of NCFD, Sandra louck of State Vater Qualiiy Control
Board, 2 members of the Ophir Hill Fire Department, one member of the
general public, and mvself, uhile a variety of topics were discussed,

this report will concern itself with the questions of erosion control

and watercourse sedimentation potential.

Based upon the observaticns resulting from the field review, ihe follow-
ing actions zre recommended:

1. All areas within the project that have been disturbed and are
not being utilized as deck area or roadway should be replanted.,
Various low-volume, fire-resistant plant species exist that may
be used to accomplish this, This requirement should yield to
any fire department request whcre the area falls within the
100*% no-vegetation buffer zone.

2. All fills snould be revegetated. (Any cut banks where establishe
ment of vegetation is feasible should be stabilized alsc.)
The principle areas of concern in this requirement are in the
vicinity of the LB culvert inlet and outlet. These areas of
fills are obvious and should require no further clarification.

3¢ ALl culvert inlets and outlets should be adequately protected
with rip-rap or similar material. With the volume of water
that most of the culverts are expected to convey (in particular,
the LB" culvert) this should be mandatory,

culvert

L. A question offsize relative to their ability to handle the
anticipated flow came out during the review., It was not known
if the previous owners had or had not determined the size based
on engineering calculations. Therefore, it is recommended that
procf c¢f adequate culvert size with respect to anticipated flow




Nevada County 6/1/76
Planning Dept

be submitted for all culverts being used in this yard
expansion,

5. This final item shall concern itself with the existing
sedimentation pond and its ability to function properly,
The condition of the pond as of the day of the review was
of major concern. Items noted were:

~ The embankment footing appeared to be seeping a fair
quantity of water.

= A 2! freeboard was being maintained at the embankment's
lowest point.

=~ A 12" culvert serving as an overflow valw was running
one-~half full.

=~ Considerable quantities of coarse fragments were incorporated
in the embankment.,

- A few large trees were growing in and on the enbankment.,

- The embankment had no stabilizing vegetative cover established
on it,

=~ Pond depth could not be established.

~ It was not known if the pond vas of a size that could
adequately and safely hold all run-off water resulting from
the entire area,

In light of these observations, it is recommended that the following steps
be taken:

=~ A study be undertaken by a qualified engineer to determine
the maximum quantity of run-off water the pond can be anticipated
to hold., Hinimum pond size can thus be accurately designed.

= A1l vioody vegetation not be allowed to establish on the
embankment. Some large trees are already present, which snould
net be removed unless the stumps and all roots are also rewmoved,
No further tree establishment should be allowed. The areas
already containing trees should be monitered on a regular

basis for signs of leaks and seepage. If this is observed,
measures should be taken to stop the leak and/or removs the tree,




Nevada County 6/1/16
Planning Dept

- A minimum 3t of freeboard be maintained in all areas of
the embanknment.

- Properly designed and sized spillway replace the existing
12" overflow valve.

-~ Measures be taken to seal the face and footing of the
embankment to eliminate seepage problems.

- Non-woody vegetative cover be establiched on all areas of
the embankment.

- Periodic and continuing maintenance of the sedimentation
pond be practiced to make sure it is doing the job it was
intended to do.

If the drainage study indicates total reconstruction of the pond is in
order, then construction of the embankment should proceed from the keyway
ups Ho part of the existing embankment should be utilized in the condition
it is in now. All other items previously dGiscussed should be emplemented,
including removal of woody vepetation, stumps, roots and all. This office
can help in the proper design if requested to do so by the applicant.

If you have any questions relative to this project that I may answer, please
feel free to call.,

Respectfully submitted,

EE VU

Dale Brogan
Scil Conservationist
Grass Valley Field Office

ccy Sandra J. Houck
Calif, Regional dater Quality Control Board

Carl Barnes
Nevada County Dept. of Public Jorks



MEMORANDUM

Date: August 2, 1976

To: Sharon Boivin, Planning Director
Attention: Jim Louie

From: Carl Barnes ' %"

Subject: Site Plan 76-10 Brunswick Timber Products

During our field review of the site, we were not able to find an
outlet for the small catch basin shown on the site plan. We,
therefore, recommend that an outlet be provided for this basin,

Additonally, we recommend that the £ill slopes at the entrance
and outlet of the exist 48" culvert be revegetated and rip-rap
placed to eliminate erosion during storm water run=off.

With regards to Brunswick Road, we would like to see a buffer zone
of natural vegetation and trees left between the existing roadbed
and the new log storage yard.

HEEHEIYe I =Y

CB:kl:wf

O
=4y

RECEIVED

AUG4 1976

NEVADA COUNTY
TTAMNING DEPARTMENT

nRYosi Q—HwcHd




COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA

TeL o) 265-2461 PLANNING COMMISSION /7 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

EXTENSION 260

= Ao (=) &P

COURTHOUSE

NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNY

August 6, 1976

Mr. Max Williamson

Brunswick Timber Products Corporation
P, 0. Box 2027

Grass Valley, California 95945

i

Dear Mr. Williamson:

The staff has reviewed the site plan for the expansion
of the log yard and related facilities, south of the
existing Brunswick sawmill complex. The property is
located in the "M1" Light Manufacturing and Industrial
Zoning District, and is known as Assessor's Parcel
Number 6-441-05.

The site plan is hereby approved, subject to the
following conditions:

1. The Department of Public Works requires the
following: -
a. An outlet shall be provided for the
small catch basin shown on the site plan.

b. The fill slopes at the entrance and outlet
of the existing 48 inch culvert be revegetated
and rip-rap placed to eliminate erosion during
storm water run-off.

2, A buffer zone of natural vegetation and trees
shall be left between the Brunswick Road bed and the

fHew log storage yard as shown on the site plan,

3. Subject to the requirements of the Ophir Hill
Fire Department:

a, Clearance and roadway around log deck and

55959

no slash or debris should be within the clearance

area.

b. Standard dry barrel fire hydrants, with

simultaneous flow of 1000 gpm, shall be provided

at locations required by the fire district.

A\



Site Plan 76-10
August 6, 1976
Page 2

4. The applicant shall work with the Soil Conservation
Service in implementing the recommendation in SCS memo
dated June 7, 1976 (See attachment for memo).

5. Subject to the requirements of the California
Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region.

6. Any future expansion beyond what is represented
on the approved site plan shall require additional approval
from the County.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning Directqr

//
g e ¥ P
.LLOqLéﬁlé?%téé{l;/
{ James Louie -~ M~
Assistant Planning Director

SMB:JL/clr

cc/Department of Public Works
Soil-“Conservation Service
Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region
Ophir Hill Fire Department

Enclosure
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Angust 9, 1976

M, lec Todd

County Counsel

123 Bank Btreet

Crass Valley, Californie 95945

Dear 8ir:

The Brunswick Mill bas sppsrently illegally expanded its
MgMﬂMcmmwﬁt.

Some monthe ago the mmtmmm
-wmmmmmmmw

pormit, msﬁmamuammmwmswm
Plamning Departsent end to the Brunswick Mill. :

' The mi)l procoedsd to expand the log deck without the use
pomltmﬁ%othh&h&smtmi&a&ﬂthww

This Board bas by Wmﬁcmmmm
wmummmmmmm
District requirennts are met.

wam.mymnmmmmmmumm
necessery to implesent our decision,

Hevada w Pirve Chiefr and Firemn's Assoclatbn

RECEIVED
RUG 10 1976

NEVADA COUNTY
"I ANBING DEPARTMING




COUNTY OF NEVADA . STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Serenmon sea*¢" PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING DEPARTMENT ., oo ommouse
959859

August 11, 1976

Ms. Ann Knox

Secretary to the Board

Ophir Hill Fire Department

P. 0. Box 94

Cedar Ridge, California 95924

Dear Ms. Knox:

The site plan for the expansion of the log yard was approved by
the Planning Department on August 6, 1976, The site plan was
subject to several conditions and condition three stated:

"Subject to the requirements of the Ophir Hill Fire
Department:

a. Clearance and roadway around log deck and no slash
or debris should be within the clearance area.

b. Standard dry barrel fire hydrants, with simultaneous
flow of 1000 GPM, shall be provided at locations re-
quired by the fire district."

The fire protection requirement should be complied with as soon
as possible. If the situation is not resolved to the fire dis-
trict's satisfaction, legal proceedings can be initiated by the
district through County Counsel or the District Attorney's of-
fice to have your adopted standards/codes enforced.

If there are further questions on this matter, please do not
hesitate to contact this office.

Very truly yours,

(Mrs.) Sharon M. Boivin
Planning DNirector

%’7 W
By! ;
James Lduie

Assistant Planning Director

SMB:JL/jsd

cc: County Counsel
District Attorney
Mike McKee
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MEMORANDUM AUG 25 1976
'f g@ NEVADA COUNTY
TO: WILLIAM B. BALDWIN &-~6 < FLANNING DEPARTMENT

FROM: S. J. Houck
SUBJECT: Requirements Checking, Brunswick Timber Products Corp.

On 27 May and 12 August 1976, I visited the subject sawmill to ascer-
tain compliance of the discharge with the Board's requirements.

Personnel from the Soil Conservation Service, County Public Works and
Planning Departments, and the Ophir Hill Fire District met with Max
Williamson, Forester for Bohemia, Inc. on 27 May. The mill had
recently cleared an area for an expanded log deck at the south end of
the property. This is the headwaters of the South Fork Wolf Creek.
The creek is diverted under the mill and yard through corrugated
metal pipe. At this time the cleared area needed more work to con-
trol erosion, stabilize fills, and provide a buffer zone along the
creek. This recent work had filled in an old catchment basin.

1
Some work had begun at the wastewater pond. It was being cleaned out
with a dragline and the dike was being built up. The pond was over-
flowing into a newly constructed trench and the water was percolating
through the aggregate bottom into the adjacent field. During dry
weather the pond should not be overflowing. The mill was constructing
the piping system for recycling wastewater to the log deck. They plan
to install a trap and filter. My conclusion at the end of this day's
visit was that a considerable amount of work was necessary to achieve
a no discharge wastewater system and control erosion,

On 12 August I returned to the Brunswick mill, Inspection was made
with Ted French, Forester for Bohemia, Inc. Most of the construction
has now been completed on the wastewater system and generally it

looked very good. A sump has been installed in the pond with a com-
minutor that finely grinds the material in the water. The water is
then pumped through a filter that contains a 600 mesh screen., The
filtered water is recycled to the log deck. The system has been in
operation about one month and the filter has to be cleaned once a

week, Such fine filtration eliminates the plugging of the log deck
sprinkler nozzles. Fresh water is fed to the sump as needed. The sup-
ply is pumped from the Brunswick mine. On this day there was about two
feet of freeboard in the pond. Mr. French feels that he will be able
to maintain no discharge by monitoring the pond level, watching the
weather reports for incoming storms, and varying the freshwater feed
accordingly. He has correlated fresh water pumping time with incremental
changes in the pond level. 1In addition he plans to install an adjust-
able weir to control overflow to the adjacent trench. Sections of the
pond had been dried out and the dike gunnited to control seepage. There
was standing water outside the pond. Some of this may be pond seepage,
but overflow from a ditch through the adjacent field also contributes
to it. In any case, it does not appear that surface flow will reach
the creek from this area.




AN

MEMORANDUM
Brunswick Timber Products Corp. - 2 -

We then looked at the cleared area for the new log deck., The fill
banks had been seeded and the culvert opening that diverts the creek
had been cleaned out. Mr. French plans to build a box around it to
prevent debris from falling in. The log deck has been graded away
from the creek so that all runoff will join the wastewater drainage to
the pond.

Ted French and Max Williamson feel that the wastewater system is
designed for no direct discharge to Wolf Creek and I feel it can be
so operated. Therefore, I will proceed to draft revised requirements
to prohibit any direct discharge.

sjh/cis 8/24/76

cc: Bohemia, Inc., Oregon
Brunswick Timber Products Corp.
Soil Conservation Service, Grass Valley
Nevada County Dept. of Public Works
Nevada County Planning Dept.
Nevada County Health Dept.

(Form letter sent)



hugust 26, 1976

Brunswick Timber Products
Post Offica Box 2027
Prunsvick Road '

Grass ‘Funqy, Celifornia 95945

Attention: &5'.. Max Williemson
#r, Jerry Rogere

'

-mmmmmusvmamm

:w&.’mg
mmmmhtmotmmmmnmmum;mm ‘
wtwarmwwmmmmm

wmwmmlr.

Will you please advise us of your insurance carrier

Ammmm %WWWMsW@
earriers.

Mamly, )
(Meb.) Amn W

Secrstery to the Board
rte. Box 94

Cedar Ridge, California 95924

Q4. Leo Todd, County Counsel :
Jumes Lovte, Assistant Planning Dirsctor

RECEIVED
G2 11976
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COUNTY” :&lf iNEVA‘DA

PLANNfNG BEPARTMENT

;',/..':"r .5r .'

February 20, 1980
TO: NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT: Use Permit Application of North Star Rock Products Corporation
for the expansion of an existing gravel harvest and processing
operation and reclamation plan on the operation, locatéd.at the -
old Idaho Maryland Mine. U79-41.

FACTUAL DATA

The property involved in this application is a 110 acre parcel being leased
by the applicant from Marion Ghidotti, and it is a portion of the site
formerly known as the Idaho Maryland Mine lying on the south side of Idaho
Maryland Road, immediately east of the Hills Flat Interchange on the Golden
Center Freeway, State Highway 20-49. The property is within the boundaries
of an "M1" Light Industrial District, as is property to the south and east.
Land to the north and west, inside the Grass Valley city limits, is zoned for
industrial use. There is a small strip of residential uses on both sides of the
street in the county, and those homes are zoned residential until such time
as they are converted to industrial uses consistent with the city and county
general plans for the area. The proposed county general plan revision also
recommends the area for industrial use.

This use permit application involves only about 40 acres out of the 110
acres, and this 40 acres is covered with mill sand and rock left from the
historic hard rock mining operation. The application and reclamation plan
indicates that approximately 400,000 -to 500,000 tons of rock (270,000 cubic
yards) and 10,000 tons of mill sand will be removed from the site. It is
intended that the site will then be restored to its original contours and
reseeded where necessary to prevent erosion.. The environmental information
form, reclamation plan and ARC memo are attached for a complete understanding
of the project which will also include a crusher and screening plant to
process the waste rock and sand.

At its meeting of January 10, 1980, the Nevada County Advisory Review Com—
mittee conducted envirommental review on the project. The attached ARC
memo reflects the ARC recommendation that the Commission find that although
this project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect because of recommended mitigation measures to
be attached to the project (see * in staff recommendations). Also attached
is the erosion control plan which the 'ARC memo indicates must be submitted
before the Planning Commission meeting.

It is noted that the provisions of the "M1" Light Industrial Dietrict in
which the subject property is located do not allow gravel harvest::

-1-



North Star Rock Use Yermit Staff Report
February 20, 1980
Page 2

and processing as permitted or conditionally permitted uses. ‘However, the
property owner has indicated that mine rock has been sold and taken from the
property continuously since the mine closed, and so this use permit application
is for expansion of an existing, non-conforming use by the addition of a
crusher and screening plant.

STAFF _COMMENT

During review of the environmental impacts of this project, ARC members noted
that noise will probably be the most obvious impact associated with the gravel
operation. Page 23 of the environmental information form indicates that the
ambient noise level in the industrial neighborhood ranges from 60 to 70 DBA .
The neighborhood already contains four lumber processing operations plus a
variety of other industrial uses, and a great deal of residential and industrial
traffic already uses Idaho Maryland Road as a connection between Brunswick
Road and the freeway interchange, so the ambient level is high already.
Mitigation measures suggested by ARC and recommended staff conditions include
noise attenuation methods which should keep noise levels at the property lines
below the existing ambient level. Conditions are also suggested to preclude
pollution of Wolf Creek and degradation of air quality in the area.

To demonstrate how the property will be restored to its original contours after
the rock is removed, the. applicant has submitted cross sections of the site
depicting existing and proposed conditions. A copy of those profiles is attached
along with the erosion control plan required by the ARC before the Planning
Commission meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Tt appears, based on information currently available, that the Planning Com-
mission can make the findings necessary to grant a use permit for the proposed
project, and the County's zoning regulations make provisions for expansion

and alteration of a non-conforming use, even though that use may not be provided
for in the zoning district in which the property is located.

The Planning Department recommends that the Planning Commission take the
following actions to grant the use permit:

I. Use Permit - The Planning Commission should move to grant the use
permit, subject to the following conditions (*indicates ARC recommended
mitigation):

A. Planning Department

%1, If water for the project is to be taken from Wolf Creek, either
water rights to the water will be established to the satisfactiom
of the Nevada Irrigation District, or satisfactory arrangements
shall be made with the district to draft water from the creek.

Sk
N

All appropriate permits shall be obtained from the Nevada County
Building Department, Nevada Irrigatiom District, and State Department
of Fish & Game for the proposed bridge crossing over Wolf Creek.

The Department of Fish & Game indicates that the department will

not require a stream alteration~permitférvthesbuilding.crossing if
(1) the applicant does not disturb the historic railroad crossing
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%3,

x4,

*5.

*6.

*9.

#*10.

*11.

*12.

abutments; and (2) the access road shall cross the rock dike on a
90 degree angle and shall not parallel the rock pile which would
involve riparian vegetation removal.

The mill pond adjacent to the main project area shall be deepened
and/or flash boards reinstalled in the outlet facility so that
suspended material in run-off waters can settle out before entering
Wolf Creek. This settlement pond shall maintain a useful life as
long as the period of time necessary to restabilize the area after the
project ends.

In order to preserve wildlife habitat to the greatest extent possible,
no native vegetation shall be removed except where necessary to
remove the mine waste material.

The location of screening and crushing equipment shall be limited to
site number one indicated on the site plan submitted by the applicant.
The applicant shall, to the best of his ability, locate the plant

so that it is screened as much as possible from view from the Golden
Center Freeway.

Noise emanating from the project shall not exceed 70 decibels at the
property line. 1If complaints are received from adjoining properties
regarding excessive noise emissions, the applicant shall submit a
study which shall be brought back before the Planning Commission
which in turn may reconsider the use permit application for denial,
additional conditions of approval, or reaffirmation.

Prior to commencement of operation, submit a waste discharge report
to the State Water Quality Control Board and then comply with any
requirements of that agency.

Hours of operation for the processing plant and loader shall be
limited to from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday, except for
a demonstratable emergency which shall be reported to the Planming
Department. Operation beyond the designated times for purposes
other than machinery maintenance or authentic emergency may cause
the permit to be brought back to the Planning Commission which may
in turn modify the conditions on the permit or recommend its re-
vocation to the Board of Supervisors.

Subject to any on-going requirements of the Nevada County Air
Pollution Contreol Officer.

Subject to receipt of a waiver from the Nevada County Health Officer
for the use of portable toilets.

The use permit covers only removal of mine waste and processing:to
restore the site to its original contours. Earth excavation for a
borrow pit is not included.

The permit covers only the processing of material harvested from the
subject property and does not include the processing of material
imported from outside of the property.

This permit includes no approval of on-site fuel storage. Any
fueling of vehicles on the site will be done with care to preclude
spillage.



RPN - - o LT

E "- H s b = -

North Star Rock Use Ferwit: Staff: Report "l.kgfg. - S

February 20, 1980

Page 4

*14,

#*15..

*16.

17.

B.

*1.

The water supply used to control'dust on the site’ shall be- clearly

© ey -~ P I M
3@ o . H .o .“ -

. marked to 1nd1cate it 1s not sultable for drlnklng.

- L
]

.Vegetative waste generated by the gravel removal shall-be disposed

-of at the sanitary land fill-unless a permit is issued by the A1r
Pollution Control Officer for onrsite .burning. . .:

Any hlstorical artifacts recovered during the gravel harvest and
processing shall be received by the- Nevada County Historical Society.

4 %

The following n01se attenuation and dust control measures shall be

- employed, by the applicant for the 11fe of the use permit"
i. 'The subject site and access road shall be watered regularly
’ to control dust” emiss1ons.. . -
2., All. equipment associated with the use shall be muffled with
. _approved mufflers. :
3., The applicant ghall. tike the. sides of the long tailings pile -
‘% first, and then-reduce the height at the last'phase of the
. ." - project. This condition is “intended to provide a noise
. ,. barrier’ between ‘the operation.'and nearby homes to the north and
*  northeast for’ the longest time possible. :
4. . Where feasible, all metal to metal contact p01nts w111 be
. . insulated. ru; :
5. Rubberize or. insulate .rock hoppers and bins. ;
‘6. Cal OSHA ear protectlon shall -be provided to employees..
7 7.% Limit the speed ‘of. all vehicles on the access road to 25
- . . miles per hourv: . -
. 8: Limit the "range- of the- tracked bulldozer to the plant site
‘ and use the rubber—tired loader off the plant site.
Resource Conservation Dlstrict "__‘ :',_ :ft" R

i
. l ’

:)_.‘;

The Nevada County Resource’ Conservat1on District has approved the
erosion and sedimenitation control plan 'submitted by the _applicant,
and the conditions 1nc1uded in that, plan are made conditions on

this use permit, as follows. "-'f. - " . o o . '

a.

b

No material beyond the depth of rock waste material shall be

-removed from . the: 51te.

The appllcant shall provide gravel and/or rip-rap for the plant
site drainways, toads and conduits.. When the site area is
reclaimed, following the gravel operation, the intermittant
drainage would, be re—established to the pre—mining patterns. '

;Fine rock particles generated through theé proposed crushing -
‘operation . that would rémain on-site. during’ “the. wet, season
.. (October’ I to: April 30)_shall be stabliized.:

Any’ exposed- area resulting -from the proposed operation shall

be stabilized. by October 1- -and remain stabilized through April

T i -During’ this’ perlod no- excavation ‘would be:allowed, but
s other related activities, such -as crushing. stockpile removal

and sales would be allowed. Réclamation must be’ concurrent with

'l'nthe proposed excavation operations, and the- applicant shall

'\ excdvate ho more materlal than he would be able to reclaim
A,:within the dry weather season..

R
N .o N
L . ) ,'A .oe
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e. The Nevada County Resource Conservation District shall be
contacted prior to October 1 annually for the purpose of
site inspection each season to determine the adequacy of the
stabilization program. Stabilization may include seeding,
mulching, fertilizing, placing of a crushed or broken rock
layer, or the use of plastic sheeting on a temporary basis.

f. The existing mill sands in the sediment basin, used when the
Idaho~Maryland Mine was active, shall be removed from the
site. Once the sands are removed, the sediment basin shall
function to control sedimentation off the site from the pro-
posed gravel operation. The existing outlet structure for
the basin shall be used, and the outlet conduit shall not
be disturbed by the mill sand removal process.

g. No vegetation shall be distyrbed between Wolf Creek and the
top of the rock piles which are being removed.

h. 1In order to protect the two concrete pillars as required by
the Historical Society, 150 feet of the tailing dike located
adjacent to Wolf Creek and the northermmost pillar shall
remain undisturbed as follows:

1. Do not disturb the tailings pile for a distance of
50 feet eastward and 100 feet westward of the concrete
pillar; and

2, The slopes created by this activity shall not exceed 2:1
and shall be stabilized as directed by the Resource
Conservation District.

C. Department of Public Works

*1. Dedicate road right-of-way to the County of Nevada along Bennett
Street and Idaho-Maryland Road on an alignment satisfactory to the
Department of Public Works which shall prepare the deeds for the
dedication.

*2. The access road into the property shall be a minimum of eighteen feet
wide and shall be paved from the County road to the new bridge
crossing over Wolf Creek. The applicant shall place a stop sign facing
south where the new access road intersects Idaho-Maryland Road.

*3. At the conclusion of the projéct, the new bridge crossing over
Wolf Creek shall be removed.

*4, The applicant has offered a fee of $800,00 to mitigate the cumulative
impact of traffic generated by the proposed project, That fee shall
be counted as credit to other projects on the same property when the
gravel operation has terminated.

IT. Use Permit Findings - In granting the use permit, the Commission should
make the following minimum findings based on the standards included in
Section L-1V 31.5 of the Land Use and Development Code:

A. The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to
contain the crusher, screen and sedimentation pond within the confines
of the property so that operation is not detrimental to adjoining
properties,
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‘B, Idaho-Maryland Road -and the roads serving it are adequate to accomodate ’
" the kinds_ ard quantities: of. traffic generated by the use, and the :
" applicant has volunteered ‘fund$ to contribute toward improvements dn -

) the regional transportation system. -

C. The conditions attached to- the permit Wlll assure that the operation
will- have no adverse effect on abutting properties or’ the permitted
" use thereof. . . .. R . o e,

-
-

7 D The conditions attached to the permit are necessary to promote, protect.'
and secure the publlc health safety and welfare. ’ . ,

.

.'III’ Reclamation Plan - Approve the reclamation plan submitted with the ap-

plication with the follow1ng minimum findings required by Section LII
3lB 6 of ‘the Nevada COunty Land Use and Development Code.;
ZA. :That the reclamation plan minimizes water degradation, ‘air- pollution, i
" - - damage’ to aquatic. and w1ldlife habitat, flooding, erosion, and other .~
adverse ‘effects.- from surface minlng operations. tos .

vB.i_That the reclamatlon plan ‘Testores the mined lands to a usable :.
. condition whlch is readily adaptable for alternative 1and uses.

Yy -

- C. 'That the reclamation plan restores the’ mined 1ands to \a condition
’ which creates no danger .t public health or. safety.

" o ! Ve
V.’ Env1ronmental Beview - The Comm1351on may find that although the project
could have a significant effect on- the- erivironment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because ‘of conditions attached to the
. issuance of the permit, and the staff is .directed to file'a negative

. declaration on . the progect with the: County Clerk. — T

: T T .\ e

ro -
n . . -
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Attachments )
cc/Mr. Clayton Abbott, P 0. Box. 908 Grass Valley, CA 95945
Mrs. Marion Ghidotti 426 Commercial Street, Nevada City, CA 95959
Mr.. Peter Chamberlin, 13790 Gas Canyon Road,. Nevada City, CA 95959
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MEMORANDUM

TO: FILE U79-41 USE PERMIT APPLICATION FOR NORTH STAR ROCK PRODUCTS
CORPORATION FOR A GRAVEL HARVEST AND PROCESSING OPERATION AT THE
IDARO-MARYLAND MINE.

FROM: ADVISORY REVIEW COMMITTEE

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ON USE PERMIT APPLICATION
DATE: JANUARY 10, 1980

At its meeting on this date, the Mevada County Advisory Review Committee
commenced environmental review on the subject project which includes the use
permit application for gravel harvest and processing, and the reclamation plan
for restoration of the site.

Environmental review on the project involved léngthy discussion with the
applicant, Mr. and Mrs. Clayton Abbott of North Star Rock Products;
Mr. Peter Chamberlin, environmental consultant; and Mrs. Marion Ghidotti,
the property owner. Letters from interested agencies were reviewed.

In response to comments from the City of Grass Valley relative to traffic
impacts on Railroad Avenue, the applicant indicated he has changed his proposed
access and now wants to. build a bridge across Yolf Creek east of the Railroad
Avenue intersection. : :

In completing the environmental checklist form, a number of impacts were
recognized as significant but were felt to be miticated by recommended
conditions. It was noted that the Building Department representative on the
committee indicated he was not satisfied with the information received on erosion
control techniques, impacts on historical resources and effects of potential
sedimentation. Other committee members felt that mitigation measures are written
so' that tﬁisfjnfbrmatjon'Wi11'be‘recéived*p?ior*to’the'P]anﬁing'CommiSSion public
hearing on the application.

Following completion of discussion and the checklist, which is attached hereto

for a recognition of impacts, the committee voted two yes, one no, to recommend
to the Planning Commission that it find that although there could be a signifi-
cant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effact in this

“_ case because of the following recommended mitigation measures to be attached

4 to the project:

\

’




Memo to the File January 10, 1980
U79-41 North Star Rock Products Page 2
1. If water for the project is to be taken from Wolf Creek, either water

10.

rights to the water will be established to the satisfaction of the
Mevada Irrigation District, or satisfactory arrangements shall be made
with the district to draft water from the creek.

A1l appropriate permits shall be obtained from the Nevada County Building
Department, Nevada Irrigation District and State Department of Fish and
Game for the proposed bridae crossing over Wolf Creek. (Note: Subsequent
discussions with the Department of Fish: and ‘Game representatives -indicate
that the department will not requiré a stream alteration permit ‘for ‘the
bridge crossing if (1) the applicant does not disturb the historic railroad
crossing abutments; and (2) the access road shall cross the rock dike on

a 90 degree angle and shall not parallel the rock pile which would involve
riparian vegetation removal.)

No vegetation shall be disturbed between Wolf Creek and the Toe of the
rock piles which are being removed.

The mill pond adjacent to the main project area shall be deepened.land/or
flash boards reinstalled in the outlet facility so that suspended material
in run-off waters can settle out before entering ¥olf Creek. This settle-
ment pond shall maintain a useful Tife as long as the period of time
necessary to restabilize the area after the project ends.

Any exposed slopes or roadways which may discharge silt into Wolf Creek
shall be stabilized by October 1 and remain so through April 30.

In order to preserve wildlife habitat to the greatest extent possible,
no native vegetation shall be removed except where necessary to remove
the mine waste material.

The location of screening and crushing equipment shall be limited to Site
No., 1 indicated on the site plan submitted by the applicant. The applicant
shall, to the best of his ability, locate the plan so that it is screened as
much as possibie from view from the Golden Center Freeway.

Noise emanating from the project shall not exceed 70 decibels at the property
Tine. 1If complaints are received from adjoining properties regarding
excessive noise emissions, the applicant shall submit a noise study which
shall be brought back before the Plannina Commission which in turn may re-
consider the use permit application for denial, additional conditions of
approval, or reaffirmation.

Prior to the public hearing before the Planning Commission on the use permit
application and the reclamation plan, the Resource Conservation District
shall approve an erosion and sedimentation control plan, and the recom-
mendations in that plan shall be attached as conditions on the use permit.

Prior to commencement of operation, submit a waste discharge report to the
State Water Quality Control Board and then comply with any requirements of
that agency.



Memo to the File January 10, 1979

U79-41 North Star Rock Products Page 3
11. Dedicate road right-of-way to the County of Mevada along Bennett Street

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2].

22.

23.

and Idaho Maryland Road on an alignment satisfactory to the Department of
Public Works. The Department of Public Works shall nrepare the deeds for
the dedication.

The access road into the property shall be a minimum of eighteen feet

wide and shall be paved from the County road to the new bridge crossing
over Wolf Creek. The applicant shall place a stop sign facing south where
the new access road intersects Idaho Maryland Road.

At the conclusion of the project, the new bridge crossing over Wolf Creek
shall be removed.

The applicant has offeréd a fee of $800.00 to mitigate the cumulative impact
of traffic generated by the proposed use. That fee shall be counted as credit
to other projects when the gravel operation has terminated.

Hours of operation for the processing plant and loader shall be Timited to

from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, except for a demonstratable
emergency which shall be reported in writing to the Planning Department.
Operation beyond the designated times for purposes other than machinery main-
tenance or authentic emergency may cause the permit to be brought back to the
Planning Commission which may in turn modify the conditions on the permit or
recommend its revocation to the Board of Supervisors.

Subject to any on-going requirements of the Mevada County Air Poliution
Control Officer.

Subject to receipt of a waiver from the Nevada County Health Officer for the
use of portable toilets.

The use.permit covers only removal of mine waste and processing to restore
the site to its original contours. Earth excavation for a borrow pit is not
included.

The permit covers only the processing of material harvested from the subject
property and does not include the processing of material imported from out-
side the property.

This permit includes no approval of on-site fuel storage. Any fueling of
vehicles on the site will be done with care to preclude spillage.

The water supply used to control dust on the site shall be clearly marked
to indicate it is not suitable.for drinking.

Vegetative waste generated by the gravel removal shall be disposed of at the
sanitary land fill unless a permit is issued by the Air Pollution Control
Officer for on-site burning.

Any historical artifacts recovered during the gravel harvest and processing
shall be reviewed by the Mevada County Historical Society.
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1t was noted that the applicant appeared to be in agreement with the recommended
mitigation meaures, but he did indicate that he would like the hours of operation
to be changed to from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. during the summer months. The
committee did not amend its recommendation because of concerns for possible noise
impacts on adjoining residential uses.

SMB:jp

cc: North Star Rock Products Corporation, P. 0. Box 908, Grass Valley, CA 95945
Mrs. Marion Ghidotti, 426 Commercial Street, Nevada City, CA 95959
Mr. Peter Chamberlin, 13790 Gas Canyon Road, Mevada City, CA 95959
Mevada County Building Department
Nevada County Department of Public Works
Mevada County Resource Conservation District
Mr. Bi11 Roberts, Grass Valley Planning Department
Mr. Ed. Neuharth, Nevada Irrigation District
Mr. James Pappas, California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Central Valley Region, 3201 "S" Street, Sacramento, CA 95816
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INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Information Form was prepared by Environalysis,
Environmental Planners (Nevada City), for North Star Rock Products
Corporation (Grass Valley). The purpose of this report is to provide
Nevada County with an outline of the preliminary project proposal
itself, and present an overview of the possible environmental
consequence of this proposed rock crushing operation. The site is
located on *108.5 acres immediately east of the Grass Valley city
Timits on Idaho-Maryland Road.

The format and content of this report are patterned after the Nevada
County Planning Department's Environmental Information Form which is
further based upon the amended Guidelines for Implementation of the

California Environmental Quality Act, ("State EIR Guidelines™) which

became effective statewide on March 3, 1978.

Generally, Section 15080 (a) of the "State EIR Guidelines® dictates
that:

"If a project is subject to the requirements of
CEQA and not exempted by these guidelines, the
Lead Agency shall conduct an initial study to
determine if the project may have a significant
effect on the environment..... "

The County's format is utilized in the following sections to provide
the Lead Agency, Nevada County, with the basic project data and
pertinent supplemental environment information.

Appendix 1 of the Guidelines, which is intended to satisfy the
remaining Initial Study requirements, will be prepared by the

County's staff in accordance with local CEQA implementation procedures,
and will be attached to this Environmental Information Form. The
combined consultant and the County reports will constitute the

complete Initial Study, for the project, from which the County's
decision making body will ultimately determine whether a (Mitigated)
Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report will be required
to meet CEQA review criteria. .

The project applicant is leasing the 108 acres of the site from the
property owner. The project is located on the historic Idaho-Maryland
Mine Property. The project site is leased by North Star Rock Products
Corporation of Grass Valley, California.
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NIVADA COUN™
FOR OFFICIAL USE OLLY: s '._'\\:.‘A_}
1S
FILE NOTIF-2CA DATE REC'D:OCT, 172 1 9S DATE ACCIATED: bY:
Name ot Applicant: Toieplione:
North Star Rock Products Corporatiom (916) 273-1177
Address of Projcct/loentlion: -

Assessor's Darcel o,
Idaho-Haryland Road, Grass Valley, California 95945 gg:gggggalg 2o 19

Contact lerson: Telephione:

Peter Chamberlin (916) 265-4686

Address: ‘ ' , )
' eee 13790 Gas Canyon Road, Nevada City, California 95959

A, General Informntion:

- e e o

Existing Zoning: General TFian ¢lassification:
(M-1) Light Manufacturing and Industrial (M) Industrial

(RA) RES, AGRiCuLTuRAL.  ~ RECREATIONAL OR CPEN SPACE

ST i o s v b s e . vt

AL otiier velated permits and reprovals required [oY this project from
other apgencics (speclal distrlets, city, state and [ederal):

City of Grass Valley Encroachment Permit; Gold Flat Fire District;

L]

Nevada Irrigation District

3. Project Description (attach site plan/map):

Proposed Use of Site; A rock crushing and gravel retail sales project is
proposed on the project site.

Project Site Size: 108 acres Sq. Ft. of Construction: N/A

Anticipated starting date: Jvanuary 1, 1980 Completion date: January 1, 1984

Anticipated future or phase development None

Project Informatlon (answer ond y_the applicable questions):

If residentinl, fnclude the pumbor of units, schedule of unit
range of sale prices or rents, and type of hou

sivoes,

sehold sizes expected,



PROJECT INFORMATION (Site plan next page)

This proposed project is industrial. The applicant intends to operate

a regionally oriented gravel plant. He would crush and remove mine

wastes from former "hard rock" gold mining operations. Mill sand would
also be removed. The sites of mineral recovery will be reclaimed following
the waste removal. .

This project would employ 4 to 10 people, working from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00
P.M., Monday through Friday. Maintenance would take place on weekends.
Crushing equipment would be utilized an average of 2 to 3 days a week.
Equipment used on site would be bull dozers, scrapers, rubber-tired loaders
and a fire/water truck. Fifteen ton dump trucks will haul the rock
products from the site. A portable truck-weighing scale and a chemical
toilet would also be on site.

Off-street parking will be provided at the rock crushing plant.

This project does not involve a variance, rezoning or general plan
amendment . :
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Topograph)

The project would be located on the gentle to level northern slopes
of the Idaho-Maryland Mine Site. The project elevations range from
2,500 to 2,560 feet. The project land siopes from the south to the
north {to Wolf Creek).

Geology

The surface geology and the mine wastes are composed of diabase
and ultramafic intrustive rocks. The site is on a contact zone
between these two rock types. Mineralization has taken place in
this contact zone and veins of gold, quartz, and metallic sulfides
were produced. :

Soil Stability

The So11 Conservation Service indicates that the mine waste dumps
onsite are composed of a mixture of stones, cobble stones and some
soil. The dump sides tend to be devoid of vegetation, but on top

are growths of young trees and brush. The larger dumps rise to

55 feet above the level of the surrounding lands. Water permeability
is moderately rapid with the run-off being very rapid. The hazard

of erosion is slight on the waste piles.

The mill sand wastes are finely crushed silica sand from which gold
was extracted. A blue-gray clay has .developed from the finer sands
which would tend to lower the permeability of thisraﬁuxn:uilé{,E i
potential is high because this sand and-clay mixture is located at >
the bottom of a settling pond which hds a 30" diameter drain pipe

leading to this drain pipe. [ N N VT

The natural ground is composed of shallow and poorly developed ‘/
serpentine (ultramafic) soils. Many rock outcrops and cobbles
are on surface. Water permeability is low due to large amounts
of clay which tends to form in pockets of the parent rock. The hazard
of erosion is high in these soils due to scant vegetative ground cover.

Vegetation

The vegetation is surprisingly complex on site. Along Wolf Creek
many wildflowers, escaped fruit trees, and shrubs grow in abundance.
The major plant grouping, however, are the Cypress-Ceanothus
association which is indicative of the nutrient deficient serpentine
soils. The soils are so poor that Poison Oak won't even grow.

The soils are lacking in calcium, high in magnesium, and ca have
toxic amounts of nickel and chromium. -kgﬁi}\i%i \%:¥C‘LUOCQ_

Trees and shrubs have established themselves on both the rock and

‘sand wastes. Only on the well-drained or easily eroded areas of the

waste areas are plants not to be found. (See next pages for a list of
plants observed on site).

"4l \g\ii@f‘r
open to Wolf Creek. Arroyos, or erosi hannels, can be iiquqﬁgii il% o
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'A PARTIAL LIST OF PLANTS AT THE IDAHO-MARYLAND MINE PROPERTY

Common Name

Digger Pine
Ponderosa Pine
Douglas Fir

Incense Cedar

McNab Cypress
Leather QOak

Black Oak

Black willow
Sandbar willow

Red Willow

White Alder-
Madrone

Broad-leaf Maple
Honey Locust

Black Locust

Black Walnut

Apple, Cherry, Pear
Sierra Plum
American Dogwood
Hawthorn -
Buckbrush

Chapparel Pea

Deer Brush
Flannel Bush

Scotch Broom

Golden Fleece
Congon's Silk-tassel
Common Snowberry
Blue Elderberry
Yerba Santa

Toyon

Sierra coffeeberry
Holly Leaf Redberry
Chaparell Honeysuckle
Blackberry

. Manzanita

Mugwort

Cat-tail
California Rose
Rush

Poison Qak _
Common Mullein -
Yarrow Miifoil
Wood Fern
Horsetail

Scieqtific Name

Pinus sabiniana -
Pinus ponderosa

Pseudotsuga menziesii
Libocedrus decurrens
Cupressus macnabiana
Quercus durata

uercus kelloggii
TiX s
Salix hindsinana
Salix s
Alnus rhomb1fo]1a
Arbutus menziesii

“Acer macrophyllum

Robinia pseudo-Acacia
Robinia spp.

.Juglaus spp.

Rosaceae
Prunus subcordata

Cornus stolonifera
Crataequs douglasii
Ceanothus cuneatus-
Pickeringia montana
Ceanothus tenua folia
Fremontia californica
Lytisus scoparius _
Happlopappus arborescens
Garrya condonii
Symphoricarpos rivularis
Sambucus mexicana
Eriodictyon californicum
Heteromeles arbutifolia
Rhamnus rubra

Rhamnus crocea

Lonicera spp.

Rubus vitifolius
Arctostaphylos spp.

" Artemesia Spp.

Typha spp.

Rosea californica
Juncus ensilifolius
Toxidendron diversiloba
Verbaseum thapsus
Achillea. millefoljum

Dryopteris argua
Equisetum arvense
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A PARTIAL LIST OF PLANTS AT THE IDAHO-MARYLAND MINE PROPERTY (Cont.)

Common Name

Barberry

Western Serviceberry
English Ivy

Pine Mistletoe

Large seed Dodder
Yellow Cinquefoil
Devil's Beggarsticks
Common Cocklebur
Curly Dock

Blue Dicks

Bed Straw

Star Thistle

Sierra Thistle
Klamath Weed

. . Self-heal

Meadow Goldenrod
Tarweed
Oyster Plant

. “Western Star Flower

Black Mustard
Field Mustard
Wyethia

Gumballs

Soap Plant’

Pearly Everlasting
Milkweed

Common Plantain
Carpet Clover
Western Dock

Scientific Name

Berberis dictyota
Amelanchier alnifolia
Hedera Helix
Arceuthobium campylopodum
Cuscuta- indecora
Potentillia glandulosa
Bidens frondosa
Xanthium pensylvanicum
Rumex crispus

Brodiaea capitata
Galium s

Centaurea melitensis
Cirsium californicum
Hypericum perforatum

.Brunella vulgaris

Solidago elongata
Madla elegans

' ragogogon dub1us
-Trientalis latifolia

Brassica nigra

Brassica campestris

Wyethia augustifolia
rindela spp.

Chlorogalum pomeridianum

Anaphalis margaritacea

Asclepias cordifolia

Plantago major

Trifolium monanthum

Rumex occidentalis




Wildlife:

The project area currently is an excellent wildlife habitat.
Few people visit this 108 acres and the site has much brush
in which the animals can hide and escape the "elements".
Historically, the area has been extensively disturbed by
mining and logging activities. The project area is adjacent
to other large tracts of relatively undeveloped lands which
help increase the diversity of animal 11fe (See next Qage
for a Tist of animals observed on site) :&}&
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ANIMALS OBSERVED ON IDAHO-MARYLAND MINE PROPERTY

Common Name

Valley Quail

Scrub Jay

Belted King Fisher
Valley Coyote
Black-tailed Deer
Rattlesnake

Western Fence Lizard
Meadow Mouse
Dusky-footed Wood Rat
Banana Slug

Acorn Woodpecker

Mole

Oregon Junco

California Ground Squirrel
Black-tailed Jack Rabbit
Yellow-legged Frog
Red-winged Blackbird
Killdeer

Turkey Vulture
Red-shafted Flicker
Red-tailed Hawk
Mourning Uove

Great Horned Owl-
Evening Grosbeak

Robin

California Gray Squirrel

Scientific Name

Lophortyx californicus
Aphelocoma coerulescens

Megaceryle alcyon
Canis ochropus

;tgoco1leus hemionus

talus viridis

"Cceloporus occidentalis

Microtus californicus
Neotoma fuscipes
Ariolimax columbianus
Melanerpes formicivorus
Scapanus latimanus
Junco oreganus

Citellus beecheyi

Lepus californicus

-Rana boylei

Agelains phoeniceus
Charadrius vociferus
Cathartes aura

Colaptes cafer

Buteo jamaicensis
Zenaidura macroura

Bubo virginianus
Hesperiphona vespertina

Turdus migratorius
Sciurus griseus




Scenic Aspects:

The project area is relatively uninspiring from a distance.

The light-green brush and unsymmetrical digger pines offer
1ittle shade and lots of spines to persons walking through

the site. The mine wastes are interesting due to their unique
topography and varied mineral patterns in the individual rocks.
The white mill sand piles are also interesting. There are
buildings on the site. i}(

The project land has high visibility from surrcundwng 1ands.
including the Golden Center Freeway and the hills of Grass
Valley.

Historical Aspects

[ittle remains of this illustrious mine except the concrete head frame
and some metal buildings on the east adjoining property. Two concrete
pillars, used as overflows for the mill sand pond, remain on site.

Two mining drifts, rock bridge abutments, and mining rubbish can be
found north of the long tailings pile.

The earliest hard rock mine on the property started in 1851 after the
Placer miners had worked Wolf Creek. The Idaho was discovered in 1863
but little work was done until the Coleman Brothers bought it in 1867.
They organized the Idaho Quartz Mining Company and struck an excellent
vein of gold quartz. The mine produced $12,000,000 of gold up to 1893.
The Idaho Quartz Mine and the Maryland Mine merged soon after and formed
the Idaho-Maryland Mines Company, which employed a thousand men through
the lucrative 1930's. A World War Two mandate closed all the local
mines as non-essential uses of fuel and they remained closed until the
late 1940's. After re-opening the mine, which involved removal of
water from the tunnels and extensive re-timbering the mine closed in
1956 due to excessive operating costs.

The site was then used as a rock crushing project for several years,
and other rock and sand removing operations have continued until the
present time.

Existing Uses

The project site is unused except for the occasional removal of rock
and sand wastes by the owner of the property. Lumber is also stored
on the property.

Existing Structures

The only remaining structures on the site are two concrete towers which
were used as the mill sand pond overflows and a small rock bridge
abutment. (See next page for photographs of site)

10



3. Land
This proposed project will remove mine waste tailings down to adjoining
land contours. Soils and subsoils may be displaced or exposed as part of
this operation. Ths project will not remove soil from the site. Any
displaced soils will be stockpiles and saved for the reclamation process. x\ﬁ

The potential exists for increased siltation and deposition of soils. A"
——xShould the project continue operation through the rainy season 1

{November through April), roads and the plant site will have to be L

stabilized to minimize erosion. Interim drainage protection should

also be established. Drainage protection could include rip-rapping,

culverting and siltation basins. .

Approximately 400,000 to 500,000 tons of rock or 270,000 cubic yards,

will be removed from the project area. Also 10,000 tons of mill sand

will be removed. There should be no water discharge from the project.

A washing plant will not be established as part of this operation. A
preliminary surface mining reclamation will be filed concurrently for

this project detailing how the area will be reclaimed after the mine wastes
are removed.

Geologic mapping of the area indicates that is lacks historic faults or

geologic hazards. There are no uniques geologic or physical features on
the site.

K-

5. The project will not result in the loss of agricultural lands.

The project is not sited on filled 1ands. Project lands slope to the
north an average of under 10%.

(=3}

7. No percolation tests were performed for this project.

oo

Air and Noise

Air pollutants created by this project would be primarily particulate
matter (dust) and emissions from diesel powered eguipment. Asbestos
dust, rubber dust, and oxides of carbon, sulfur,and nitrogen would

be produced.

The air movement and temperature would also change on the north side of
the long tailings dump. These neighboring adjacent lands would be
windier and warmer due to the removal of the sheltering pile.

As proposed, there will be crushing of rock on the site. The rock
material should be kept moist during all phases of handling the rock
which includes conveying, crushing, stockpiling, and loading of the
rock.

The diesel powered equipment could create the following emissions, based
upon the environmental Protection Agency (EPA) emission estimates:

Table 1 -- Average Emissions of Diesel Engines
Particulate Matter 1.3 grams/mile
Sulfur dioxide 2.8 grams/mile
Carbon monoxide 28.7 grams/mile
Oxides of nitrogen 20.9 grams/mile
Hydrocarbons 4.6 grams/mile

2|




10.

Disel powered equipment to be operated on site includes (1) one loader,
(2) two scrapers, (3) one D-6 Bulldozer, (4) one generator for the
crushing plant, (5) one fire/water truck. Fifteen ton dump trucks

will be driven into and out of the site transporting rock to other areas.

Working on an average day the loader and scraper could travel up to 40
miles per day each. The generator engine would generate the same
emissions as the loader. The bulldozer would operate as needed to

move tailings to the loader or scraper. Based upon Table 1, the following

emissions could be generated by the loader, scraper, bulldozer and
generator.

Table 2 -- Average Emissions of thé Diesel Powered
Equipment Working an Eight-Hour Day at
the Project

Particulate matter 208 grams/day
Sulfur Dioxide 448 grams/day
Carbon Monoxide 4,592 grams/day
Oxides of Nitrogen 3,344 grams/day
Hydrocarbons ‘ 736 grams/day

Total emissions could amount to approximately 9,328 grams/day from the
diesel equipment, which amounts to about 20.56 1bs./day.

A total estimate of emissions from the dump trucks is difficult to make
because of variable number of miles traveled and the n mber of trucks

rt' . ) !) \ W 4
operating ) MV I @é§§f%fb?
Air quality in the Grass Valley Basin would deteriorate due to increased
amounts of dust and diesel emissions, however there would not be a potential

to approach violation of the ambient air quality standard. The drainage
basin does have an air inversion in various times of the year.

The EPA estimates that up to 100 1bs./day of particulate matter in the
form of dust could be generated by a rock crushing and screening plant
without dust control measures.

The use permit could require the applicant to water as necessary for the
control of dust at the plant and the access road. The applicant has
indicated that he is willing to provide dust control to keep the project

from violating ambient air quality standards. Employees should also
wear dust masks.

An average of twenty dump trucks could visit the site each day. The
trucks would contribute to the diesel emissions of the area. Provided
the dust control measures are adhered to, the total project generated
emissions should not exceed any air quality standards.

The project will raise the existing noise and vibration levels in the
vicinity. Between 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M., Monday through Friday,

a continuous noise would be generated by the increased vehicular traffic
and the rock crushing plant. The noise intensity would remain at
measurable levels, without interruption during a daily work regime.
However, it must be pointed out that a rock processing operation is

a highly seasonable business with few customers in the wet months,

The crushing operation would run only a yearly average of two to three
days a week. The dry months would recejve most of the noise.

22




The Federal Govenrment and Cal-Trans usually set their maximum permitted
noise level at 70 db. Pre-project ambient noise levels at the project
site and the vicinity were measured at 10 points (see map) during the
week day with a sound meter. The three surrounding saw mills were in
operation during the measurements.

Table 4 -- Average Work-Day Sound Levels

Station dBA
1 65
60
60°
60
60
60
70
60
65
0 60

ORI LN

These measurements reflect a non-irritating working and 1iving environment.

11. Mater
Ground water resources will not be utilized for the project. No wells
will be drilled or septic tanks installed. Sedimentation or the potential
for chemical contamination should not be a problem. No effluent will be .
generated. The anticipated water demand would be pumped from Wolf Creek ﬂwgugyg
at a rate of 2,600 gallons/day when crushing and moving rock in dry (s =

conditions. Employee sanitary needs will be provided by renting portable
toilet facilities.

12. There are marsh areas within the project area which 1ie below the logging
pond at the east and middle of the site. In summer months these areas
are relatively dry, but water stain bands indicate that these areas rise up
to three feet higher. A mine drift (see map) also has water flowing from

it at approximately 2 g.p.m. Wolf Creek, a major water course, defines the
north boundary of the project site.

13. The project has the potential to degrade surface water quality of Wolf
Creek. The applicant has indicated that the project (at least sales)
will operate year-round and that he is willing to provide rip-rap for the

f/f, drainways around the plant site, roads and conduits. He will provide

(e gravel for the access road and the plant site. He will provide a dike
Cswuxﬁ%V'?}éi? around the fueling station to limit any fuel spillage flows. He will
V”‘Wﬁ»iﬂyg) further stay clear of the easily-eroded mill sand area in the wet months.

e’

When the site ares is reclaimed following the gravel operation, the
intermittent drainage flows will be re-established to the pre-mining
patterns.

Currently the rock tailings and mill sand contribute to the degradation of
- (””’Nolf Creek by releasing water soluble toxic metals such as chromium, lead

- i and copper sulfides. The removal of these mine wastes would substantially
& ‘ng{ﬁ? decrease the mineral loading into the creek.

dﬁﬂﬁl general mineral analysis was performed by Cranmer Engineering Laboratories,
W
i
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the primary receptors of noise in the vicinity of the project are the
homes and commercial ventures north and adjacent to the project. Areas
to the south are hidden by hills which block sound waves. The nearest
home to the project is 100 feet away on the north side of the long
tailings pile. This home and its neighbors would be sheltered from the
crusher noise if the applicant would take the sides of the long tailings
pile first, and then at the last phase of the project, reduce the height.
Another plan would place the rock crusher in the bottom of the mill sand
pond, which has been excavated, and the clay banks would act as an
effective horizontal topographic barrier to sound. The clay banks are
an average of 25 feet above the bottom of the pond The long tailings
pile rests on the north clay bank.

Noise and vibration levels can be reduced on the site by following
this noise abatement plan:

1. Where feasible, all metal to metal contact points will be insulated.
2. Rubberized or insulated rock hoppers and bins.

Provide all diesel powered equipment with approved type mufflers.
Required Cal OSHA ear protection be provided to employees.

Limit the speed of all vehicles on the access road to 25 M.P.H.

s o B W

Limit the range of the tracked bulldozer to the plant site and use
the rubber tired 1oader off the plant site.

\ o

Table 3 -- Noise Levels Generated by Major Equipment

Noise Generated Noise Generated
No Modifications Good Muffler/Engine Panels
Equipment Horsepower  (dBA @ 50 ft.) (dBA @ 50 ft.)
Power Generator Diesel/48 85 78
(75 KVA)
Process Pilot Electric 90 82
Plant -
Cedar Rapids Electric 95 90
Portable Crusher
Bulldozer Diesel/75 85 78
(D-4/D-6)
Rubber-tired Diesel/75 85 75
Loader 966
Loader 10-Wheel Diesel1/100 -- 66 °
Dump Truck
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on the site and vicinity (see map). The mill sand {Tocation #3) was found
to contain the following metals concentration expressed in milligram/
kilogram (Parts per Million):

Arsenic
Cadmium
Copper
Chromium
Lead
Mercury
Silver

.
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These metals are moderate in concentration and dissolve slowly, but the
previously mentioned 30" diameter pipe does drain this mill sand area
and has a detrimental effect.

The mine drift (location #2) has less than 0.005 milligrams/liter
of arsenic in the water flowing out of it. This is relatively pure water
as the other metals present were not measurable.

The east adjacent logging pond is filled by ground water pumped from

the flooded mine tunnels directly downstream from the dam. A sample

of this mine water was analyzed and found to contain arsenic at less
than 0.005 mg./liter and mercury at less than 0.0002 mg./liter.

Specific conductivity, which is a measure of salts in the water, is

699 micro-mhos/centimeter at 25° C; this is a fairly high amount of salt.

The logging pond (location #4) was analyzed for specific conductivity
which measured 456 micro-mhos/centimeter at 25° C. It was measured
for chemical oxygen demand {C.0.D.) and found to have a level of 54
milligrams/liter which is an excellent level for a logging pond. The
pond was also measured for tannin and lignin and was found to contain
4.0 mg./1iter, which is also a low level for a logging pond. These
various sites were tested because they are all part of the project
drainage area. The cumulative effect of these chemicals is that of

a slight poison and a competitor for oxygen with aquatic 1ife.

The project will increase absorption rates, restore natural drainage
patterns and reduce impervious layers (rocks). Presently the

project site is drained by the 30" diameter pipe which drains the mill
sand pond. This pipe would be abandoned when natural contours are
restored. Conduits will be adequately placed and rip-rapped to control

‘erosion. Siltation basins would be used where applicable.

Plant and Animal Life

The project would change the diversity of existing habitat for both
wildlife. The tailings piles act as a wind break and provide shade

and shelter for both plants and animals. The removal of these piles
would "open up" the area toward Idaho-Maryland Road for both noise,

view shed, wind and rain. The removal of the piles would make the

areas North of the piles turn relatively quickly into southern exposures
which would change the micro-climate of the houses across Wolf Creek from
the tailings.

This project will not interfere with movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species.

2S
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Trees, shrubs and ground cover around and on the tailings will be removed.

Mainly cottonwoods and ceanothus ohrubs will be removed. A few
commercial trees, Ponderosa Pines, and Black Oak will also be removed.
These plants will be removed by bulldozer, and/or chain saw. 100%

.of the plant life will be removed on top of the tailings piles and

mill pond. The stumps will be taken to the McCourtney Road Landfill
for disposal.

The project does conflict with the General Plan 1990, and current
zoning. The light industrial zoning (M-1) does not include mining

as a permitted use, however, it does provide for the "Enlargement

of Non-Conforming Use of Building”. The owner of the property has
established the non-conforming use by removing small amounts of rock
and mill sand over a continous period before the current general plan
and zoning were enacted. The application for the use permit is based
upon the premist that the non-conforming use has been established.
The maximum 1ife span of this project is four years.

The project will continue a-general pattern of mineral recovery

in the area. The scale of the rock removing activity will be increased
and terminated in four years. The project will not disrupt or

divide the physical arrangement of an established community, other than
increasing the amount of noise in the area.

The project has the potential to extract 400,000 to 500,000 tons of
mine rock and 10,000 tons of mill sand within a projected four year
period. The rock and sand will be removed from the site and sold.

The project will use fossil fuels, cleaning solvents and possibly
oxy-acetylene welding equipment which are all potentially explosive.
The project will not require the use of explosives because the rock
material is.loose and unconsolidated.

Population

This project will employ 2 total of 4 people in winter and 10 people
in summer, excluding the truck drivers. No one will be establishing
residence on the project. The project will not alter the distribution
or density of human populations in the area. No one will be displaced
or need to change locations as a result of this project. No new
residents will result from this project.

Transportation/Circulation

This project will increase the average daily traffic (ADT) on Railroad
Avenue, ldaho-Maryland Road, Golden Center Freeway and Brunswick Road.
The new traffic would be generated by various-sized dump trucks hauling
rock off the site, and by employee vehicles. The project could produce
3,000 tons per day of useable rock, however, the applicant's former
gravel operation sold 2,000 to 3,000 tons of rock a week<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>