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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

A. CEQA PROCESS

On May 7, 2004, the County of Sonoma (the Lead Agency) released for public review a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) on the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry
Expansion Project. A 45-day public review and comment period on the Draft EIR began on

May 7, 2004, and closed on June 25, 2004. The County also held a public meeting to receive oral
public comment on the Draft EIR at the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Department meeting room, at 2550 Ventura Avenue in Santa Rosa on June 3, 2004.

The Draft EIR for the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project, together with this Final
EIR Response to Comments Document, constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project. The
Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by
decision-makers before approving the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090).
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the following:

“The Final EIR shall consist of:

(@) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a
summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in
review and consultation process.

(e)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA
Guidelines. This Final EIR Response to Comments Document incorporates comments from
public agencies and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to
those comments.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 1 ESA /202697
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I. INTRODUCTION

B. METHOD OF ORGANIZATION

This Final EIR Response to Comments Document for the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry
Expansion Project contains information in response to comments raised during the public
comment period.

Chapter | describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to Comments
Document.

Chapter 11 contains text changes to the EIR. Some changes were made by the County; other were
made in response to written or oral comments on the Draft EIR.

Chapter I11 contains master responses. Numerous comments pertained to a relatively small
number of issues. The master responses provide detailed information related to each issue in one
place rather than dispersing this information throughout the document.

Chapter IV contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted written comments on
the Draft EIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters, and the responses to
those comments. Within each letter, individual comments are labeled with a number in the
margin. Immediately following the comment letter are responses to each of the numbered
comments.

Chapter V contains a list of persons who made comments on the Draft EIR at the public hearing
held on June 3, 2004, a summary of those comments, and responses to the comments.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 2 ESA /202697
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CHAPTER II
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

INTRODUCTION

The following corrections and changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of
the Final EIR. Revised or new language is underlined. Deleted language is indicated by

strikethrough text.

Where a change is made as part of a response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the comment
number is noted in brackets at the end of the text change. Where no comment number is given,
the change is initiated by the County.

A. STAFF-INITIATED CHANGES
Page IV.A-16, third bulleted item in the DEIR is revised as follows:

“e Forestville Bypass: Sonoma County General Plan Policy CT-8b requires consideration
of a bypass for central Forestville. The alignment of the bypass road shown in the 1975
Forestville Specific Plan would route traffic to the south of the downtown area. It
would intersect Highway 116 at Mirabel Road, extend south and then east, again
intersecting Highway 116 in the vicinity of Packinghouse Road. This project is
identified as a future capital project in the County’s current CPP. Fhe-bypass-could-be

i -Right of way for the western half of
the bypass and a portion of the eastern half of the bypass has been dedicated to the
County. If the bypass is constructed to State highway standards, the total cost is
expected to be approximately $8M. An interim bypass constructed to County standards
would be approximately $4M plus the cost of intersections at both ends (personal
communication, Dave Robertson, Deputy Director, Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public Works). The Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County
(Measure M), which was adopted by voters on November 2, 2004, allocates $2M in
sales tax revenue for the bypass project. At present, the source of the remaining funds
needed has not been identified.”

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 3 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



111. MASTER RESPONSES

B. CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Page 11-1 of the DEIR, third paragraph in the DEIR is revised as follows:

“The proposed project, if implemented, could result in a significant adverse
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures proposed as part of the project, would avoid
or reduce most of the impacts to a less-than-significant level. As listed below, certain
direct impacts in the areas of air-guatity traffic and transportation, biological resources,
visual resources and noise #paets-would remain significant after mitigation._In addition,
certain secondary impacts in the areas of transportation and traffic, air quality, noise,
hydrology and water quality, land use, biological resources, aesthetics and cultural
resources resulting from implementation of specific mitigation measures identified in the
EIR would also be potentially significant and unavoidable.”

Page 11-3 of the DEIR, discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts between the Western
and Northern Expansion options, is revised as follows:

“Hydrology and Water Qualrty Ne—substanﬂak&#ermee—between—e*panere#epﬂene—m
.Both expansion
optlons would have sranfrcant |mpacts on hydroloqy and water quallty in Green Valley

Creek. The Western Expansion option would necessarily bisect an intermittent creek,
which would increase the difficulty of controlling the off-site release of sediment. The
Northern Expansion option could be modified to avoid this creek. With this
modification, the water quality impact of the Northern Expansion could be less than that
of the Western Expansion option.”

Page 11-19 of the DEIR, first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 1VV.C-2 is revised as follows:

“IV.C.2: For any on-site mobile operations, in conjunction with clearing and initial
material removal, that occur within 1,200 feet of existing occupied residences
surrounding the quarry where no shielding by intervening terrain exists, the applicant
shall: ...~

Page IV.A-4 of the DEIR, the last sentence of the paragraph under “Mirabel Road”, is revised to
read as follows:

“A sidewalk is provided along the majority of the east side of Mirabel Road between
Highway 116 and the Forestville Youth Park, however, there is a gap of approximately
200 feet where no paved sidewalk exists just north of the gas station.”

Page IV.A-13 of the DEIR, Table IV.A-5 (on the following page) is updated to reflect more
recent data.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 4 ESA /202697
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111. MASTER RESPONSES

TABLE IV.A-5
ACCIDENT HISTORY ON MAJOR ROADWAYS IN PROJECT AREA

Roadway Segment

Distance
(miles)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

1996-2003

Average

Highway 116
(Guerneville Rd.— Covey Rd.)
- Total Accidents
- Accidents Involving Trucks &

Highway 116
(Covey Road — Mirabel Road)
- Total Accidents
- Accidents Involving Trucks &

Highway 116

(Mirabel Rd. — Blue Rock Quarry)
- Total Accidents
- Accidents Involving Trucks 2

Highway 116 (Total Length)
- Total Accidents
- Accidents Involving Trucks &

Mirabel Road
(Highway 116 — River Road)
- Total Accidents
- Accidents Involving Trucks &
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For purposes of this analysis, “Accidents Involving Trucks” means collisions involving trucks with semi-trailers, because that

is the type of truck most often used for rock hauling.

2002 countywide and statewide average accident rates are used because that is the most-recent available data.

o 1o

segment.

All accidents at the Highway 116 / Covey Road and Highway 116 / Mirabel Road intersections are included in this roadway

SOURCES: Crane Transportation Group, using data from California Highway Patrol, 2004-206%; Caltrans £999-2002_Accident

Data on California State Highways.
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Impact 1V.A.3 on page IV.A-34 to IV.A-35 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

“Impact IV.A.3: The proposed project would contribute to cumulative effects on
pedestrian and bicycle flow conditions in the project area. This would be a
significant impact under the Western or Northern Expansion options.

At the Highway 116 / Covey Road intersection, on the basis of data collected in October
2001, Highway 116 carries about 1,190 vehicles per hour during the a.m. peak hour when
about 55 student pedestrians and 5 student bike riders are crossing the state highway, and
about 1,230 vehicles per hour during the mid-afternoon peak hour when about 60 student
pedestrians and 6 bike riders are crossing the state highway. Tables A-1 through A-4 in
the DEIR Appendices show that in 2002, up to 31 pedestrians (five adults and 26 children)
and 23 pedestrians (including four adults and 19 children) crossed Highway 116 at the
Covey Road intersection during the morning commute, and after school peak hours,

respectively.

Additionally, Tables A-1 through A-4 in the DEIR Appendices show that in 2002, up to
15 pedestrians (all adults) and eight pedestrians (including seven adults and one child)
crossed Highway 116 at the First Street intersection during the morning commute, and
after school peak hours, respectively.

showed there were a con5|derable number of pedestrlans crossing at midblock locations

in downtown Forestville. The highest number of pedestrians crossing Highway 116
midblock the+ead is between 1st Street and Covey Road, in the vicinity of a local
market, café and deli, where up to 31 pedestrians an hour crossed Highway 116 during
the morning commute, and up to 21 pedestrians (including teneight students) crossed

during the after school peak hour. Fhe-second-busiest-crossinglocation-ofHighway-116
was-at-the Ist Street-tntersection-

Traffic volumes would increase under near-term cumulative and cumulative 2021
conditions. The number of pedestrians and bicyclists would also increase as housing
units are constructed near the downtown area. The recently approved Burbank Self-Help
Housing project to the south and recently proposed Crinella and Thiessen projects to the
west would likely add pedestrians and bicyclists, including students walking or riding
bicycles to the schools and people walking or riding bicycles to the youth park on
Mirabel Road.

The threshold of significance developed for this EIR is an increase in peak-hour traffic
volume of 4 trucks or more at an intersection where there are more than 10 adult
pedestrian crossings per hour (or more than one child crossing per hour).

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 6 ESA /202697
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Il. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

Near-Term Cumulative

Project-created increases in traffic volumes would exceed the threshold of significance on
Highway 116 at Covey Road, Highway 116 at First Street, and at midblock locations on
Highway 116 between Covey Road and Mirabel Road, and on Mirabel Road (i.e., greater
than 4 trucks) as early as 2007, which would be a cumulatively significant impact. The
same impact determination would apply to conditions on “peak” production days
(defined above).™

Cumulative 2021

Under cumulative 2021 conditions, the traffic volume increase generated by the
combined quarry projects would exceed the above-described threshold of significance on
Highway 116 at Covey Road, Highway 116 at First Street, and at midblock locations on
Highway 116 between Covey Road and Mirabel Road, which is considered a
cumulatively significant impact. The same cumulative impact determination would apply
to conditions on “peak” production days (defined above).

There are about 500 vehicles per hour traveling on Mirabel Road at the Forestville Youth
Park on an October Saturday from 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 Noon (a period of high activity at
the park). Traffic volumes on Mirabel Road would increase by 2021. While it is
unlikely that pedestrians would cross Mirabel Road in the vicinity of the youth park
unless development (unforeseeable at this time) were to occur on the west side of the
road, there likely will be increased bicycle traffic along Mirabel Road. However, by
2021, six-foot-wide paved shoulders are expected to be provided along the entire length
of Mirabel Road for bike rider use (see Planned Roadway Improvements, in the Setting).
Therefore, the cumulative impact would be considered less-than-significant if these
improvements were installed by 2021, but significant if those improvements were not in
place by 2021. The same cumulative impact determination would apply to conditions on
“peak” production days (defined above).”

Page IV.B-11 in the DEIR, second full paragraph, eigth sentence, is revised as follows:

“Northern Sonoma County was redesignated an attainment area for the CAAQS for
ozone in November 2003 (NSCAPCD, 2004).”

Page 1V.B-23 of the DEIR, and 11-16, second column, the following sentence is added to the end
of Mitigation Measure 1V.B.4a:

“This measure shall be implemented prior to the time that the quarry loaders/ backhoes
begin operating in the quarry expansion area.”

Page 1V.D-9 of the DEIR, first non-indented paragraph is revised as follows:

“Based on review for the analytical data, the Canyon Rock Quarry, there are recorded
instances of discharged runoff from the existing quarry site in excess of state and federal

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 7 ESA /202697
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1. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

storm water pollutant benchmark levels for pH, total suspended solids (TSS), specific
conductance, and iron. Surface water runoff at, and in the vicinity of, the project site
appears to contain elevated concentrations of TPH as diesel (see page 1V.D-16 for

detalled mformatlon on monltorlnq results) Lnaddrmen—mneﬁ—#em#}&emsnngﬂwpy

On one occasion (January 21, 2002), the runoff contained the volatile aromatic
hydrocarbons benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX), and Methyl Tertiary
Butyl Ether (MTBE). However, this occurrence of BTEX and MTBE appears to be an
isolated event. Previous and subsequent water quality analysis did not detect these
constituents. Because MTBE and BTEX are not routinely detected in the surface water
runoff, it appears that the one detectionwhich may be indicative of an on-site gasoline
release.

State and federal storm water pollutant benchmark values are presented in Appendix D-1.
These benchmark values are not regulatory limits, but rather, levels used to determine if
storm water discharge from a facility merits further monitoring and/or evaluation to
ensure successful implementation of a facility’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) or appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs).”

Page 1V.D-16 of the DEIR, last paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Diesel. Surface water runoff at, and in the vicinity of, the project site appears to contain
elevated concentrations of TPH as diesel. Of the 2728 stormwater samples collected at,
and in the vicinity of, the project site (both the General Permit and Prunuske Chatham
data) and analyzed for diesel, 19 of the samples contained diesel in excess of the U.S.
EPA Suggested-No-Adverse-Response Level (SNARL) for toxicity other than cancer risk
water quality criteria. The SNARL for diesel is 0.10 mg/L. (There are no established
state or federal benchmark levels established for diesel concentrations. SNARL levels
are established for evaluating drinking water standards and are technically not applicable
to discharge requirements.)

Of the 27 samples analyzed for diesel, 19 samples were collected in accordance with the
requirements of the General Industrial Stormwater Permit and reflect the quality of runoff
water from site (only the processing area, quarry, and relatively undeveloped watershed
drain to these sampling locations). Ten of the 19 samples collected for General Permit
compliance contained diesel concentrations in excess of the SNARL.

Eight of the samples (the Prunuske Chatham data) were collected from the site and
surrounding vicinity (two of the samples were collected on the site and the remaining six
from roadside ditches and Green Valley Creek) to characterize vicinity water quality
conditions. Five of the eight samples (including the two collected from the site) contained
concentrations of diesel that exceeded the SNARL.”

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 8 ESA /202697
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Il. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1 on pages IV.D-18 through 1V.D-22 of the DEIR; and pages 11-23
through 11-30 of the DEIR, second column, is revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1: The following mitigation measures, in conjunction with
those measures proposed by the applicant, shall represent the water quality protection
program (Program) and shall be documented in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). The SWPPP shall be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the County
PRMD. The SWPPP shall be reqularly updated as new BMPs are constructed and/or the
quarry operation changes. The pProgram shall be implemented prior to initiation of
mining under the proposed expansion-{with-the-exception-of-Mitigation-Measure
P,B-2e). The applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the RWQCB and the
County that discharges from the site consistently meet the specified water quality
benchmarks for stormwater discharges prior to proceeding with mining under the
proposed expansion.

All of the following mitigation measures shall be implemented for either expansion
option:

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1a: Expand creekside buffer. All aggregate equipment
storage facilities and processing facilities shall be moved out of the floodplain of Green
Valley Creek prior to initiation of mining under the proposed expansion. The floodplain
boundary at the quarry shall be demarcated to minimize the potential of future
encroachment of site activities into the floodplain area. The buffer zone shall be
reconfigured so that flood water flowing across Highway 116 can enter the floodplain
buffer zone at the site and flow unobstructed back into Green Valley Creek.

The southeast portion of the site, that is subject to flooding and is currently used as an
unimproved parking area, will be paved. Other areas will be vegetated to reduce erosion.
No new stockpiles or permanent equipment will be placed in the 100-year floodplain as
shown in Figure IV.D-2.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1b: Implement Aggressive Source Control. The water

guality control program shall provide increased emphasis on source control measures
designed to prevent erosion. Specific measures cited below are taken from the
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction, published by the
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA). Equivalent measures described in
the Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual (San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, 1996) or other measures deemed more effective by the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board may be substituted.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 9 ESA /202697
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1. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

o Reclamation work has expanded the riparian corridor along Green Valley Creek (in
the existing quarry area) to 100 feet from top bank, meeting all ARM Plan standards.
The reclamation work shall have included but not be limited to removing all mining
equipment, stockpiles, spoils, bins, barrels, tires, inoperative vehicles and any other
debris from the berm along the creek, regrading of the berm so that the west toe of
the berm is no less than 50 feet from top of bank of the creek and the berm slope does
not exceed 2:1 (horizontal to vertical) or as otherwise approved by PRMD,
completion of planting of the area with natural riparian or other appropriate type
vegetation, and installation of a physical barrier to protect the area from
encroachment of mining equipment. No new stockpiles or permanent equipment will
be placed in the 100-year floodplain as shown in Figure IV.D-2;

e A final grading and revegetation plan is prepared in conformance with
recommendation of the California Department of Fish and Game which shall be
included in the reclamation plan, and the sediment ponds/drainage system shall be
installed/cleaned out as required by the erosion and sediment control plan;

e A Spill Prevention Plan approved by the County Environmental Health Department's
Hazardous Materials Division is made part of the reclamation plan; and

¢ Reclamation or stabilization of all quarry slopes and the quarry floor (excluding the
40-acre working/processing/stockpile/loading/access areas and the acreage of the
sedimentation ponds) must be completed by October 15 of each year. Stabilization
measures include hydraulic application of surface stabilizing compounds,
hydroseeding, mulching, or other measures to prevent erosion. The operator must be
up to date with all required reporting forms and fees, and have no outstanding water
quality-related violations anywhere in the quarry. To insure accurate compliance
with this condition the applicant shall submit a site plan or aerial photograph clearly
depicting the extent of mining and reclamation on the site every five years during
mining and reclamation and at the completion of reclamation.

e The program shall include measures to preserve existing vegetation to the extent
practical (CASQA construction measure EC-2). When timber harvest takes place in
the expansion area, small trees, shrubs and groundcover shall be left in place until the
area is ready for mining;

e In areas not being actively mined, bare soil shall be protected from erosion with the
application of hydraulic mulch (CASQA construction measure EC-3) or hydroseeded
(CASQA construction measure EC-4);

e In areas not being actively mined where it is not practical to establish a grass cover,
soil binders shall be applied to exposed soil to prevent erosion (CASQA construction

measure EC-5);

e In areas requiring temporary protection until a permanent vegetative cover can be
established, bare soil shall be protected by the application of straw mulch, wood
mulch, or mats (CASQA construction measures EC-6, 7, and 8);

e To the extent practical, benches should be back-sloped or provided with rock or straw
bale checks so that sediment is trapped on the benches rather than washed into the
sediment ponds; and
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e Benches shall drain into adequately sized pipes or rock-lined channels that convey
the runoff to the quarry floor (CASQA construction measure EC-11). Outlets of pipes
shall have appropriate energy dissipaters to prevent erosion at the outfall (CASQA
construction measure EC-10).

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1c: Implement Sediment Retention Measures. The program

shall include specific measures to trap eroded sediment on site to prevent a discharge to
receiving waters. Specific measures cited below are taken from the Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook for Construction, published by the California
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA). Equivalent measures described in the
Erosion Control Manual (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board) or
other measures deemed suitable by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board may be substituted.

e Silt fences, fiber rolls, and straw bale barriers shall be used on bare slopes not being
actively mined to intercept and trap sediment carried by sheet flow (CASQA
construction measures SE-1, SE-5, and SE-9);

e The program shall include a description of the construction method for the sediment
basins, including the design storm and spillways. The design storm shall not be less
than the 20-year, 1-hour intensity event;

e The applicant shall design the proposed sediment ponds to the maximum size
practical for the available space. New sediment ponds shall include a forebay to trap
coarse soil particles before the runoff enters the main sediment ponds (CASQA
construction measure SE-2). Recognizing that the sediment ponds may not be large
enough to trap very fine particles such as clay, the design shall include supplemental
treatment that can be used as needed to meet the water quality discharge criteria for
this project. Supplemental treatment may be chemical treatment that causes the fine
particles to settle (CASQA construction measure SE-11), mechanical filters to
remove fine particles, or other measures considered to be effective by the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board;

e All runoff from areas being mined or previously mined areas will be directed through
one of the sediment ponds. Stormwater may be released from the ponds between
storm events so long as the water to be released meets the performance criteria
described in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2);
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e During future quarrying the quarry floor shall be graded to slope toward the quarry
face so that a portion of the quarry floor serves as a sediment trap during the winter
rainy months. The design shall provide a stable outlet and drainage way to the
sediment ponds; and

e The design shall be completed by a professional civil engineer experienced in
sediment detention basin design. The design shall meet the standards of SMARA. All
hydrologic and engineering calculations, including sediment trap efficiency, shall be
submitted to the County for review and approval.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1d: Modify the proposed detention basin design at the
concrete batch plant. At the new batch plant location, a new runoff and washwater
holding facility shall be designed and constructed to contain all runoff from the batch
plant area, including the location where trucks unload Portland cement and where mixer
trucks are washed (both inside and outside of the mixer truck). The batch plant area shall
be designed so that no run-on into the area of the batch plant occurs. In accordance with
the Industrial General Permit, water shall not be discharged from this holding facility
(truck washdown water is considered a non stormwater discharge). Water in this facility
shall either be allowed to evaporate or if the pH level is appropriate, the water may be
used on-site for dust control.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1e: Implement best management practices. Implement best
management practices to reduce the potential for discharge of contaminants to storm
water runoff. To minimize the introduction of contaminants which may degrade the
quality of water discharged from the site, the following measures shall be taken:

e Fueling and maintenance of all rubber-tired loading, grading and support equipment
shall be prohibited within 100 feet of drainage ways. Fueling and maintenance
activities associated with other less mobile equipment shall be conducted with proper
safeguards to prevent hazardous material releases. All refueling and maintenance of
mobile vehicles and equipment shall take place in a designated area with an
impervious surface and berms to contain any potential spills;

e Prior to commencing mining activities a spill prevention and
emergency/countermeasure response plan shall be prepared and submitted to the
County Hazardous Materials Division for review and approval. The operator shall
provide a copy of the approved plan to the Permit and Resource Management
Department;

e At vehicular access points, the site shall be controlled by maintaining security
fencing and locking gates and posted trespass signs at all vehicular access points to
the site; and

¢ Runoff from the access roads shall be collected and passed through the sediment
pond/trap system on site; and-

e All chemical dust suppressants and slope stabilization chemicals or polymers, and
sediment detention basin enhancement chemicals or polymers shall be EPA-approved
and shall be used strictly according to the manufacturer’s directions. An accurate
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accounting of the kinds and quantities of these materials used on the site shall be
maintained by the operator.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(1): Implement a monitoring program. The current
stormwater monitoring program being implemented by the applicant shall be expanded
for a single season to collect a series of baseline samples during a representative storm
events. Timing of this monitoring shall depend on the volume of runoff, therefore, the
water quality consulting firm performing the testing shall establish timing criteria with
the RWQCB, to ensure data that is collected will provide the proper baseline sampling.
The monitoring program shall include the following:

e The baseline monitoring program shall be implemented by a qualified third-party
water quality consulting firm that is approved by the County and compensated by the
applicant;

e Prior to commencement of mining in the approved expansion area:

a) A collection of a minimum of eight baseline samples of runoff from undisturbed
locations to determine background constituent levels. Two locations shall be
selected in areas away from mining activities and other human disturbance and
sampled at least four times at each location during the single rainy season.

b) All storms that generate discharge from the active mining portion of the project
site to Green Valley Creek shall be monitored. However, as a practical measure,
it shall not be required that monitoring events occur more frequently than once
every two weeks or pursuant to the criteria developed by the RWQCB. The
discharge end of each outfall shall be made easily accessible for inspection and
sampling.

c) This single-year collection of stormwater background data will be used as the
basis to evaluate future water quality sampling data.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2): Collection of semi-annual RWQCB samples. The
applicant shall collect semi-annual representative samples from all stormwater discharge
outfalls (at the location where the discharge leaves the detention pond or where the
discharge leaves the site) while discharges are occurring in compliance with the
requirements of General Permit (No. CAS000001) for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Industrial Activities:

e Collection of samples at upstream and downstream of the quarry outfalls in Green
Valley Creek during discharges from the site (at the same frequency as described
above);

o All of the semi-annual samples shall be analyzed for pH, TSS, turbidity, specific
conductance, and total organic carbon (as required by the General Permit) and total
and dissolved iron and TPH as diesel (with silica gel clean-up) by a State-certified
analytical laboratory;

e The surface water quality data shall be analyzed by a qualified professional for
indications of exceedence of water quality benchmarks and/or changing conditions in
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water quality that could indicate a potential impact to water quality conditions in
Green Valley Creek. The following benchmark water quality values shall be used to
determine whether an adverse impact may be associated with the discharge:

Total
Total Suspended Petroleum
Sediment Specific Hydrocarbons
pH Turbidity | Conductance Iron as Diesel
6.5t08.5 0to 100 mg/L at | Not greater 0-to-200 0-t0-300-ug/l? <15 mg/L
a project site outfall | than 20% uSlem-? Qutfall
discharge®; and nereasein Outfall discharge
downstream levels |  reeeiving discharge levels not to
in Green Valley water levels not to | exceed baseline
Creek not to turbidity in exceed levels
exceed upstream | Green Valley | baseline levels measured
levels by more | Creek at time | measured upstream in
than 25 mg/I° of discharge® | upstream in Green Valley
Green Valley Creek®
Creek®

Note: These benchmarks are subject to revision as the regulatory climate and treatment technologies evolve. The
RWQCB may, at its discretion, modify these benchmark values in the future.

@ Based on State Stormwater Pollutant Benchmark levels.
Based on comparison of samples collected during the same sampling event.
i . - This criterion cannot be applied to discharge samples from outfalls, but
shall be applied to samples collected in Green Valley Creek upstream and downstream of the project site.

The applicant shall submit a monitoring report to the Regional Water Quality Control

Board with a copy submitted to the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Department and the California Department of Fish and Game. Frequency of reporting
will be determined by the RWQCB but shall not be less frequent than twice each rainy
season. The qualified water quality professional conducting the monitoring shall provide
an analysis of the data and an evaluation of the overall effectiveness of the sediment
control system. If the water quality performance criteria have been exceeded, the report
shall include the expert’s opinion regarding the specific causes of the exceedances and
recommended measures to bring the discharges into compliance.
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Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1g: Implement corrective actions, as necessary. Once

mining of the expansion area has been initiated, if any annual monitoring indicates that
discharges from the quarry exceeded the water quality performance criteria, the applicant
will propose changes to the sediment control program that will improve its performance
sufficiently to meet the performance criteria. Corrective action may include, but is not
limited to, additional source control BMPs, expansion of the existing detention ponds,
chemical flocculation, mechanical filtration of the discharge, construction of extended
wet ponds and/or treatment wetlands. The proposed changes shall be submitted to the
Regional Board for comment, revised as needed to address their comments, and then
implemented by the applicant. If the performance criteria are not met for two consecutive
years, the County will confer with the applicant and the Regional Board to determine
whether further changes in the sediment control plan are likely to result in compliance. If
suitable changes are not identified, then the County shall require the quarry to reduce
production as needed to meet the performance criteria.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1h: Maintain and Rrepair storm damage, as necessary.
The program shall describe specific measures to ensure routine inspection and
maintenance of the drainage system and sediment ponds site to identify and correct

problems.

The program shall describe a schedule and procedures for monitoring and maintaining the
sediment ponds. This shall include monitoring storage capacity and loss of storage,
sediment removal and deposition, and the safe storage, mixing, use, and disposal of any
polymers and coagulants or flocculants.

The program shall include measures to ensure prompt identification and repair of storm
damage. Following storm events which significantly damage (i.e., erosion or rainfall-
induced landsliding) the reclamation areas, the operator shall have a qualified
professional conduct a damage survey of the reclamation improvements, and sediment
controls, and recommend remedial actions as necessary to help assure that the
performance standards will be met. A report shall be submitted to the Sonoma County
Permit and Resource Management Department regarding the effects of such damage,
including recommendations for repair and/or replanting, if necessary.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The identified mitigation
measures would reduce pollutant loading to Green Valley Creek to below water quality
benchmark levels prior to initiation of mining under the proposed expansion. The
mitigation measures described above require that the runoff from the site meet or exceed
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the water quality benchmarks for the life of the project. Adverse impacts associated with
discharge of pollutants are therefore considered less than significant.”

Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.2 on page 1V.D-22 of the DEIR, sixth paragraph of; and page 11-30 of
the DEIR, second column, last paragraph is revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.2a: Implement Mitigation Measure IV.D.1.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.2b: Implement Mitigation Measure I1VV.D.4.”

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4, on pages 1V.D-27 to 1V.D-28 of the DEIR; and page 11-32 to 11-33 of
the DEIR, second column, is revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4a: The applicant shall prepare, for review and approval by
the Sonoma County PRMD, a drainage plan (including appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic calculations) that minimizes changes in on-going and post-reclamation runoff,
site peak flows, and stream velocities as compared with baseline conditions at Green
Valley Creek and Highway 116 discharge points. The drainage plan shall

incorporateappheantshal-design-and-operate-the sediment retention ponds to act as
runoff detention features-se-that-peak-flows-in-Green-alley Creek-are-netincreased. The

drainage plan and accompanying design calculations shall demonstrate that on-going and
post-reclamation discharges would not exceed baseline discharge levels during the 2-, 10-
, 20-, and 100-year storm events.

The project proposes to construct and operate a series of detention basin (as described
above) to facilitate the removal of suspended sediment from storm water runoff generated
at the project site prior to discharge to Green Valley Creek. The basins are not designed
or intended to retain all runoff from the site during the rainy season. Periodically, the
basins would be drained to ensure that there is sufficient capacity to detain runoff
generated in subsequent storm events. Water removed from the basins would be
discharged into Green Valley Creek. If the discharges are not timed properly, they could
potentially incrementally increase flooding hazards on the creek. Two factors should be
considered to minimize the potential for the project to exacerbate existing flooding
problems along Green Valley Creek: 1) the increase in volume of runoff from the project
site, and 2) the timing of the release of runoff from the project site relative to peak flood
flows in Green Valley Creek during a storm event. For example, a project that would
generate a large increase in runoff that coincided with the flood peak in the creek would
cause a greater impact on flooding than a project that generated a relatively small
increase in runoff volume that did not coincide with the flood peak in the creek. The
final drainage plan for the project shall be prepared by a licensed professional engineer
and reviewed for adequacy by the County.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4b: All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed
according to Sonoma County Water Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria and the
Sonoma County PRMD standards and requirements, and shall be operated in accordance
with the prepared drainage plan.
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Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4ch: The Sediment pond/traps and drainage systems shall be
cleaned out pursuant to the standards stated in the approved erosion and sediment control
plan.

The sediments shall be stockpiled for use as topsoil in the reclamation process. The slope of
the pond/trap banks (below water) shall be equal to or greater than a 3:1

(horizontal/vertical) slope to discourage shallow water areas which promote plant growth
and mosquito breeding. All of the sediment pond/traps and drainage systems on site shall
be cleaned out pursuant to the standards stated in the approved erosion and sediment control
plan, as required by October 15. If upon inspection the sediment ponds/traps and drainage
system have not been cleaned out, the owner will be put on notice to complete the cleaning
within 30 days or all crushing, screening, grading, and sales of material on site shall
immediately cease until the ponds/traps and drainage system have been cleaned out.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The identified mitigation
measures would reduce potential impacts associated with increased runoff so that peak
discharges are not increased. Adverse impacts associated with increased runoff are
therefore considered less than significant.”

Mitigation 1V.D.5 on page IV.D-29 of the DEIR; and page 11-33, second column, is revised as
follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.5: Prior to implementation of the proposed project, Aan
analysis shall be made by a Registered Civil Engineer or Registered Environmental
Health Specialist regarding the existing septic system’s ability to accommodate the
proposed sewage loading. Any necessary system expansion or modifications shall be
done under permit from the Well and Septic Section of the Permit and Resource
Management Department and may require both soils analysis and percolation testing.”

Page V.A-11 in the DEIR, first full paragraph, is revised as follows:

“In addition, the project sponsor mayweud be required to acquire a Timber Conversion
Permit and prepare a Timber Harvesting Plan, as determined by the California
Department of Forestry (CDF), which would identify additional measures to ameliorate
the loss of timber and associated environmental effects on the property due to mining
activities.”

Mitigation V.B.2, on pages 11-36 and V.B-18 of the DEIR is replaced with the following
mitigation measure:

“Mitigation Measure V.B.2: Prior to the start of the second year of grading in the
guarry expansion area, and thereafter at specific intervals, a licensed Geotechnical
Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist shall inspect the slopes of the quarry
excavation and perform a slope stability evaluation. The evaluation shall determine
whether the excavated quarry face meets the slope stability performance criteria, which
are a minimum pseudo-static factor of safety of greater than or equal to 1.1, and a static
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factor of safety of greater than or equal to 1.3. The pseudo-static factor of safety was
derived from the California Division of Mines and Geology Guidelines for Evaluating
and Mitigating Seismic Hazards [CGS Special Publication (SP) 117, 1997], while the
static factor of safety of 1.3 is based upon an acceptable engineering standard for stability
of temporary slopes. The evaluation shall include a determination that the factor of
safety is consistent with the requirements of Section 3704(d) of the State Mining and
Geology Board Reclamation Regulations. The evaluation of potential static and dynamic
guarry slope conditions shall be consistent with the provisions of the CGS SP 117. In the
event that the evaluation determines that the slopes do not meet the slope stability
performance criteria, the evaluation shall include recommendations for revisions to the
grading plan that will ensure compliance with the criteria.

The slope stability investigation shall be completed and submitted to Sonoma County
PRMD prior to the start of mining in Years 2, 5, 10 and 15. If the results of any slope
stability evaluation indicate a potential for slope instability that could affect adjacent
properties, the final grading and reclamation plan shall be revised to include appropriate
design slopes and setbacks from the property line to ensure protection of adjacent

properties.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.”

The following text is added to end of page V.D-6 of the DEIR:

“Existing Aquatic Habitats

Green Valley Creek, a tributary to the Russian River, flows through the eastern portion of
the proposed project. Green Valley Creek is known to support central California coast
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), a Federally threatened species, and central California
coast coho salmon (O. kisutch), a Federal threatened and State candidate species.
Furthermore, juvenile California coastal Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), a Federal
threatened species, were observed in Green Valley Creek during the 2003-2004 winter.
Other native fish species known to occur in Green Valley Creek and its tributaries include
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three-spined stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), sculpins (Cottus sp.), California roach
(Lavinia symmetricus), and lamprey (Lampetra sp.). Non-native species such as bluegill
(Lepomis macrochirus) and green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus) have also been observed in
the watershed (CDFG, 2000).

The CDFG conducted a habitat assessment and fish surveys of Green Valley Creek in
1994 and 1995. A Stream Inventory Report prepared by CDFG (2000) summarizes the
results of these surveys and concludes that the reaches of Green Valley Creek between its
confluence with the Russian River and the Highway 116 crossing, including the reach
traversing the proposed project site, provide marginal habitat for salmon and steelhead.
Although some long, deep sections of the stream may support juvenile rearing habitat,
shelter is generally lacking and stream water temperatures were found to be high. Some
portions of these reaches have been channelized and levied, thus increasing stream
velocity resulting in streambank erosion and loss of mature riparian vegetation. The
limited spawning habitat areas observed in these reaches were largely found to be
unsuitable due to high gravel embeddedness. Fisheries habitat improves in the upper
watershed. Upstream of the Atascadero Creek confluence, spawning and rearing habitats
are more prevalent and canopy shading is higher, although instream shelter is still lacking
and stream bank erosion is prevalent due to channel downcutting (CDFG, 2000). The
portion of Green Valley Creek located on the proposed project site likely only serves as a
salmonid migration corridor to and from spawning and rearing areas in the upper
watershed.

Green Valley Creek is also known to support a population of the Federal and State
endangered California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica). CDFG staff surveyed the
lower reaches of Green Valley Creek for the species in June and July, 2003. The surveys
found California freshwater shrimp and/or their habitat in the creek both adjacent to and
downstream of the proposed project site in June and July, 2003 (CDFG, 2003).”

Page V.D-9 of the DEIR, second full paragraph on is revised as follows:

“Thirty-enefour potentially occurring special-status plant species were identified by the
CNDDB and CNPS records within the project area (see the list below and Table G-3 in
Appendix G). However, none of the special-status plant species was identified on the
project site during focused surveys.

Page V.D-9 of the DEIR, the following plant species are added to the end of the Special-Status
Plant Species list on:

“Tiburon buckwheat Eriogonum luteolum var. caninum
Robust monardella Monardella villosa ssp. globosa
Purple stemmed checkerbloom Sidalcea malviflora ssp. Purpurea”

Page V.D-10 of the DEIR, third full paragraph, last sentence is revised as follows:
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“Bristly sedge, swamp harebell, and Coast fawn lily are is-a-marshland/swamp species;
suitable habitat is not present in the project area.”

The following descriptive text is hereby added after the third full paragraph on page V.D-13 of
the DEIR under the heading “Special-Status Animal Species™:

“Eish

Central California coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss). The species
Oncorhynchus mykiss exhibits one of the most complex life histories of any salmonid
species. The resident rainbow trout form spends its entire life in freshwater environments
while the anadromous steelhead form migrates between its natal streams and the ocean.
Steelhead typically migrate to marine waters in the spring after spending one or more
years in freshwater. They typically reside in marine waters 2-3 years prior to returning to
their natal stream in winter and spring to spawn as 4- or 5- year olds. Unlike salmon,
steelhead are iteroparous, meaning they can spawn more than once before they die.
Steelhead require cool, clean water in streams that contain adequately sized spawning
gravels, instream cover, and riparian shading. The presence of migration barriers in the
form of dams, grade control structures, culverts, or water diversion structures
substantially limit steelhead access to historic habitat in coastal watersheds.

The central California coast (CCC) steelhead Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) is a
Federal threatened species and a State Species of Special Concern. Critical Habitat for
this and other ESUs was designated in 2000. However, in 2002 NOAA Fisheries
(formerly known as National Marine Fisheries Service) withdrew the Critical Habitat
designation for CCC steelhead pending further economic impact analysis (NMFS, 2002).
Thus, the Critical Habitat designation for this species is currently not in effect, but a
revised designation is expected in 2005 (NMFS, 2003). CCC steelhead are known to
occur in the upper Green Valley Creek watershed (CDFG, 2000) and are therefore certain
to occur within the project area during at least the adult upmigration season of November
through March and the adult and smolt outmigration period of January through May or
June. Steelhead spawning and rearing are unlikely to occur within the project area due to
habitat constraints (CDFG, 2000).

Central California coast coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). Coho salmon exhibit a
far more rigid life cycle than steelhead. Juvenile coho rarely rear in freshwater for more
than one year and almost always spend two years in the ocean before returning as 3-year
old adults to spawn. Since female wild coho are always three years old when spawning,
there are three distinct and separate maternal brood year lineages for the species. For
example, all coho produced in 2003 were progeny of females produced three years earlier
in 2000, which in turn were progeny of females produced three years earlier in 1997, and
so on. This rigid life cycle has been cited as a major reason for the greater vulnerability
of coho salmon to catastrophic events compared to other salmonids. Should a major
event, such as floods or anthropogenic disturbance, severely deplete coho stocks during
one year, the effects will be noticed three years later when few or no surviving female

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 20 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



1. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

coho return to continue the brood year lineage. The general habitat requirements of coho
salmon are similar to those of steelhead (i.e., cool, clean water in streams that contain
adequately sized spawning gravels, instream cover, and riparian shading), but coho are
known to be more dependant upon the presence of deep pools than steelhead are.

The CCC coho salmon ESU is a Federal threatened species and a State Candidate Species.
Critical Habitat for this ESU has been designated to include all river reaches accessible to
coho salmon within its range. Excluded are areas above specific dams or above
longstanding, naturally impassable barriers (i.e., natural waterfalls in existence for at least
several hundred years). Coho salmon have been observed in Green Valley Creek upstream
of the proposed project site in 1993 and 1995 and in Purrington Creek in 1994 (CDFDG,
2003). Furthermore, young-of-the-year coho were observed in Green Valley Creek in the
summers of 2001, 2002, and 2003 (D. Acomb, 2004). No adult coho salmon were observed
in Green Valley Creek during the 2003-2004 winter (D. Acomb, 2004), suggesting that one
of the three coho brood lineages may have become extirpated from the watershed.
However, surveys conducted by CDFG during the 2004 summer found a small number of
juvenile coho in Green Valley Creek (D. Acomb, 2005), indicating that at least some adult
coho spawned successfully in the watershed during the 2003-2004 winter. As discussed
above for steelhead, coho salmon are assumed to be present within the proposed project
area only during adult and smolt migration periods.

California coastal Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Adult Chinook
salmon begin returning to the Russian River watershed as early as late August, but the
majority of upstream migration occurs in October and November. Chinook salmon may
continue to enter the river through December and spawn into January. Adult Chinook
salmon migrate upstream to their spawning habitat, located primarily in the mainstem
Russian River above Asti and in selected tributaries such as Dry Creek (Entrix, 2004).
Unlike coho salmon and steelhead, the young Chinook salmon begin their outmigration
soon after emerging from the gravel. Freshwater residence in coastal California stocks,
including outmigration, usually ranges from 2 to 4 months. Juvenile Chinook salmon in
the Russian River emigrate from late February through June. Ocean residence can be
from 1 to 7 years, but most Chinook salmon return to the Russian River watershed as 2-
to 4-year-old adults (Entrix, 2004). Like coho salmon, Chinook salmon die soon after
spawning. Habitat preferences of Chinook salmon are similar to those of steelhead.
However, due to their relatively short residence in freshwater, summer flows and water
temperatures are not as critical as the availability of adequate spawning habitat.

The California coastal ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of chinook
salmon from rivers and streams south of the Klamath River to the Russian River. Critical
Habitat for this and other salmonid ESUs was designated in 2000. However, in 2002
NOAA Fisheries (formerly known as National Marine Fisheries Service) withdrew the
Critical Habitat designation for California coastal Chinook salmon pending further
economic impact analysis (NMFS, 2002). Thus, the Critical Habitat designation for this
species is currently not in effect, but a revised designation is expected in 2005 (NMFS,
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2003). Chinook salmon were observed in Green Valley Creek during the 2003-2004
winter (D. Acomb, 2004), but were not observed during previous surveys (CDFG, 2000).
The status of the Chinook salmon population in Green Valley Creek is currently not well
understood. However, adult Chinook are relatively large compared to steelhead and coho
salmon and typically spawn in large channels. Green Valley Creek is unlikely to support
Chinook spawning, but juveniles may enter the drainage for their brief rearing period or
to escape high winter storm flows in the mainstem.

Invertebrates

California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica). California freshwater shrimp have
evolved to survive a broad range of stream and water temperature conditions
characteristic of small coastal streams. They are found in low elevation (less than

116 meters, 380 feet), low gradient (generally less than 1 percent) perennial freshwater
streams or intermittent streams with perennial pools where banks are structurally diverse
with undercut banks, exposed roots, overhanging woody debris, or overhanging
vegetation. Most of the stream reaches known to support California freshwater shrimp
flow through private lands. Existing populations are threatened by introduced fish,
deterioration or loss of habitat resulting from water diversion, impoundments, livestock
and dairy activities, agricultural activities and developments, flood control activities,
gravel mining, timber harvesting, migration barriers, and water pollution (USFWS,

1998).

The California freshwater shrimp is a Federal and State endangered species. A recovery
plan for the species was issued in 1998 (USFWS, 1998). The current known distribution
of the species includes only 17 streams in Marin, Napa, and Sonoma County. The
species is known to occur in Green Valley Creek adjacent to, and downstream of, the
proposed project area (CDFG, 2003).”

Page V.D-15 in the DEIR, second to last, and last paragraph, are revised as follows:

“In addition to actions considered in this EIR, the forested lands meet the definition of
“timberland” as defined in the California Public Resources Code (84527), and as such are
subject to regulation under the California Forest Practice Rules (Title 14, California
Code of Regulations, Chapters 4, 4.5 and 10). To comply with Forest Practice Rules, the
applicant maywill be required to prepare and submit to the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), an application for Timber Conversion, and maywiH
need to prepare and submit a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) in accordance with

Subchapter 7, Article 2 of the Forest Practice Rules.
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mitigating potential impacts to the northern spotted owl) would require implementation
regardless of whether the proposed project is subject to preparation of a THP, however,
such mitigation is written consistent with the requirements of the Forest Practice Act.”

Mitigation V.D.2 on page V.D-17; and page 11-40, second paragraph, of the DEIR is revised as
follows:

“Mitigation Measure V.D.2: The project applicant shall submit a revised reclamation
plan to the County. The reclamation plan shall meet all established County requirements.
The plan shall be submitted to CDFG for review and comment before final approval by
the County. The plan shall include a detailed planting plan, a planting and
implementation approach, a detailed monitoring and remediation plan, management
guidelines and schedule, and, if required by the County, a bond or other funding vehicle
whereby final implementation and reasonable success is assured. A vegetation expert
shall be responsible for developing the procedures for how trees and shrubs shall be
planted, fertilized, irrigated, and monitored, and these procedures shall be incorporated
into the final plan. No mining of the expansion area shall be permitted until the
reclamation plan has been approved by the County. Finish slopes must be constructed,
planting done, and the satisfaction of the plan’s success criteria demonstrated prior to
approval of the site reclamation by the County. At a minimum the final plan shall
include the following:

(a)  The plan shall indicate the size and locations of planting areas on cut slopes,
benches, berms, and the quarry floor. The target habitat type for each planting area
(woodland, conifer forest, chaparral, riparian) shall be specified. The plan shall
indicate the area where 8 acres of forest/woodland, 0.5 acres of chaparral, and 0.5
acres of riparian/wetland habitat shall be created.

(b)  The plan shall indicate sediment ponds that will be converted to permanent pond
and riparian habitat. It shall designate areas on the margins of the ponds that are to
be planted with native riparian species.

(c) ___ All woody species to be used in the revegetation efforts shall be native species.
Locally indigenous species shall be emphasized. To the extent possible, the cover
to be established on the quarry slopes and benches and on constructed berms shall
be woodland or forest type. Cut slopes having insufficient soil to support trees
shall be planted with native shrubs suited to chaparral habitats.

(d)  Reclamation shall be completed in phases as the various parts of the quarry are
mined and made available for closure. Since it will take some years for the woody
vegetation to become established and effective as cover on the reclaimed slopes, in
addition to the woody plantings the newly completed reclaimed slopes and benches
shall be seeded with grasses and other herbaceous plants to provide erosion control.

(e) A final monitoring plan shall be included that describes the parameters to be
monitored, methods, success criteria, monitoring schedule and performance time
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frame (five years minimum), contingencies for potential problems such as erosion
and plant die-off, and likely remedial measures to be taken. Monitoring need not
be extensive or sophisticated, but must be sufficient to measure the degree of
success of the reclamation be able to guide remediation to ensure long-term
success. Success criteria should be specified such that, when achieved, a
reasonable amount of habitat has been established and any significant problems
have been addressed. The basic success criterion may include simple percent
cover by live vegetation or percent survival of actual planted specimens by the end
of the specified monitoring period. Additional criteria should be included to
indicate general health or vigor of the vegetation, species richness, erosion, and
invasion by noxious weeds. The stipulated success criteria should be attained
without any substantial remediation (i.e., replanting) in the final three years of the
monitoring period.

Mitigation Measure V.D.3, on pages V.D-18 and page 11-40 in the DEIR, is revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measure V.D.3: Reclamation boundaries and adjacent habitats shall be
inspected regularly for presence of invasive plants, such as French and Scotch Broom and
other relevant species. Occurrences shall be removed #mmediatehy-by pulling, digging, or
other approved invasive plant control methods in an approved manner.”
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Impact V.D.4 in the DEIR on pages V.D-18, eigth paragraph; and page 11-41 of the DEIR, first
column, first paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Impact V.D.4: Quarry activities associated with the proposed project may result in
erosion, and-sedimentation and associated water quality degradation of surrounding
creeks and drainages which could negatively impact aquatic species, including
California freshwater shrimp, coho salmon, steelhead, and possibly Chinook
salmon. This would be a potentially significant impact under the Western or
Northern Expansion options.”

Page V.D-18 of the DEIR, last paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Removal of vegetation and soil disturbance may result in increaseds run-off and erosion
especially on steep slopes such as those that characterize the project site. Implementation
of the project may also result in discharges of pollutants (including metals and petroleum
hydrocarbons) into Green Valley Creek. If unmitigated, tincreased sedimentation and
discharges of pollutants into local watercourses would have direct and indirect negative
effects on aquatic species and their habitat.

Green Valley Creek, downstream of the project site, is known to harbor federally- and
State-protected aquatic species including the California freshwater shrimp, and
anadromeus-salmenidscoho salmon, steelhead, and possibly Chinook salmon. Erosion
and sedimentation can have adverse effects on aquatic species, including increases in
turbidity and total suspended solids (TSS) which may reduce forage success and irritate
soft tissue such as gills, changes in the substrate composition of the channel, smothering
of eggs, and filling of interstitial substrate spaces. Discharges of pollutants in excessive
concentrations may result in the distress or death of aguatic species. Adverse impacts to
federally- and State-protected aquatic species would result in a significant impact.”

Mitigation Measure V.D.6a, on page V.D-20 and pages 11-41 to 11-42 in the DEIR, is revised as
follows:

“Mitigation Measure V.D.6a: For northern spotted owl, approved protocol surveys and
avoidance/mitigation measures, consistent with 8§919.9-919.10 of California Forest
Practice Rules will be necessary. This effort requires: identification of functional owl
nesting, roosting and foraging habitat on, and within 0.7 miles of any project boundary;
review of known owl surveys that have been conducted within 1.3 miles of the project
site; surveys, by a qualified biologist on the project site and within 0.7 miles of any
boundary, in accordance with Guidelines for Surveying Proposed Management Activities
Which May Impact Northern Spotted Owls (USFWS 1991).

Surveys of the proposed project area willmay be required and willweuld include a 1-year
(6 visit) survey valid only until the beginning of the following breeding season or 2-year
(3 visits/year) survey valid for 2 additional years, if owls are detected. The 2-year survey
is preferable and is more likely to accurately determine presence or absence. Surveys
shall be conducted between 15 March and 31 August, 1 to 2 years prior to commencing
activities, depending on the survey type.
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Any activity that would constitute “take” of northern spotted owl (as defined by the
Endangered Species Act) is not allowed under this mining permit. Modifications to the
project shall be required to avoid harassment or direct impacts to nesting owls if such
species are identified in the surveys. In particular, the project shall meet specific
standards including: no operations within 500 feet of an active nest site or pair activity
center, and maintenance of suitable owl habitat (as defined by Thomas et al., 1990)
between 500 and 1,000 feet of an active nest site or pair activity site. |If the proposed
mining plan does not comply with these standards, then the operator shall submit a
revised plan that does meet the standards to the County, and the mining permit shall be
revised accordingly.

If it is not feasible to revise the mining plan to satisfy the standards, the operator shall
complete other measures acceptable to the USFWS, which may include identification and
acquisition or retention of 500 or more acres of suitable owl habitat within a 0.7-mile
radius of an active nest site or pair activity center, or 1,336 or more acres of suitable owl
habitat within a 1.3-mile radius of an active nest site or pair activity center (including
lands acquired or retained within a 0.7-mile radius). Areas acquired or retained may be
adjusted after consultation with USFWS and CDFG to conform to natural landscape
attributes such as draws and stream courses. Under such circumstance, a parcel shall be
identified for fee purchase or acquisition of conservation easement within Sonoma
County under the stewardship of a responsible land management entity. Such retained
land would need to be partially or completely offsite to accommodate acreage
requirements. Any dedication of land shall necessarily be in perpetuity to be considered
adequate. If land or easement is acquired, the operator must develop a habitat
management plan and long-term funding source for management of those lands subject to
approval by the USFWS and the CDFG.

Pages V.D-22 to V.D-23 of the DEIR, under “References — Biological Resources,” the following
references are added:

“Acomb, Derek. CDFG Biologist, personal email communication with Cam Parry,
June 23, 2004.
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Mitigation Measure V.E.1 on page V.E.-15 of the DEIR, third paragraph; and page 11-43, first
column, is renamed V.E-1a:

Mitigation Measure V.E.1a: All mining stockpiles, spoils, and recycled material
shall be stored at least 200 feet away from Highway 116 unless it is fully screened by
a berm and/or vegetation. All new structures shall be located at least 200 feet away
from Highway 116. No junk, debris, non-operative vehicles, or equipment unrelated
to the quarry shall be stored anywhere on the quarry property, unless visually
screened from off-site views.

Page V.E-15 and page 11-43 of the DEIR, the following mitigation measures are added after
Mitigation MeasureV.E-1a:

“Mitigation Measure V.E.1b: If the Northern Expansion option is approved, the

following measures shall be implemented:

1.

The applicant shall submit a revised finish grading plan that shows a buffer area at

least 100 feet wide between Highway 116 and the quarry excavations. The buffer
shall be measured from the northerly highway right of way line. The grading plan
shall include a note indicating that no grading or tree removal shall occur in this
buffer area, except as necessary to construct the driveway access. The new driveway
access to Highway 116 shall be designed to retain the maximum amount of tree
screening that is practicable. Other than the entrance to Highway 116, the alignment
of the new access road shall be outside the buffer area.

The applicant shall submit a revised finish grading plan that shows a buffer area at

least 100 feet wide between the quarry excavation and the stream bank that forms the
western boundary of the expansion area, as described in Mitigation Measure V.D.1b.
The grading plan shall include a note indicating that no grading or tree removal shall
occur in this buffer area.

The applicant shall plant native evergreen trees and shrubs on the existing berm along

Highway 116 west of the quarry entrance.

The applicant shall submit a vegetation management plan for the hillsides facing

Highway 116 and Martinelli Road for approval by the County. The vegetation
management plan shall indicate areas where existing trees and shrubs will be retained
to maximize the screening provided by the hill, and shall describe measures to be
taken during clearing and grading operations to ensure the protection of these trees.
This management plan shall extend for the life of the quarry permit.

To the extent practical, the quarry operator shall conduct the mining in stages “B”

and “C: (as shown on DEIR Figure 111-13) generally toward the northwest portion of
the northern expansion area. When mining has progressed as far as practical in that
direction, mining shall then be conducted in an easterly direction in such a manner
that the screening provided by the natural topography between the mining area and
Martinelli Road will be in place for as long as is practical.

Mitigation Measure V.E.1c: If the Western Expansion option is approved, the following

measures shall be implemented:
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1. The applicant shall submit a revised finish grading plan that shows a buffer area at
least 100 feet wide between Highway 116 and the quarry excavations. The buffer
shall be measured from the northerly highway right of way line. The grading plan
shall include a note indicating that no grading or tree removal shall occur in this
buffer area, except as necessary to construct the driveway access. The new driveway
access to Highway 116 shall be designed to retain the maximum amount of tree
screening that is practicable. Other than the entrance to Highway 116, the alignment
of the new access road shall be outside the buffer area.

2. The applicant shall submit a revised finish grading plan that shows a setback area at
least 50 feet wide along the western property boundary of parcel 83-210-13. The
grading plan shall include a note indicating that no grading or tree removal shall
occur in this buffer area.

3. The operator shall plant native evergreen trees and shrubs on the existing berm along
Highway 116 west of the quarry entrance.

4. The applicant shall submit a vegetation management plan for the hillsides facing
Highway 116 and for the setback area on parcel 83-21-13 for approval by the
County. The vegetation management plan shall indicate areas where existing trees
and shrubs will be retained to maximize the screening provided by the hill, and shall
describe measures to be taken during clearing and grading operations to ensure the
protection of these trees. This management plan shall extend for the life of the

quarry permit.

5. To the extent practical, the guarry operator shall conduct the mining generally from
the northerly portion of the expansion area toward the south in such a manner that the
screening provided by the natural topography between the mining area and Highway
116 will be in place for as long as is practical.”

Page VII-12 of the DEIR, fourth paragraph, first sentence, is revised as follows:

“As discussed in Appendix I, it is speculative whether expansion of any existing quarries
(other than the proposed Blue Rock Quarry expansion, which is assumed in the
cumulative analysis) or development of new quarries within Sonoma County would
occur.”

Chapter VII, page VII-16, third paragraph, third sentence is revised as follows:

“Consequently, under this alternative, potentially significant and unavoidable impacts
with destruction of north coast conifer forest habitat (either expansion option), and
potentially significant but mitigable impacts to the red tree vole within the
WesternNerthern Expansion area, and significant but mitigable impacts associated with
disturbance or destruction of wetland and riparian habitat would be less than the proposed
project.”

Chapter VII, page VI1-19, last paragraph, last full sentence is revised as follows:

“Consequently, potentially significant and unavoidable impacts with destruction of north
coast conifer forest habitat (either expansion option); and potentially significant but
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mitigable impacts to the red tree vole within the WesternNerthern Expansion area would
also occur under this alternative.”

Chapter VII, page VI1-23, fourth paragraph, first sentence is revised as follows:

“Potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to the destruction of north coast conifer
forest habitat (either expansion option); and potentially significant but mitigable impacts
to the red tree vole within the WesternNerthern Expansion area would be similar to the
proposed project.”

Chapter V111, page VII1-3 of the DEIR, last paragraph is revised as follows:

“The following topics of analysis were found to have direct environmental effects that
would be less than significant, or less than significant after implementation of the
identified mitigation measures.”

The phrase “Why no further surveys?” is hereby deleted from Table G-3 in the DEIR Appendices
under the column: “Potential for Species Occurrence within the Project Area” for the following
plant species: Sonoma alopecurus, Baker’s manzanita, North Coast semaphore grass, Napa false
indigo, Bolander’s reed grass, bristly sedge, streamside daisy, and Tiburon buckwheat.
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MASTER RESPONSES

This chapter provides comprehensive responses dealing with several issues that arose repeatedly
in the written and oral comments on the DEIR. These master responses provide a thorough and
detailed discussion of issues in one place, rather than dispersing the information throughout this
document as responses to individual comments. In some cases additional background
information is provided, in other cases additional analysis or discussion is provided to explain or
support the conclusions reached in the DEIR. None of this information identifies new or more
significant impacts than were described in the DEIR, and none require changes to the conclusions
that the DEIR reached regarding environmental impacts.

A. INDEX OF MASTER RESPONSES

Master Response No.1: Accident History and the Effect of Trucks on Accident Rates. This
response evaluates more recent traffic accident data than was included in the DEIR and considers
whether the later data requires changes to the DEIR’s conclusion that the project’s quarry trucks
would not cause increased accidents in Forestville.

Master Response No. 2: Secondary Effects of Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures. This
response evaluates the secondary traffic, air quality, and noise impacts that may result from
implementing the traffic mitigation measures.

Master Response No. 3: Restricting Haul Routes or Times. This response discusses the
feasibility of restricting the haul routes or the times that quarry trucks can operate.

Master Response No. 4: Sources and Health Effects of Particulate Matter. This response
provides additional information about the sources and health effects of particulate matter.

Master Response No. 5: Lowering of On-Road Diesel Exhaust Emissions Due to CARB and
U.S. EPA Regulations and Scrappage of Fleet. This response provides additional explanation
of the future reduction of diesel exhaust emissions that would result from California Air
Resources Board (CARB) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations on engines
and fuels.

Master Response No. 6: Air Quality Monitoring Versus Modeling. This response describes
the use of air quality monitoring versus modeling and further describes the use of monitoring data
in the DEIR.
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Master Response No. 7: Consideration of Phyllis Fox Environmental Management 2000
Study. This response describes the Phyllis Fox Study of PM2.5 emissions and explains why the
results cannot be used to predict impacts of this project.

Master Response No. 8: Supplemental DPM Modeling. This response provides additional
analysis to support the DEIR’s conclusion that diesel emissions from this project would not be
significant.

Master Response No. 9: Cumulative Air Quality Effects. This response provides additional
discussion of the DEIR’s conclusion that the project contribution to cumulative air emissions
would not be significant.

Master Response No. 10: Project Sedimentation Control Plan. This response provides
additional discussion of the proposed sediment control system and revisions to make sediment
control mitigation measures more specific and more effective.

Master Response No. 11: Project Drainage Plan. This response provides additional discussion
of the proposed use of sediment retention ponds to control peak stormwater runoff from the site.

Master Response No. 12: Project Effects on Green Valley Creek Baseflows. This response
provides additional analysis supporting the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would not have a
significant effect on the summer baseflow in Green Valley Creek.

Master Response No. 13: Project Water Use and Effects on Groundwater Supply. This
response provides additional discussion of the DEIR’s conclusion that with the proposed
mitigation measure, the use of groundwater by the project would not be a significant impact.

Master Response No. 14: Special Status Aquatic Species. This response provides
supplementary information regarding sensitive aquatic species in Green Valley Creek and
additional discussion of the project impacts.

B. MASTER RESPONSES

Master Response No. 1: Accident History and the Effect of Trucks on
Accident Rates

Various commenters requested that accident data be presented for years more recent than the
five-year (1996-2000) period shown in Table IV.A-5 in the DEIR. Some commenters stated that
the accident data for years after 2000 show that the number of accidents is higher than in the
preceding five years. Some commenters also felt that the DEIR incorrectly concluded that quarry
trucks do not contribute significantly to accidents in the Forestville area, and that there would be
a significant cumulative safety impact because the accident rate is higher than County or
statewide averages.
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Three additional years of accident records (2001-2003, the most recent yearly data available)
were obtained from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) for both Highway 116 and Mirabel
Road in the Forestville area (see Revised Table IV.A-5 for the combined eight years of data; note
that errors originally made in DEIR Table IV.A-5 for years 1996-2000 have also been corrected
in the revised table). As was the case for the DEIR, accidents along an approximate four-mile
stretch of Highway 116 were evaluated and aggregated by three segments (i.e., Guerneville Road
to Covey Road; Covey Road to Mirabel Road, and Mirabel Road to just west of the Blue Rock
Quarry entrance). Because CHP records are not specific in regards to the cargo carried by trucks
involved in accidents, it is not possible to tell if a reported truck accident involved quarry trucks,
but as shown in the table, very few of the accidents involved trucks (the same as stated in the
DEIR).

It also can be seen in Revised Table 1V.A-5 that, contrary to the commenters’ suggestion, in most
instances the accident rate (accidents per million vehicle miles [MVM]) has decreased from what
existed for the five-year period up to the year 2000. Although the number of truck-related
accidents continues to be low on the major roadways within and near Forestville and the accident
rates have generally decreased, all local roadways continue to have overall accident rates from
above to well-above statewide and Sonoma County averages for two-lane roads in rural or
suburban settings. For example, as shown in Revised Table IV.A-5, the Sonoma County accident
rate for two-lane rural roads in 2002 was 1.33 accidents/MVM traveled, while the statewide
average for a two-lane major road was 1.22 accidents/MVM in rural conditions and 1.80
accidents/MVM in suburban conditions. During the same year, Highway 116 west and south of
central Forestville had accident rates of from about 1.30 to 1.80 accidents/MVM, while Mirabel
Road had an accident rate of 2.70 accidentss MVM. Highway 116 within central Forestville
(between and including the Mirabel Road and Covey Road intersections) had an accident rate of
3.33 accidents/MVM, or about two and a half times the County average. If accidents at the
Highway 116 / Mirabel Road and Highway 116 / Covey Road intersections are not included in
the determination of the accident rate for Highway 116 between Mirabel Road and Covey Road,
the year 2002 accident rate for this segment would be 2.50 accidentssMVM, i.e., still above
County and statewide averages. Of note, there have been no accidents involving trucks in
downtown Forestville during the eight-year period studied, even though this section has the
highest accident rate for all vehicles.

One commenter noted that there was an accident involving a truck in October 1998 that was not
reported in the DEIR. The purpose of Table IV-A.5 in the DEIR (and as expanded herein) is to
identify total accidents and the number of accidents in which quarry trucks were involved. As
stated on DEIR page IV.A-12, the CHP accident records do not indicate whether the truck
involved in accidents was associated with a quarry. However, the records report if the truck was
towing a trailer at the time of the collision. The “Accidents Involving Trucks” in DEIR

Table IV.A-5 were only collisions involving trucks with semi-trailers, because this is the type of
truck most often used for rock hauling. The accident identified by the commenter was not
included in Table IV.A-5 in the DEIR (or as revised herein) because it was reported as a truck
without a trailer.
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TABLE IV.A-5 (Revised)
ACCIDENT HISTORY ON MAJOR ROADWAYS IN PROJECT AREA

Distance 1996-2003
Roadway Segment (miles) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 | Average
Highway 116
(Guerneville Rd.— Covey Rd.) 2.15
- Total Accidents 22 15 19 13 | 20-418.6
- Accidents Involving Trucks & 2 0 1 0 0:60.5
Highway 116
(Covey Road — Mirabel Road) 0.25
- Total Accidents 9 5 4 2 %259
- Accidents Involving Trucks & 0 0 0 0 0
Highway 116
(Mirabel Rd. — Blue Rock Quarry)  1.60
- Total Accidents 4 8 3 3 5 6:25.3
- Accidents Involving Trucks 2 0 0 1 1 0.3
Highway 116 (Total Length) 4.00
- Total Accidents 35 23 26 20 | 33:829.8
- Accidents Involving Trucks & 02 0 2 1 0:60.5
Mirabel Road 1.40
(Highway 116 — River Road)
- Total Accidents 9 16 14 9 9:410.8
- Accidents Involving Trucks 2 0 0 0 1 0:20.3

Qo

Accident Rates — 2002 P 1999
(accidents per million vehicle miles)

Sonoma County Average: 2-lane rural roads
Statewide Average: 2-lane rural roads
Statewide Average: 2-lane suburban roads

Highway 116 (Guerneville Rd.— Covey Rd.)
Highway 116 (Covey Road — Mirabel Road) ¢
Highway 116 (Mirabel Road — Blue Rock Quarry)
Mirabel Road (Highway 116 — River Road)
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For purposes of this analysis, “Accidents Involving Trucks” means collisions involving trucks with semi-trailers, because that

is the type of truck most often used for rock hauling.

o o

2002 countywide and statewide average accident rates are used because that is the most-recent available data.

segment.

All accidents at the Highway 116 / Covey Road and Highway 116 / Mirabel Road intersections are included in this roadway

SOURCES: Crane Transportation Group, using data from California Highway Patrol, 2004-200%; Caltrans $999-2002_Accident

Data on California State Highways.
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The data (in the DEIR and the recent data) doesn’t indicate that quarry trucks contribute to the
high accident rate in the project area. Although there is no evidence that quarry traffic would
cause an increase in vehicle accident rates, the DEIR recognized the incompatibility of truck
traffic with bicycle and pedestrian traffic in the downtown area and made a finding of a
significant cumulative impact (Impact I1V.A.3), with required mitigation measures to improve
bicycle and pedestrian safety. The DEIR conclusions regarding traffic safety are not changed.

To summarize, this master response revises the accident data in the DEIR to include the most
recent information available from the CHP. This more recent data does not indicate that accident
rates were worse than reported in the DEIR, nor does it indicate that quarry trucks are a
significant factor in accidents. On the contrary, the new data indicates that accident rates are now
lower than reported in the DEIR. The DEIR conclusion that the project would not cause an
increase in the rate of vehicle accidents is not changed. Note that the DEIR found that the
incompatibility of truck traffic with bicycle and pedestrian use in the downtown Forestville area
would result in a significant impact. This conclusion also is not changed.

Master Response No. 2: Secondary Effects of Traffic Mitigation Measures

Various commenters questioned the benefits from certain traffic mitigation measures identified in
the DEIR, and suggested that the secondary effects of those measures must be analyzed to
ascertain whether those effects themselves would be significant. The mitigation measures in
question are (1) installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Highway 116 /
Covey-Forestville Roads (Mitigation Measure 1V.A.1a) and Highway 116 / Mirabel Road
(Mitigation Measure 1VV.A.1b); and (2) installation of an eastbound left-turn lane (part of
Mitigation Measure 1VV.A-1a) and sidewalks/pathways or bike lanes on Highway 116 at
Covey-Forestville Roads (Mitigation Measure 1V.A.3b). The commenters suggested that the
mitigation to install traffic signals would have significant traffic and air quality impacts related to
acceleration characteristics of quarry trucks (i.e., when trucks have to restart after being in a
stopped position at a red light). It was also suggested that the loss of on-street parking spaces on
Highway 116 to accommodate the left-turn lane and sidewalks/pathways or bike lanes would
have a significant effect on owners and customers of local businesses. This master response
includes additional discussion of secondary impacts that may result from installing the traffic
mitigation measures.

The DEIR discusses secondary impacts resulting from implementing transportation mitigation
measures on DEIR pages IV.A-39 to IV.A-44. Specifically, Impact IV.A-10 describes the
significant and unavoidable impact of the loss of on-street parking spaces on Highway 116 west
of Covey Road.

Installation of traffic signals as part of Mitigation Measures IV.A.1a and 1V.A.1b would not
result in any significant traffic impacts because, as shown in DEIR Table IV.A-8 (page IV.A-29)
and described on DEIR page 1V.A-30, signalization would improve the intersection level of
service to an acceptable LOS C or better. Under current unsignalized traffic control, through
traffic on Highway 116 has the right-of-way over Stop-controlled side-street traffic on Mirabel
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Road and Covey Road — Forestville Street (i.e., rarely have to stop at the intersections), and
motorists turning left from Highway 116 yield to, and turn through gaps in, the opposing traffic
stream. Installation of traffic signals (to reduce unacceptable delays experienced by motorists on
the Mirabel Road and Covey Road — Forestville Street intersection approaches) would introduce
delays to Highway 116 traffic because vehicles would have to stop at a red light when side street
traffic is given the green light). However, the delays to Highway 116 traffic would not exceed
the threshold of acceptable delays (i.e., the LOS for the intersections would be LOS C or better),
and queue lengths would not be excessive.

In addition, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would design the new traffic
signals (on the state highway) with optimal settings. Of note, optimal signal phasing at the
Highway 116 / Mirabel Road intersection would expedite the eastbound movements by loaded
quarry trucks by (1) allowing left turns onto Mirabel Road without the delay of waiting for a gap
in the opposing westbound traffic stream, and (2) providing green time for eastbound vehicles
during two phases. The average peak-hour queue lengths during the red light phase of the signal
under 2021 conditions are estimated to be about six eastbound vehicles west of Mirabel Road,
and about three westbound vehicles east of Mirabel Road.

Mitigation Measure 1VV.A.1b stipulates that the improvements at the Highway 116 / Mirabel Road
intersection would include the correction of an existing sight distance problem on Highway 116
west of the intersection. To the degree that visibility of the traffic signal at Mirabel Road would
be restricted, Caltrans may install a “Signal Ahead” advance warning sign on eastbound
Highway 116 in accordance with requirements of Chapter 4 (Signs) of the Caltrans Traffic
Manual / MUTCD 2003 California Supplement.

With respect to potential secondary air quality effects from the intersection signalization
mitigation in downtown Forestville, please see Master Response No. 8. As discussed in Master
Response No. 8, potential signalization of intersections in Forestville would not substantially
change resultant DPM concentrations from quarry trucks. With respect to noise, while
signalization of intersections would result in different flow of traffic through the intersection at
any one time compared to a stop sign-controlled intersection, the average traffic noise level over
time (which is used as the significance criteria for judging traffic noise impacts) would not be
different between the two scenarios.

To summarize, the DEIR correctly identified secondary impacts on parking in downtown
Forestville that might result from installation of the signal at the Highway 116/Covey Road
intersection, and also impacts that might result from construction of the bypass. This master
response provides additional discussion to address commenters concerns that installation of the
traffic signals would result in secondary traffic-related impacts (increased congestion and air
guality and noise impacts). It is concluded that there would be no new significant impacts on
traffic congestion, air quality, or noise associated with installation of the signals, and that
revisions to the DEIR conclusions regarding these impacts are not required.
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Master Response No. 3: Restricting Haul Routes or Times

Some commenters suggested that the County should reduce traffic impacts on Forestville by
requiring quarry trucks to use certain routes or by restricting hauling to certain times. For
example, some suggested that trucks should be required to avoid the downtown area by using
Mirabel Road; others suggested that Martinelli Road be improved, and that all quarry traffic be
required to use that road. Some suggested that quarry traffic be restricted so that hauling is not
done during peak traffic hours; others suggested that quarry traffic be allowed only during the
period from 8 am to 5 pm or that quarry traffic be prohibited from Forestville during the lunch
time.

Regarding haul routes, the quarry does not own or operate the trucks, and the quarry operator
cannot determine the routes that the trucks will take; these routes are determined by the customers
who buy the rock. Nor is the County able to determine the routes. The County does not have the
authority to prohibit trucks from using the State Highway through Forestville. For these reasons,
restrictions on haul routes are not feasible mitigation measures that the County can impose on this
project. Therefore, the DEIR assumed that the haul routes would be determined by the needs of
the quarry customers, and that existing traffic patterns would likely continue.

It would be possible to control the hours during which hauling would take place by restricting the
hours of operation of the quarry. For example, restricting the time at which rock may be sold at
the quarry to the hours between 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM would ensure that there would be little
truck traffic from this project during the morning or afternoon peak hours. However, by forcing
all the truck traffic into the mid day hours, substantial traffic congestion would occur during that
time. Rather than avoiding an impact, this restriction would merely shift the impact to another
time. This alternative is also not practical from an operational standpoint. While the quarry has
many types of customers, both large and small, the principal part of the business involves
providing rock to construction projects. The delivery of rock to these customers must be timed to
meet the needs of construction schedules, which typically require deliveries that begin early and
are more evenly spaced over the day. For the above reasons, this type of restriction is not
considered to be feasible.

Master Response No. 4: Sources and Health Effects of Particulate Matter

Some commenters felt that the DEIR should contain more information about diesel particulates
and the associated health risks. The health risks associated with the diesel particulates were
considered in the DEIR. This master response provides additional background information,
however, it does not include new analysis or change the conclusions in the DEIR.

Particulate matter (PM) is the term for the mixture of solid particles (such as dirt, soil dust,
pollens, molds, ashes, and soot) and liquid droplets (i.e., aerosols) formed in the atmosphere as a
combustion by-product (U.S. EPA, 2004b). Some particles are large or dark enough to be seen as
soot or smoke, while fine particulate matter is generally not visible to the naked eye. In general,
particulate matter comes from a variety of sources, including motor vehicles, wood burning,
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construction activity, industrial smokestacks, wildfires, and windblown dust from open lands
(ALA, 2002).

As noted on page IV.B-5 of the DEIR, airborne particulate matter is a public health concern
because very small particles of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung
damage directly, while some of the adsorbed gases contained in the particulates (e.g., chlorides or
ammonium) may be injurious to health. Particulate matter is especially harmful to people with
lung disease such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, including chronic
bronchitis and emphysema, as well as people with heart disease. Exposure to particulate matter
air pollution can trigger asthma attacks and cause wheezing, coughing, and respiratory irritation
in individuals with sensitive airways. In addition, children are especially susceptible to the health
risks of particulate matter because their immune and respiratory systems are still developing.

Particulate matter that is small enough to be inhaled into the lungs poses the greatest public health
concern.’ These small particles fall into a category known as PMy, (i.e., particles less than

10 microns in diameter). In 2003 in Sonoma County, the major sources of PM;, were paved road
dust (21 percent), farming operations (18 percent), construction and demolition (15 percent),
residential fuel combustion (including woodstoves and fireplaces - 14 percent), and all mobile
sources (9 percent) (CARB, 2004a).” In addition, a subset of PM;, comprised of even finer
particles known as PM (i.e., less than 2.5 microns in diameter) is of particular concern to
human health. Specifically, these fine particles evade the respiratory system’s natural defenses
and are easily inhaled deeply into the lungs where they can be absorbed into the bloodstream or
remain embedded for long periods of time. The central issue of concern with PM, 5 is the
potential for chronic heath effects resulting from long-term exposure to and inhalation of these
particles. In 2003, the major sources of PM, s in Sonoma County were residential fuel
combustion (including woodstoves and fireplaces - 29 percent), farming operations (21 percent),
all mobile sources (15 percent), paved road dust (8 percent), and construction and demolition

(7 percent) (CARB, 2004a).’

With respect to wood smoke, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) states
that:

1 Large particles (i.e., diameter greater than 10 microns [equal to one-millionth of a meter]) settle out of the air
rapidly and are easily filtered by human breathing passages.

2 Atrend analysis of emission sources in Sonoma County since 1975 indicate that PM;, emissions have increased by
approximately 22 percent in 28 years, with most of the increase accounted for by paved road dust and smaller
amounts by construction and demolition activities and mobile sources. Emission totals from residential fuel
combustion have dropped slightly while farming operations emission totals have remained virtually unchanged
over this period.

3 Atrend analysis of emission sources in Sonoma County since 1975 indicate that PM, s emissions have increased by
approximately 8 percent in 28 years, with most of the increase accounted for by all mobile sources, paved road
dust, and construction and demolition. Emission totals from residential fuel combustion have dropped slightly
while farming operations emission totals have remained virtually unchanged over this period.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 38 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



111. MASTER RESPONSES

“Under the right meteorological conditions — cold, stagnant winter evenings — surface based
radiation inversions form quickly in the Bay Area and PMy, levels rise rapidly. Wood
smoke is one of the largest area-wide stationary source of particulate matter in the Bay
Area. Studies by the BAAQMD indicated that wood smoke was responsible for an average
of one-third of the PMy, in the air basin during the winter months and almost 70 percent of
the PMy, in Santa Rosa.”4

Wood smoke particulates are very small; most “average less that one micron in size and can stay
airborne for weeks.”> Thus, in winter, it is difficult to distinguish between the diesel particulates
and wood smoke particulates, as both are carbonaceous and contain some of the same toxic
chemical compounds. Second, even when wood smoke particles are not present, fine particulates
from other sources, including dust and natural aerosols, are also present. PM, s monitoring
requires special equipment and processes to distinguish among the various kinds of particulates.®

Although 90 percent of diesel emissions are estimated to be PM, s (ALA, 2004), diesel trucks, a
subset of all mobile sources, accounted for just over two percent of total PM, s emissions in
Sonoma County in 2003. The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous
and particulate components, many of which are toxic (BAAQMD, 1999). Many of these toxic
compounds adhere to the particles and penetrate deeply into the lungs. In August of 1998, in
response to the health risks associated with diesel particulate matter (DPM), the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic
air contaminant (TACs) (CARB, 2004b).

HEALTH STANDARDS FOR DPM

The current state health standards that apply to DPM are as follows:

Cancer Potency — Inhalation Unit Risk = 300 per million / 1pg/m?
Chronic Reference Exposure Level (RELs) — Inhalation REL = 5 pg/m®

The chronic REL is the concentration at which long-term health effects to the respiratory system
could occur due to exposure to DPM.

In addition, because DPM is a very fine particulate, it also is included in state and national
standards for particulate matter, both for 10-micron (1) PMy, and for 2.5 p size, PM;s. Most
relevant are the national 24-hour and the state annual PM, s standards. However, these apply to
the total of all fine particulates, not just to DPM.

National 24-hour PM,s = 65 pg/ m*®
National Annual Average PM,s = 15 g/ m®
State Annual Average PM, = 12 pg/ m®

4 BAAQMD website, Wood Burning / Wood Smoke Prevention, February 3, 2004.
5 BAAQMD Wood Burning Handbook, P.1.
6 For more information, see “PM2.5 Monitoring Sites in California”, California ARB website, February 3, 2004.
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Of these applicable standards, the National 24-hour PM, 5 standard is the most permissive, with a
value 13 times the value of the Chronic REL for DPM, while the state annual average is 2.4 times
the value of the Chronic REL for DPM.

Comparing the chronic REL with the cancer risk, the cancer risk for a long-term exposure to
DPM concentrations at the level of the REL would be 1,500 per million, a far more permissive
criterion than the 10 per million CEQA significance criterion used in the EIR.

From the above, it can be seen that the most stringent criterion for evaluating health risk is the
cancer risk criterion. This criterion was the one used in the EIR to assess project impacts.
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Master Response No. 5: Lowering of On-Road Diesel Exhaust Emissions
due to CARB and U.S. EPA Regulations and Scrappage of Fleet

Several commenters questioned the DEIR’s conclusion that DPM emissions would decrease in
the project area in the future, especially in light of the fact that the number of truck trips under the
project would increase. This master response describes the reason for the DEIR conclusion,
which is that State and federal mandated changes in diesel fuel and diesel engines will result in
substantial decreases in emissions of DPM. Because of this decrease in emissions, the total
amount of DPM emitted would be reduced, even though the total number of project truck trips
would increase.

As discussed in the Diesel Exhaust Control Program section of the DEIR (pages IV.B-9 and 10),
several existing and approved CARB and U.S. EPA regulations serve to control diesel exhaust
emissions. Many of these regulations address emissions from on-road mobile sources, such as the
heavy-duty diesel haul trucks used by quarry operations. For example, current regulations apply
emission standards to engines manufactured from 1987 through 2003 for heavy-duty diesel truck
and bus engines. In October of 1997, U.S. EPA adopted new emission standards for 2004 and
later heavy-duty diesel truck and bus engines. The goal was to reduce NOx emissions from
highway heavy-duty engines to levels approximately 2.0 grams per brake horsepower-hour,
beginning in 2004. These current emission standards were used within the analysis of DPM
emissions from the project.

In addition, the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled
Engines and Vehicles developed by the CARB and described in this same DEIR section proposes
to reduce DPM emissions and the associated health risk by 75 percent in 2010 and by 85 percent
in 2020. The plan aims to require the use of state-of-the-art catalyzed particulate filters and ultra-
low sulfur diesel fuel. Since September 2000, CARB has adopted a series of rules for both
stationary engines and mobile vehicles. Additional measures and specific regulations to reduce
DPM emissions will be evaluated and developed over the next several years.

Recent U.S. EPA efforts have focused on both reducing the amount of sulfur in diesel fuel and on
developing filters for operating diesel engines to reduce the amount of particulate matter that is
emitted. For example, in December 2000, the U.S. EPA promulgated regulations requiring that
the sulfur content in motor vehicle diesel fuel be reduced to less than 15 parts per million by June
1, 2006. At the same time, the U.S. EPA finalized a comprehensive national emissions control
program, the 2007 Highway Diesel (HD 2007) program, which regulates highway heavy-duty
vehicles and diesel fuel as a single system (U.S. EPA, 2004a). Under the HD 2007 program, the
U.S. EPA established new emission standards that would significantly reduce PM and NOy
emissions from highway heavy-duty vehicles.

The DEIR described the above State and federal mandated changes, as well as other proposed
changes in regulations that have not yet been adopted. The DEIR analysis assumed only those air
quality regulations that have already been adopted. As the above regulations come into effect,
total emissions of particulate matter from all diesel engines will decline. The engines of all new
trucks will meet the standards and the service lives of the existing trucks are limited. While
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heavy-duty diesel trucks may reach very high mileages, compared with automobiles, they
typically do so within a few years, so their service lives are typically shorter. As those older
engines are scrapped or retired from service, the overall truck fleet mix will include an increasing
percentage of cleaner burning engines. The resultant decrease in DPM emissions from heavy
duty trucks is captured in the emission factors calculated by CARB in its EMFAC2002 program
that was used to model DPM emissions as described in Master Response No. 8. Specifically, as
discussed in Master Response No. 8, emission factors for both idling and free-flowing heavy-duty
diesel trucks will decrease by approximately 40 percent by 2007 (the earliest year the Canyon
Rock project would be initiated) and by approximately 80 percent by 2021, when compared to
Baseline conditions.

To summarize, the DEIR described mandated changes in diesel fuels and engines that would
result in substantial reductions in future DPM emissions. This master response provides further
discussion of these changes, but does not include any new analysis or change the analysis or
conclusions in the DEIR.
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Master Response No. 6: Air Quality Monitoring Versus Modeling

Some commenters stated that air quality monitoring should be conducted to determine project
impacts. Several felt that the monitoring data presented in the DEIR was not adequate to
determine project impacts, as the monitoring locations were in other communities. Also, some
believe that the monitoring data from Forestville presented in the DEIR were not relevant to
project impacts because the monitoring station was on the roof of the fire station, and project
impacts would more likely be near ground level adjacent to the road. This master response
explains that the DEIR project impact analysis was based on predicted future emission factors for
diesel engines, and not on the existing monitoring data, and discusses the reason for including
monitoring data in the DEIR.

Some commenters stated that monitoring or measuring the air quality at the existing site is
essential. CEQA requires that the existing conditions in the project area be described. The best
way to determine the existing conditions is to rely on long-term monitoring data. Short-term
measurements are not reliable indicators of conditions because of daily and seasonal variations in
weather and emission sources. The DEIR presented all the long-term monitoring data that was
available for Forestville, and also included data from Guerneville, Healdsburg, and Santa Rosa.
This information provided the best available scientific measurement of the historic air quality in
the vicinity of the project.
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Some commenters criticized the Forestville air quality particulate monitoring data, apparently
believing that the monitoring data were used by the DEIR to conclude that the project would not
have significant impacts due to particulate emissions. In fact, the project impacts were not
determined by analyzing the Forestville monitoring data. The determination of future conditions
cannot be made using only monitoring data; future conditions do not yet exist and thus cannot be
measured. As described in the DEIR, the conclusion that the project would not have a significant
impact due to DPM emissions was based on the predicted future decline in the DPM emissions
from diesel engines. The reasons for assuming a future decline in emission factors were
discussed in the DEIR and further explained in Master Response No. 5. Master Response No. 8
includes additional analysis to support the DEIR conclusion that future emissions of DPM will be
less than significant.

The Forestville air quality monitoring was conducted by the Northern Sonoma County Air
Pollution Control District independently of the preparation of this EIR. Its purpose was to
determine ambient particulate concentrations through long-term measurements. As discussed
above, this monitoring was not used to determine the impacts of this project.

Master Response No. 7: Consideration of Phyllis Fox Environmental
Management 2000 Study

Several commenters noted that an independent ambient monitoring study and health risk
assessment were conducted to determine potential diesel particulate matter effects in Forestville,
but that this study was not used in the DEIR impact analysis. The study was conducted by

J. Phyllis Fox, Ph.D., Environmental Management, and is dated August 16, 2000 (hereafter
referred to as the “Fox Study”). This study was referenced in the DEIR (pages 1V.B-11 and 12),
and is an attachment to Comment Letter 11 in this Response to Comment Document. The DEIR
described the reasons that the Fox Study is not adequate for determining project impacts. This
master response provides further discussion of this point.

The Fox Study was reviewed when the DEIR was in preparation, however, it was not possible to
use the data from the Fox Study to reach any conclusions relevant to the analysis in the DEIR.
This Master Response discusses these issues further.

The Fox Study reported that the cancer risks posed by the diesel exhaust associated with the
proposed “project” would range from 34 to 112 in one million for children and 49 to 160 in one
million for adults. (The Fox Study assumed that the “project” would merely extend the duration
of existing truck traffic by 20 years, but did not estimate emissions for the proposed Canyon Rock
expansion project as proposed in the EIR). The Fox Study also reported that the Hazard Index
(i.e., the non-cancer risk) would be less than 1 for all receptors, except for those receptors on
Highway 116 between the Canyon Rock Quarry and Mirabel Road, where the Hazard Index was
1.15. These risk levels were based on ambient measurements of particulate elemental carbon
(PEC - a surrogate for diesel exhaust particulate matter) taken over six days at three sites in the
project vicinity. The PEC concentrations were then used to estimate the annual concentration of
diesel exhaust particulate matter in the project vicinity.
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Because the Fox Study deals with short-term measurements of particulate emissions from trucks,
the best comparisons that can be made are to the short-term, hourly and daily, average
concentrations that are presented in Master Response No. 8 (Supplemental DPM Modeling). In
Air Quality Master Response No. 8, results are shown for DPM modeling for the sensitive
receptors in locations similar to those measured in the Fox Study.

Only a gross comparison can be made of the predicted Baseline (1998-2002 average) DPM
concentrations for Canyon Rock and Blue Rock Quarry trucks, as estimated in the DEIR, to the
measured values in the 2000 Fox Study. The 2000 Fox Study estimated daily DPM
concentrations at two receptor locations based on a six-day monitoring period in August 2000.
The monitoring measured all elemental carbon emissions, including emissions from trucks that
were not associated with the quarries.

Based on the six-day measurements, the Fox Study estimated that the adjusted” weekday
concentrations of DPM associated with all diesel trucks ranged between 2.74 to 5.88 ug/m3 over
a 10-hour operating period at the two receptor locations. Thus, the Fox Study’s estimated daily
(24-hour) concentrations ranged between 1.14 and 2.45 pg/m3 when correcting these values to a
24-hour basis. These weekday DPM concentration values estimated by the Fox Study are higher
than ESA-modeled maximum daily (24-hour) Baseline (1998-2002 average) concentrations of the
Canyon Rock and Blue Rock Quarry projects individually, or of the quarries combined, at the
same two receptor locations (the modeled daily Baseline concentrations for the quarries combined
were estimated at 0.58 and 1.29 ug/m3). For purposes of comparison, these modeled daily
concentrations above, when modified to reflect the amount of truck traffic monitored in the Fox
Study in 2000, are between 0.33 and 0.71 pug/ma3.

The agreement between the Fox concentrations and the modeled values reported in Master
Response No. 8 in this EIR is considered reasonable. While there are distinct differences in the
Fox Study’s measured concentrations versus the predicted Baseline concentrations estimated in
this EIR, the wide array of assumptions regarding number and types of trucks considered, the
weather, and the methodologies in determining the DPM concentrations are all factors that strongly
influence the resultant values. Ultimately, these variables do not allow for a direct comparison of
the Fox Study with future annual DPM concentrations and associated long-term health risks.

These differences in methodology and assumptions are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Sampling Period and Meteorology. As noted in the DEIR, short sample periods (i.e., of less
than one year) do not provide a representative basis from which to estimate annual average
concentrations. In particular, short sample periods do not accurately account for variations in
annual operations of the project site and other nearby sources, as well as variations in
meteorological conditions and other factors affecting dispersion and dilution of pollutants.
(Although the Fox Study used a MetOne meteorological station to collect ambient temperature,

7 The Fox study adjusted its measured weekday values upwards anywhere between 17% and 58%, depending on
value, to represent the upper 95 percent daily upper confidence limit.
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wind speed, and wind direction data during the survey, this information was not provided in the
Fox Study, nor were their effects on dispersion and dilution of DPM discussed.)

The Fox Study used a 6-day sample to represent the emissions throughout the year. It is
unknown as to whether this sample accurately represents the average annual project emissions.
The Fox Study also made no correction for meteorological conditions to assess the annual
average concentrations. As stated in Master Response No. 8, the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) applies a factor of 0.08 to adjust a modeled daily average to an annual average
concentration.

Future DPM Emissions Reductions. It is important to note that the Fox Study also did not
account for the substantial mandated source reductions in DPM emissions from highway haul
trucks in future years, as set forth in current regulations, and discussed and considered in the
DEIR. Specifically, as discussed in more detail in Master Response No. 5, as CARB and U.S.
EPA mandated rules and regulations come into effect and older more polluting engines are retired
from service, emission factors for DPM from heavy-duty diesel trucks will drop approximately 40
percent by 2007 (when the project would be initiated) and by approximately 80 percent by 2021.
Lowered emission factors would result in lower diesel particulate matter concentrations. Instead,
the Fox Study assumed that the annual concentration calculated for the year 2000 (when the Fox
Study took its PEC measurements) would apply to all future years.

Project vs. Existing Risk. Lastly, the cancer and non-cancer risks associated with the proposed
project that were calculated in the Fox Study represent the total truck traffic in 2000 (based on
methodology in that study) rather than the health risk associated with the proposed Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion project. Specifically, the DEIR considers the cancer risks to be significant if
the project results in an increase of 10 cancers in a million people over a 70-year exposure, while
non-cancer risks are considered significant if the project results in a Hazard Index greater than 1.
To determine this change, the cancer and non-cancer risks currently posed by the project would
need to be calculated and compared to the study’s forecasted future risks. Because the Fox Study
relies on year 2000 measurements and does not consider that ambient concentrations of diesel
particulate matter will decline with time, the future health risks for the project estimated in the
Fox Study are clearly overestimated.

The differences in methodology and assumptions discussed above all contribute to the differences
between the Fox Study results and the air quality analysis presented in the DEIR and in Master
Response No. 8.

To summarize, the Fox Study was considered during preparation of the DEIR, but was not found
to contain information useful for the evaluation of project impacts. The reasons were given in the
DEIR, and have been further discussed in this master response. The DEIR conclusion that the
project would not have a significant impact due to DPM emissions is not changed. For further
analysis to support this DEIR conclusion, please see Master Response No. 8.
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Master Response No. 8: Supplemental DPM Modeling

Numerous commenters questioned the DEIR conclusion that DPM emissions from truck hauling
would result in a less than significant health impact. Some commenters were particularly
concerned about DPM emissions near the Forestville Elementary School. To respond to these
concerns, supplemental computer modeling was done along the truck haul routes to estimate
DPM concentrations at several receptors, including the school. The separate emissions due to the
proposed Canyon Rock and Blue Rock quarry expansions were calculated, as were the combined
emissions due to both projects together. Modeling was also done both with and without the
proposed traffic signals to determine whether installation of the signals would cause a significant
difference in emissions. This master response describes the modeling and its results, which
support the DEIR’s conclusion that there would not be a significant health impact due to project
DPM emissions from the proposed project, or combined quarry projects, haul trucks.

The potential health risks associated with exposure to DPM are risks that result from long-term
exposure and are generally considered to be related to the cumulative lifetime exposure to DPM.
The proposed project would result in changes in the annual DPM concentrations in the project
vicinity over time. This assessment was intended to provide a worst-case estimate of those
changes through the use of a screening analysis that employs a standard emission estimation
program and accepted pollutant dispersion models to calculate the 1-hour maximum concentrations
of DPM and then to determine the corresponding annual average DPM concentrations. This
assessment accounts for project operation variations, meteorology, improving diesel engine
technology, and the chemical properties of DPM. In addition, this assessment relies on a series of
conservative assumptions about project DPM emission sources. The approach then converts the
calculated 1-hour maximum concentrations of DPM to determine the annual averages. Finally,
the annual concentrations were then used to evaluate the cancer and non-cancer health risk
associated with the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project (described below), and the
cumulative effect of both the Canyon Rock and Blue Rock expansion projects.

Dispersion modeling analysis was performed to model DPM emissions from diesel haul trucks
and to predict DPM concentrations at certain critical points along the quarry haul routes. The
DPM emissions considered are those that result only from the diesel truck traffic of the Canyon
Rock and Blue Rock Quarries. DPM that would be emitted from other trucks was not modeled.
The annual average DPM concentrations for these certain receptors were estimated for the
following scenarios of interest — Baseline conditions, 2007, 2015 and 2021 (cumulative future
years). Baseline conditions represents the five-year annual average between 1998 and 2002.
2007 was selected as an analysis year because it is the earliest year that the Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project could begin. 2015 was evaluated as an interim analysis year because diesel
truck DPM emission rates in 2015 are expected to substantially change due to regulatory
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requirements. 2021 was selected as the long-range analysis year consistent with the future year
selected for the traffic analysis in the EIR. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that for
each of the future years of analysis, the quarries would be at full proposed production.

Dispersion is the process by which atmospheric pollutants are diluted and spread due to wind and
vertical stability. The results of a dispersion analysis are used to assess pollutant concentrations
at or near an emission source. The results of an analysis allow a direct comparison of predicted
concentrations of pollutants to air quality standards and to other criteria, such as health risks, that
are based on modeled concentrations. Dispersion modeling is the only way to assess the impacts
in the future when new state and federal regulations for diesel trucks will be implemented.

MODEL SELECTION AND OPTIONS

The DPM analysis was performed following the California Department of Transportation’s
(Caltrans) Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Caltrans, 1997). The
contributions of haul trucks to DPM concentrations in the air was estimated using CALINE4
(Benson, 1989). CALINE4 (Version 1.3, dated June 1998) is the most recent in a series of line
source air quality models developed by Caltrans. It is based on the Gaussian diffusion equation
and employs a mixing zone concept to characterize pollutant dispersion over the roadway. The
purpose of the model is to assess air quality impacts near transportation facilities. Given inputs
that include source strength, meteorology, and site geometry, CALINE4 can predict pollutant
concentrations for receptors located within 500 meters (approximately 1,640 feet) of the roadway.
It also has special options for modeling air quality near intersections, street canyons, and parking
facilities. In addition to predicting concentrations of relatively inert pollutants such as carbon
monoxide (CO), the model can predict nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and suspended particle
concentrations. Since the concern is for the concentrations of DPM suspended in the air, the use
of CALINEA4 is appropriate for this screening analysis.

METEOROLOGICAL DATA

In general, the transport and concentration of pollutants from vehicular sources are influenced by
three principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and atmospheric stability, an
indicator of amount of dispersion or mixing in the atmosphere. Wind direction, which determines
whether pollutants can reach a particular receptor location, was assumed to blow towards the
receptors so as to maximize pollutant concentrations at each of the prediction sites.8 A wind
speed of 3 meters per second and “neutral” atmospheric stability (stability D) were assumed to
represent realistic general meteorological conditions in the project vicinity during the times of
day that the project (and the diesel haul trucks) would be operating. In addition, the appropriate

8 In applying the CALINE4 modeling, the wind angle was varied to determine the worst-case wind direction
resulting in the maximum concentrations. In addition, CALINE4 requires a value for sigma theta (deviation of the
horizontal wind direction); a value of 25 degrees, which is the average of the morning and afternoon values for a
Coastal Valley location, was used. Other assumptions included an ambient temperature of 54°F and a mixing
height of 1,000 meters (note: mobile sources are not sensitive to mixing height).
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dispersion coefficients used in the modeling were chosen based on the existing vegetation and
land use within three kilometers (km) (almost 2 miles) of the project.®

RECEPTOR SPACING AND LOCATION

The locations of sensitive receptor study sites considered in this analysis are described in Table 1,
below. Existing sensitive receptors, including Forestville Elementary School, specific residences,
and the trailer park, were selected based on their proximity to Highway 116. The first two
receptor sites in Table 1 are consistent with the areas monitored in the 2000 Fox Study.
Additional receptor sites were also located near the intersection of Highway 116 and Mirabel
Road, which would experience all project-related quarry traffic. The receptor sites selected for
analysis represent the worst traffic conditions along the haul routes, and therefore are the
locations where the highest DPM concentrations would be expected.

TABLE 1
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR STUDY SITE LOCATIONS

Approximate Distance

Receptor Location from Highway 116°
School Forestville Elementary School 75 feet
. On Highway 116 east of Canyon Rock Quarry, and 35 feet
Residence 1 . . <
approximately 0.5 miles west of Forestville
Residence 2 On Wayne Court, just north of intersection of Mirabel 75 feet
Road and Highway 116
Residence 3 On Conor Court, near Forestville Elementary School 70 feet
Residence 4 On Hidden Lake Road just southwest of intersection of 100 feet
Mirabel Road and Highway 116
. Just northeast of intersection of Mirabel Road and 210 feet
Trailer Park .
Highway 116

a  As measured from center of nearest travel lane on Hwy 116.

9 The land use typing was based on the classification method defined by Auer (1978); using pertinent United States
Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale (7.5 minute) topographic maps of the area. If the Auer land use types of heavy
industrial, light-to-moderate industrial, commercial, and compact residential account for 50 percent or more of the
total area, the Guideline on Air Quality Models (U.S. EPA, 1993) recommends using urban dispersion coefficients;
otherwise, the appropriate rural coefficients were used. Based on visual observation of the area, rural dispersion
coefficients were applied in the analysis. An aerodynamic roughness coefficient of 100 cm, typical of forested,
rural areas were assumed.
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TRAFFIC DATA AND ROADWAY NETWORK ASSUMPTIONS

The number of project haul trucks along roadway segments and intersections to be analyzed was
obtained from traffic analyses presented in the Crane Transportation Group (CTG) Master Traffic
Impact Study, and/or as supplemented in the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project DEIR and
the EIR being prepared for the Blue Rock Quarry expansion project.

As discussed in the DEIR, factors influencing production (and associated quarry truck traffic) at
the Canyon Rock Quarry include weather, economic conditions and availability. Currently
Canyon Rock Quarry has its peak production month in October, with Wednesdays being typically
the busiest work day. Furthermore, although infrequent, the quarry can experience “peak of the
peak” days, where the traffic analysis assumed trucking activity was 50 percent higher than a
typical peak day in October. For evaluating worst-case hour and worst-case day DPM
concentrations, this “peak of the peak” day was assumed. Under this worst-case condition, the
proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project would add a maximum of 262 new daily truck
trips (i.e., 2 x 131 truck loads) to an estimated 678 Baseline Canyon Rock Quarry daily truck trips
(2 x 339 truck loads). (Under Blue Rock Quarry’s “peak of the peak” scenario, the Blue Rock
Quarry expansion project would add a maximum of 640 new daily truck trips to an estimated 114
Baseline Blue Rock Quarry daily truck trips).

In contrast to the worst-case day analysis, it is necessary to use the annual truck volumes to
estimate the annual average DPM concentrations from which associated long-term health risks
can then be considered. The annual truck volumes capture the full range of fluctuations in
hourly, daily and monthly quarry truck volumes throughout the year, including the “peak of the
peak” days described above. The annual Baseline and project traffic volumes for the Canyon
Rock and Blue Rock Quarry expansion projects are presented in Table 2, below.

TABLE 2
ANNUAL ONE-WAY TRUCK TRIPS,
CANYON ROCK AND BLUE ROCK QUARRIES

One-Way Truck Trips

Baseline
(1998-2002

Annual Project Baseline Plus
Scenario Average) Increment Project
Canyon Rock Quarry 63,380 24,648 88,028
Blue Rock Quarry 16,142 54,282 70,454
Total 79,522 78,390 158,452
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Since this analysis assumes that for each of the future years of analysis the quarries would be at
full proposed production, the project increment of quarry trucks would be the same for each study
year for the respective quarries (although as explained below, emission factors would change for
the various study years). This assumption of full production is conservative; if the production
levels decrease, the total emissions from operations would be less.

DPM concentrations were also calculated under two roadway network scenarios, as suggested by
several DEIR commenters. The first scenario incorporated the traffic mitigation identified in the
DEIR in downtown Forestville at the intersections of Highway 116 with Mirabel Road, and
Highway 116 and Covey Road (i.e., signalization and associated roadway configuration
improvements). The second scenario assumed no traffic mitigation in downtown Forestville (i.e.,
no signalization of Highway 116 and Mirabel Road and Highway 116 and Covey Road).

Approach/departure volumes, turning movements, vehicle speed limits, and signal cycle times
were utilized as appropriate. Vehicle speeds were adjusted to account for congestion. Truck
engine idling was also accounted for at intersections.

SOURCE RELEASE CHARACTERISTICS

To predict ambient concentrations of pollutants generated by vehicular traffic, emissions from
vehicle exhaust systems were estimated using the CARB emission factor model, EMFAC2002. It
was assumed that the haul trucks traveling to and from both the Canyon Rock and Blue Rock
Quarries would primarily be diesel-powered heavy-heavy duty trucks. Ambient conditions
assumed a temperature of 85°F and a humidity of 30 percent. Emissions, stated in grams per mile
(free flowing traffic — corresponding to vehicle speed) and grams per hour (idling) for each
analysis year, were estimated using the default mix of truck model years within Sonoma County
for that year and assuming the implementation of CARB’s Inspection & Maintenance Program.
Following Caltrans emissions modeling guidance, idle emission factors (used for approach links)
were calculated using a vehicle speed of 3 miles per hour (mph). Emission in future years were
calculated by EMFAC2002 assuming the phasing of new regulations and using default scrappage
factors. The emission factors for DPM were assumed to be equivalent to the emission factors
developed for PM;o by EMFAC2002. This approach results in a more conservative estimate of
emissions as some documentation suggests the ratio of DPM to PMy is approximately 94 percent
(i.e., this approach estimates greater DPM emissions than are likely emitted).

Table 3 presents the emission factors used in this analysis. Baseline emission factors were
developed based on the average emission factors between 1998 and 2002. Note that the 2021
DPM emission factors for haul trucks traveling at all speeds (including idling) decrease by nearly
80 percent relative to Baseline emissions.
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TABLE 3
HAUL TRUCK DPM EMISSION FACTORS,
(in grams/mile and grams/hour)

Free Flow Free Flow Free Flow Free Flow Free Flow Free Flow Free Flow
Year at5mph atl0mph atl5mph at20mph at25mph at30mph at35mph Idle

Baseline 1.192 0.934 0.748 0.613 0.514 0.440 0.385 2.979
2007 0.746 0.584 0.468 0.384 0.321 0.275 0.241 1.865
2015 0.373 0.292 0.234 0.191 0.160 0.137 0.120 0.933
2021 0.244 0.190 0.152 0.125 0.104 0.089 0.078 0.610

SOURCE: California Air Resource Board (CARB), EMFAC2002 Version 2.2.

DPM CONCENTRATION MODELING RESULTS

Hourly and Daily Concentrations

Baseline Conditions (1998 -2002 Average)

The maximum values of the hourly and daily Baseline DPM concentrations generated by quarry
trucks from Canyon Rock Quarry were calculated at the receptor study sites based on the worst-
case (“peak of peak”) truck volume scenario described under Traffic Data and Roadway Network
Assumptions, abovelO,

The predicted maximum (“peak of peak™) Baseline concentrations of DPM (as pg/m3) from
Canyon Rock Quarry trucks at the five receptor site study locations ranged between 1.2 and
2.5 pg/m3 (maximum hourly), and between 0.5 and 1.04 pg/m3 (maximum daily).

Canyon Rock Quarry Project Conditions (2007 — 2021)

The maximum hourly and daily project DPM concentrations generated by quarry trucks from the
proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project at the receptor sites were calculated for the
worst-case (“peak of peak™) truck volume scenario described above.

With Signal Mitigation Scenario. In 2007, the first year of project operation, the Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion project’s contribution from quarry trucks to hourly/daily DPM concentrations
would increase compared to Baseline conditions at five of the six sensitive receptor study site
locations [between 0.1 and 0.6 pg/m3 (maximum hourly), and between 0.04 and 0.25 pg/m3
(maximum daily)]. Thereafter, the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project’s contribution of

10 The worst-case (“peak of peak”) daily Baseline volumes assumed in this analysis are considerably higher than the
total daily truck count the Fox study conducted in 2000.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 51 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



111. MASTER RESPONSES

DPM would decrease due to mandated changes in fuels and engine design; see Master
Response No. 4. By 2011, all receptor study site locations would experience a net decrease in
project DPM concentrations compared to Baseline conditions.

Without Signal Mitigation Scenario. In 2007, the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project’s
contribution to hourly/daily DPM concentrations would either not change or would decrease
compared to Baseline conditions at all receptor study site locations [as much as -0.2 pug/m3
(maximum hourly), and -0.08 pg/m3 (maximum daily)]. Thereafter, the project’s contribution
would decrease further compared to Baseline conditions.

Conversion of Maximum to Annual DPM Concentrations

As described previously, the dispersion model calculates maximum 1-hour concentrations.
However, these 1-hour concentrations cannot be used directly in reaching any conclusions about
conformance to State or Federal air quality standards (CAAQS or NAAQS) or in making
comparisons with chronic health-related criteria. Therefore, it is necessary to correlate these
1-hour values with annual average concentrations. The concentrations for annual averaging
periods were determined by adjusting the 1-hour maximum concentrations for actual hours of
operation per day, actual days of operation per year, annualized hourly traffic volumes

(35 percent), and a standard factor, 0.08, that CARB recommends (in the absence of sufficient
meteorological data) to account for the relative frequency of the single wind direction and wind
speed combination that was used to assess maximum 1-hour concentrations at any given receptor.
The CARB factor accounts for typical meandering of the wind direction, since the wind does not
always blow in the single direction and worst-case speed that was assumed in calculating the
worst-case 1-hour concentrations.

Canyon Rock Quarry Project Contribution to Annual DPM Concentrations

Table 4 shows the predicted annual DPM concentrations (as pg/m°) at the sensitive receptor study
site locations under Baseline conditions, and Baseline plus Project conditions in 2007, 2015 and
2021, and the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project increment under two roadway network
scenarios (with signalization mitigation, and without signalization mitigation). For informational
purposes, the predicted annual DPM concentrations for the Blue Rock Quarry expansion project,
and the combined Canyon Rock and Blue Rock Quarry projects, are also presented.

With Signal Mitigation Scenario. In 2007, the first year of project operation, the Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion project’s contribution from quarry trucks to annual DPM concentrations would
increase compared to Baseline conditions at five of the six sensitive receptor study site locations
(between 0.001 and 0.005 pg/m3; see Table 4). However, thereafter, the project’s contribution of
annual DPM would be less. By 2011, all receptor study site locations would experience a net
decrease in project annual DPM concentrations from the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project
trucks compared to Baseline conditions. As shown in Table 4, by 2015, a net decrease in annual
DPM emissions from the project (a decrease of between -0.003 and -0.011 pg/m3) compared to
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Baseline conditions would occur at the receptor locations, and by 2021 a greater decrease
(between -0.006 and -0.015 pg/m3) compared to Baseline conditions would be experienced. 11

Without Signal Mitigation Scenario. As shown in Table 4, in 2007 the Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project’s contribution to annual DPM concentrations would either not change or would
decrease compared to Baseline conditions at all receptor study site locations (up to

-0.002 pg/m3). Thereafter, the project’s contribution would decrease further compared to
Baseline conditions. By 2015, a net decrease in project annual DPM emissions (between -0.006
and -0.011 pg/m3) from the Canyon Rock Quarry trucks would occur compared to Baseline
conditions at the receptor study site locations, and by 2021 a greater decrease (between -0.007
and -0.015 pg/m3 would be experienced compared to Baseline conditions.12

HEALTH RISK OF DPM

As noted in the significance criteria stated in the DEIR, the cancer risk from DPM emissions
would be considered to be significant if the project results in an increase in cancer risk of 10 per
million people. Non-cancer risks are considered significant if the project results in a Hazard
Index of greater than 1.

The cancer risks from DPM occur exclusively through the inhalation pathway; these cancer risks
can be estimated by the equation that is presented in Appendix E, in the Technical Appendices of
the DEIR. The important factors in this calculation include:

. the annual average DPM concentration in pg/m3during the exposure period,

. the unit risk or estimated probability that a person will contract cancer as a result of
inhalation of DPM at a concentration of 1 pg/m® continuously over a period of 70 years.

. the integrated total exposure to DPM during the overall 70-year exposure period,
. the fraction of trucks to relate Peak Daily to Average Annual traffic, and

. the lifetime exposure adjustment (LEA); values range from 0.14 to 1.0. The BAAQMD
adjusts the standard exposure to account for higher breathing rates for children (581 liters
per kilogram [L/kg] versus 286 L/kg) and an exposure for 36 weeks per year for 9 years out
of a 70-year lifetime, thus, the LEA for the elementary school receptors is 0.18. The LEA
at residential receptors along the haul route is 1.0.

The inhalation unit risk factor for diesel particulate was established by CARB as 300 in one
million per continuous exposure to 1 ug/m® of DPM over a 70-year period. In order to protect
public health, and in accordance with the recommendations of the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), a 70-year lifetime exposure is assumed for
receptor locations. However, exposure adjustments were made based on the exposure duration
based on annual and daily quarry operations.

11 Existing (2002) DPM concentrations are greater than baseline (1998-2002) annual average DPM emissions.
Consequently, when alternatively comparing the project to existing conditions, net decreases in emissions DPM
emissions would be greater than that identified for baseline conditions.

12 |pid.
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TABLE 4
ANNUAL DPM CONCENTRATION (ug/m®)

Project Net Change from
Baseline Plus Project Baseline Conditions

Quarry Receptor Baseline | 2007 2015 2021 2007 2015 2021

Scenario 1: With Signalization®®

Canyon Rock School 0.011 0.012 | 0.006 | 0.003 0.001 | -0.005 | -0.008

Residence 1 0.022 0.021 | 0.010 | 0.007 | -0.001 | -0.011 | -0.015

Residence 2 0.013 0.015 | 0.007 | 0.004 0.002 | -0.006 | -0.009

Residence 3 0.010 0.011 | 0.006 | 0.003 0.001 | -0.004 | -0.007

Residence 4 0.011 0.016 | 0.008 | 0.005 0.005 | -0.003 | -0.006

Trailer Park 0.013 0.017 | 0.008 | 0.005 0.004 | -0.005 | -0.008

Blue Rock School 0.002 0.009 | 0.005 | 0.003 0.008 0.003 | 0.002

Residence 1 0.005 0.017 | 0.009 | 0.005 0.012 0.003 | 0.000

Residence 2 0.003 0.012 | 0.006 | 0.003 0.009 0.003 | 0.000

Residence 3 0.002 0.010 | 0.004 | 0.003 0.008 0.002 | 0.002

Residence 4 0.003 0.013 | 0.007 | 0.004 0.010 0.004 | 0.002

Trailer Park 0.003 0.014 | 0.006 | 0.004 0.011 0.003 | 0.002

Canyon Rock plus | School 0.013 0.021 | 0.011 | 0.006 0.009 | -0.002 | -0.006

Blue Rock Residence 1 0.027 0.038 | 0.019 | 0.012 0.011 | -0.008 | -0.015

Residence 2 0.016 0.027 | 0.013 | 0.007 0.011 | -0.003 | -0.009

Residence 3 0.012 0.021 | 0.010 | 0.006 0.009 | -0.002 | -0.005

Residence 4 0.014 0.029 | 0.015 | 0.009 0.015 0.001 | -0.004

Trailer Park 0.016 0.031 | 0.014 | 0.009 0.015 | -0.002 | -0.006

Scenario 2: Without Signalization®

Canyon Rock School 0.011 0.011 | 0.005 | 0.003 0.000 | -0.006 | -0.008

Residence 1 0.022 0.020 | 0.010 | 0.007 | -0.002 | -0.011 | -0.015

Residence 2 0.013 0.012 | 0.005 | 0.003 | -0.001 | -0.008 | -0.009

Residence 3 0.010 0.010 | 0.005 | 0.003 0.000 | -0.005 | -0.007

Residence 4 0.011 0.010 | 0.005 | 0.003 | -0.001 | -0.006 | -0.008

Trailer Park 0.013 0.012 | 0.005 | 0.003 | -0.001 | -0.008 | -0.009

Blue Rock School 0.002 0.008 | 0.004 | 0.003 0.006 0.003 | 0.001

Residence 1 0.005 0.016 | 0.008 | 0.005 0.011 0.003 | 0.000

Residence 2 0.003 0.009 | 0.004 | 0.003 0.005 0.001 | -0.001

Residence 3 0.002 0.009 | 0.003 | 0.004 0.007 0.002 | 0.002

Residence 4 0.003 0.009 | 0.004 | 0.003 0.006 0.002 | 0.000

Trailer Park 0.003 0.010 | 0.004 | 0.003 0.007 0.002 | 0.000

Canyon Rock plus | School 0.013 0.019 | 0.009 | 0.006 0.006 | -0.003 | -0.007

Blue Rock Residence 1 0.027 0.036 | 0.018 | 0.012 0.009 | -0.008 | -0.015

Residence 2 0.016 0.021 | 0.009 | 0.006 0.004 | -0.007 | -0.010

Residence 3 0.012 0.019 | 0.008 | 0.007 0.007 | -0.003 | -0.005

Residence 4 0.014 0.019 | 0.009 | 0.006 0.005 | -0.004 | -0.008

Trailer Park 0.016 0.022 | 0.009 | 0.006 0.006 | -0.006 | -0.009

@ Signals assumed at Highway 116/Mirabel Road and Highway 116/Covey Road in 2007, 2015 and 2021
Concentration values are rounded.
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Current values of cumulative health risk from the combination of DPM and other toxic air
contaminants in the air that are experienced in Northern Sonoma County and in the Bay Area in
general are estimated to range from 400 to 700 per million. See also Master Response No. 9.

Non-Cancer Risks. The Hazard Index is an expression used for the potential for non-cancer
health effects. The relationship for the non-cancer health effects of DPM is given by the
following equation: Hazard Index = Annual DPM concentration (ug/m?) / Reference Exposure
level (REL) for DPM13. The chronic REL for DPM was established by OEHHA as 5 pg/m® (see
Appendix E in the DEIR Technical Appendices and Master Response No. 9).

Estimated Health Risk of DPM from Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project

The focus of CEQA is to determine the environmental effects of a proposed project. The Canyon
Rock Quarry Expansion project is an expansion of existing operations, so the focus of this
analysis is to determine the changes in air quality and related health-related risk that would result
from the expansion of operations. The changes due to the project would be the discrete
differences between the current or Baseline operations and the operations with the project in
place. Therefore, the cancer health risk associated with the full operation of the Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion project in the future analysis years minus the Baseline cancer risk was
predicted.

Results are presented in Table 5 for two roadway network scenarios (with signalization
mitigation, and without signalization mitigation). For informational purposes, the predicted
health risk for the Blue Rock Quarry expansion project, and the combined Canyon Rock and Blue
Rock Quarry projects, are also presented in Table 5.

With Signal Mitigation Scenario. As shown in Table 5, in the first year of project operation
(2007) the incremental cancer health risk of the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project from
DPM from quarry trucks would increase compared to Baseline conditions at five of the six
sensitive receptor study site locations. However the largest increase experienced at a receptor
study site associated with the proposed Canyon Rock expansion project trucks would be

1.6 cancer per million people (under the 10 cancer per million threshold). Every year thereafter,
the project’s contribution to cancer health risk compared to Baseline conditions would be less.
By 2011, all receptor study site locations would experience a net decrease in the Canyon Rock
Quarry project cancer health risk compared to Baseline conditions. By 2015, the proposed
Canyon Rock Quarry project health risk at would further decrease (-0.3 to -1.8 cancer per
million) compared to Baseline conditions at the receptor study site locations, and by 2021 would
experience a greater decrease compared to Baseline conditions (-0.4 to -2.6 cancer per million).14

13 REL for DPM is the DPM concentration at which no adverse health effects are anticipated.

14 Existing (2002) DPM concentrations and associated health risk are greater than baseline (1998-2002) annual
average DPM emissions. Consequently, when alternatively comparing the project to existing conditions, net
decreases in emissions DPM emissions would be greater than that identified for baseline conditions.
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TABLE 5
TOTAL NET CHANGE IN DPM CANCER RISK WITH
PROPOSED QUARRY EXPANSION PROJECTS IN 2007, 2015 AND 20212"

Quarry Receptor 2007 2015 2021

Scenario 1: With Signalization®

Canyon Rock Quarry School 0.1 -0.3 -04
Residence 1 -0.3 -3.4 -4.4
Residence 2 0.5 -1.8 -2.6
Residence 3 0.3 -1.3 -2.1
Residence 4 1.6 -1.0 -1.8
Trailer Park 1.3 -1.6 -2.3
Blue Rock Quarry School 0.4 0.2 0.1
Residence 1 3.6 1.0 0.00
Residence 2 2.6 0.8 0.00
Residence 3 2.3 0.8 0.5
Residence 4 3.1 1.3 0.5
Trailer Park 3.4 1.0 0.5
Canyon Rock plus Blue Rock School 0.5 -0.1 -0.3
Residence 1 3.4 -2.3 -4.4
Residence 2 3.1 -1.0 -2.6
Residence 3 2.6 -0.5 -1.6
Residence 4 4.7 0.3 -1.3
Trailer Park 4.7 -0.5 -1.8

Scenario 2: Without Signalization®

Canyon Rock Quarry School 0.0 -0.3 -0.4
Residence 1 -0.5 -3.4 -4.4
Residence 2 -0.3 -2.3 -2.9
Residence 3 0.0 -1.6 2.1
Residence 4 -0.3 -1.8 -2.3
Trailer Park -0.3 -2.3 -2.9
Blue Rock Quarry School 0.3 0.1 0.1
Residence 1 3.4 0.8 0.0
Residence 2 1.6 0.3 -0.3
Residence 3 2.1 0.5 0.5
Residence 4 1.8 0.5 0.0
Trailer Park 2.1 0.5 0.0
Canyon Rock plus Blue Rock School 0.3 -0.2 -0.4
Residence 1 2.9 -2.6 -4.4
Residence 2 1.3 -2.1 -2.6
Residence 3 2.1 -1.0 -1.6
Residence 4 1.6 -1.3 -2.3
Trailer Park 1.8 -1.8 -2.9

@ Net addition or reduction in DPM cancer risk compared to the five-year average annual baseline condition (1998-
2002).

b All numbers are rounded.

C Signals assumed at Highway 116/Mirabel Road and Highway 116/Covey Road in 2007, 2015 and 2021
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Without Signal Mitigation Scenario. As shown in Table 5, in 2007 the Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project contribution of DPM concentrations from quarry trucks would either not
change or would decrease compared to Baseline conditions at all sensitive receptor study site
locations (0 to -0.5 cancers per million). Every year thereafter, the project’s contribution of
cancer health risk would decrease further compared to Baseline conditions. By 2015, the
proposed Canyon Rock Quarry project would experience net decrease in health risk of between
-0.3 and -3.4 cancer per million compared to Baseline conditions at the receptor study site
locations, and by 2021 would experience a greater decrease (between -0.4 and -4.4 cancer per
million) compared to Baseline conditions.1®

Consequently, under either the With- or Without-Signal Mitigation scenarios in all future years at
all sensitive receptor study sites, the incremental cancer health risk associated with DPM from
quarry trucks from the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project would be well less than
the significance threshold of 10 cancers per million people. In fact, by 2011 (under the With
Signal Mitigation scenario), and in the first year of operation (under the Without Signal
Mitigation scenario), sensitive receptor study sites would experience a net decrease in cancer risk
from the Canyon Rock Quarry project trucks compared to Baseline conditions. This lowered
cancer risk with time is attributable to the lowered DPM emissions that would result with
implementation of new diesel regulations. Therefore, the cancer health risks associated with
DPM from quarry trucks as a result of operation of the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion
project would be less than significant.

Non-Cancer Risks. Under either the With- or Without-Signal Mitigation scenarios in all future
years at all sensitive receptor study sites, the incremental chronic (non-cancer) health risk
associated with DPM from quarry trucks from the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion
project would be well less than the threshold value of 1 (i.e., would be a value of 0.001 or less).
In fact, by 2011 (under the With Signal scenario), and in the first year of operation (under the
Without Signal scenario), sensitive receptor study sites would experience a net decrease in non-
cancer risk compared to Baseline conditions. This lowered chronic risk with time is attributable
to the lowered DPM emissions that would result with implementation of new diesel regulations.
Therefore, the non-cancer health risks associated with DPM from quarry trucks as a result of
operation of the proposed Rock Quarry expansion project would be less than significant.

In summary, an air quality model developed by Caltrans was used to predict DPM concentrations
along the haul routes. Predictions were made for the Canyon Rock quarry, for the Blue Rock
quarry separately, and also for the combined effect of both quarries. Predictions were made at six
receptors, including the Forestville Elementary School. The predictions assumed both quarries
would be operating at full production. Predictions were made for two scenarios: (1) with the road
system as it exists today; and (2) with traffic signals installed as identified in the mitigation
measures. The predicted concentrations of DPM at the receptors would initially increase, but the
increased concentrations would not result in a significant increase in the health risk. By 2015, the
combined DPM concentrations from both expansion projects would decrease below the baseline
levels due to mandated changes in diesel fuels and diesel engines. This analysis supports the

15 1hid.
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DEIR conclusion that neither project-level DPM emissions, or the combined DPM emissions
from both quarry projects, would result in a significant health impact along the haul routes.
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Master Response No. 9: Cumulative Air Quality Effects

Several commenters on the DEIR raised issues and questions about how the cumulative air
quality impacts were examined in the document. This master response is intended to address
these concerns and further explain the approach that was used in the analysis.

The cumulative analyses presented in the DEIR considered whether the project, in combination
with other cumulative development, would create a significant cumulative effect. CEQA
guidance indicates that cumulative impacts are to be assessed in a two-step process; first, to
determine if a significant adverse overall or cumulative impact would occur, and then to
determine if the project’s contribution to that impact would be “cumulatively considerable.”

With respect to the cumulative impacts, those of potential concern would be the impacts to which
the project would contribute and for which the project’s contribution could be deemed
“cumulatively considerable.” This discussion will consider the cumulative effects for Criteria
Pollutants first, and then consider the issue for DPM. The general analysis logic and
methodology described under the discussion for the Criteria Pollutants is the same as used in the
analysis of the DPM that follows.

With respect to air quality, the DEIR air quality analysis assumes that the implementation of air
quality regulations that have already been adopted and are currently being implemented, would
continue into the future. In the interest of full disclosure, the air quality analysis also calls out
and describes other proposed but not yet adopted air quality regulations, but the analysis does not
assume the implementation of regulations that have not yet been adopted.
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CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

The best available indicators for the presence of significant cumulative effects with respect to
criteria pollutants are whether or not the air quality meets the California and the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS and NAAQS, respectively), as shown in Table 1V.B-2
of the DEIR. These standards are based on concentrations of the various pollutants in the
ambient air. As stated on DEIR p. IV.B-7,

“Northern Sonoma County APCD is in attainment of both the NAAQS and the CAAQS for
NO,, SO,, CO, and lead. The District is attainment of the NAAQS for PMy, and ozone, but
is in nonattainment of the CAAQS for PMy and ozone. It is recognized that the
nonattainment status of the District with respect to the state ozone standard is primarily a
result of pollutant transport from the Bay Area and not locally generated. Therefore, an air
quality plan for ozone is not required and no PMy plan is required under state law.”

Although the project may not directly cause an exceedance, it may be possible for a project to
contribute to an exceedance of a state or federal air quality standard of a criterion pollutant - in
the region or in the vicinity - if the project emits that particular pollutant.

However, the best available data regarding the region and Forestville ambient air quality
conditions (necessarily including existing emissions from existing quarry operations), as well as
the apparent primary sources of these emissions are described in the DEIR, p. 1V.B-11:

“Table IV.B-3 shows a six-year summary of monitoring data collected from the nearby
stations, compared with CAAQS and NAAQS. Generally, the air quality trends are
improving with the number of exceedances and concentrations decreasing throughout the
period. Northern Sonoma County was redesignated an attainment area for [the CAAQS
for] ozone in November 2003 (NSCAPCD, 2004). It should be noted that of the PMyq
violations that have occurred in the last few years, the exceedences occurred primarily in
the months of December and January. District officials have indicated these exceedences
appear to be associated primarily with wood combustion in residential fireplaces.”

The major local sources of PMyq in Sonoma County in 2003, as noted in the DEIR, p. 1V.B-5, and
in Master Response No. 4, were paved road dust (21 percent), farming operations (18 percent),
construction and demolition (15 percent), residential fuel combustion (including woodstoves and
fireplaces - 14 percent), and all mobile sources (9 percent) (CARB, 2004a).16

For PM, s, the major sources in Sonoma County in 2003 were residential fuel combustion,
including woodstoves and fireplaces (29 percent), farming operations (21 percent), all mobile
sources (15 percent), paved road dust (8 percent), and construction and demolition (7 percent)

16 A trend analysis of emission sources in Sonoma County since 1975 indicate that PM;, emissions have increased by
approximately 22 percent in 28 years, with most of the increase accounted for by paved road dust and smaller
amounts by construction and demolition activities and mobile sources. Emission totals from residential fuel
combustion have dropped slightly while farming operations emission totals have remained virtually unchanged
over this period.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 59 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



111. MASTER RESPONSES

(CARB, 2004a).17 Further, diesel trucks, a subset of all mobile sources, accounted for just over
two percent of total PM,s emissions in Sonoma County in 2003.

The best available data with respect to small particulates in the ambient air in Forestville are
described in the DEIR, p. IV.B-11,

“An ambient monitoring station for PM, s and PMy, data is also located in Forestville (at the
fire station); however only limited data is available from that station. Table IV.B-4
summarizes the PM, s monitoring data from Forestville during the period of July 13, 2001
through September 24, 2002 and PM;, monitoring during 2001 and 2002. Appendix E,
page E-15, provides an NSCAPCD summary of PMy, averages in 2001 and 2002 in
Forestville and other Northern Sonoma County cities. The data collected suggest that air
quality in Forestville meets all health-based standards established by the federal Clean Air
Act and California Clean Air Act for particulate matter, however, both Acts require a
minimum of three years of data before a finding of attainment can be made (NSCAPCD,
2003).”

Furthermore, the limited data from the Forestville station (see DEIR Table 1V.B-4) shows no
exceedance of the PM, 5 standard and shows one exceedance of the PM;g standard in 2001. The
NSCAPCD reports that as of March 2005, no additional exceedences of PMy, standard have
occurred since January 7, 2001 (NSCAPCD, 2005).

In general, the cumulative air quality analysis can consider applicable planning documents that
guide development at, or in the vicinity of, the project and within the region; under CEQA this is
considered a plan-based approach. In addition, it is also possible to consider individual future
projects in the vicinity or in the region that would affect the same geographic area as the Canyon
Rock project. However, considering that the two, specific air quality impacts of the project relate
to particulates as PMy, that are generated on the quarry site and to DPM and PM2.5 from
trucking, it is only necessary to consider other projects that would have similar emissions that
affect the same geographic area or region as the Canyon Rock Quarry project. Other contributors
to cumulative local PMy, would be other sources of PMyoemissions in the vicinity of the quarry
and other diesel-powered vehicles (mobile sources) on the roads in the vicinity of Forestville or in
the wider region of the County or of the North Coast Air Basin.

The air quality effects of the project itself are described in the DEIR in Section IV.B. The
cumulative air quality effects of the Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project and the Blue Rock
Quarry expansion project are also described in the DEIR - see Impact 1V.B.5 (cumulative dust),
Impact 1V.B.6 (cumulative contribution to regional criteria pollutants) and Impact 1VV.B.6
(cumulative contribution to diesel particulate matter emissions) - as well as in more detail in
Master Response No. 8.

17" A trend analysis of emission sources in Sonoma County since 1975 indicate that PM, s emissions have increased by
approximately 8 percent in 28 years, with most of the increase accounted for by all mobile sources, paved road
dust, and construction and demolition. Emission totals from residential fuel combustion have dropped slightly
while farming operations emission totals have remained virtually unchanged over this period.
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However, in addition to those quantified cumulative emissions from the two quarry projects,
future general growth and development according to the County General Plan also could affect
the Forestville area’s air quality in the future by introducing more local truck and automobile
traffic, as described in the traffic section (section IV.A) of the DEIR, and by introducing more
stationary sources of criteria pollutants in the area around Forestville.

As discussed on p. VIII-2 of the DEIR, the DEIR cumulative impact analyses was based on a
cumulative growth scenario that incorporated both reasonably foreseeable future development
projects in Sonoma County and forecasts of regional employment and population growth. Near-
term proposed or approved projects within the project area included: Blue Rock Quarry
Expansion, Graton Winery, Burbank Self-Help Project, Mini Storage Project, Crinella Property,
and Thiessen Property.

The long-term traffic projections used in the DEIR included year 2021 areawide growth in traffic
volumes that were greater than the growth predicted by the traffic model for the County General
Plan revision, which considers development of all parcels in accordance with their land use
designations. Since the EIR projections are somewhat higher than the General Plan projections,
the DEIR concluded that the EIR projections adequately accounted for all foreseeable
development in the Forestville area, including the known projects.

The cumulative contribution of this development to criteria pollutants is considered in the
on-going planning by the NSCAPCD to meet the state and federal regulatory ambient air quality
standards into the future. This planning is based on inventories of emissions to be anticipated
from development in accordance with the County General Plan, as stated above. Continued
residential development in the Forestville area certainly could contribute to future wintertime
PMy, exceedances, with the primary contribution likely to be uncontrolled emissions from wood
combustion in residential fireplaces; however, successful pollution control strategies exist for
these emissions and could be implemented by the NSCAPCD and the County if and when it
becomes necessary in the future to meet the CAAQS and NAAQS.

As noted in Master Response No. 4, diesel trucks, a subset of all mobile sources, accounted for
just over two percent of total PM, 5 emissions in Sonoma County in 2003. Given the small
contribution of the project to overall diesel truck emissions in the County, the small contribution
of all diesel trucks to Countywide emissions, and the mandated future reductions in DPM
emissions in all diesel trucks, as well as in the project’s diesel trucks, the project’s contribution to
future PMy, or PM, 5 exceedances would not be deemed “cumulatively considerable.”

DIESEL PARTICULATE MATTER (DPM) EMISSIONS

Although there are the CAAQS and NAAQS for the criteria pollutants, there are no similar
ambient air quality standards for toxic air contaminants such as DPM. Master Response No. 4
discusses the health standards for diesel particulates. As noted in that response, because DPM is a
very fine particulate, it is included in state and national PM,, and PM, 5 standards. However,
those standards apply to all fine particulates, not just to DPM.
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Due to the health effects of DPM, the most stringent standard for exposure due to a project is the
cancer-risk-based 10 per million people CEQA significance criterion used in the EIR (see Master
Response No. 4). That criterion is used for both the criterion for the project impact and the
criterion for the cumulative impact. It is a common standard for the cancer risk from an
individual project. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) also advises that
this is the appropriate standard for cumulative risk as well; if the project exceeds 10 in a million,
it is to be judged that the project results in a significant cumulative impact, as well as a significant
individual impact of the project.

The 10 per million standard is comparatively stringent, as discussed in Master Response No. 4.
Unlike criteria pollutants, there is no established overall criterion for an acceptable or
unacceptable cancer risk for the general population. Although the Chronic Reference Exposure
Level (REL) discussed in Master Response No. 4 could be considered to be a health-based
standard, that value, 5 pg/m®, would result in a cancer risk value of 1,500 per million, a value
nearly three times the year 2000 statewide average risk of 540 per million in 2000. As noted in
the DEIR, p. IV.B-9 and 10, the CARB diesel emission control program’s goals are to reduce
DPM emissions and the associated health risk by 75% in 2010 and by 85% in 2020. However,
these risk values are not incorporated into health-based ambient air quality standards, and do not
include the total exposure of the public to stationary-source and mobile-source ambient airborne
toxics that also include other toxic air contaminants in addition to DPM. For the above-described
reasons, the DPM REL value of 5 pg/m?, equivalent to a cancer risk value of 1,500 per million,
was rejected as an appropriate criterion for use in assessing cumulative impact of the project.

The BAAQMD advice that the 10 in a million criterion is the appropriate standard for the project
contribution to cumulative risk appears conservative. As stated in the DEIR, p. IV.B-15, if the
project itself were to result in a risk that exceeds 10 in a million, the project would also be judged
to have a significant cumulative impact. This conservative approach was used because:

1)  Other than the REL, there is no specific concentration and occurrence limits, such as those
for each of the criteria pollutants, that can be applied to cumulative emissions to evaluate
the resulting ambient air concentrations of DPM,

2)  No cancer-based risk value for ambient air has been adopted by the state or the federal
government as an acceptable public exposure to DPM, and

3)  The CARB control strategies for the reduction of DPM, which mandate long-term
emissions reductions from on-road diesel trucks to reduce DPM emissions and the
associated health risk by 75% in 2010 and by 85% in 2020. It is unknown as to whether it
is proper to infer that these reductions will result in acceptable public exposure for DPM
from on-road diesel trucks.

Based on the DEIR’s stated project significance criterion, the project would result in no
significant adverse impact with respect to DPM emissions or concentrations. Furthermore, based
on the adopted cumulative significance criterion, the project’s contribution to overall diesel
emissions and DPM concentrations would not be cumulatively considerable.
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Master Response No. 10: Project Sediment Control Plan

DEIR Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 describes a comprehensive water quality control program to
prevent significant discharge of pollutants in stormwater to Green Valley Creek. The program
includes source control measures to reduce erosion as well as sediment retention measures to
keep sediment on the quarry site. It also includes performance criteria in the form of water
quality standards that the stormwater discharge must meet, a monitoring an reporting program to
demonstrate compliance, and a provision requiring corrective action in the event that the
discharge does not meet the performance criteria. Several commenters felt that this measure
would not be adequate to protect the creek, and that it did not include sufficient detail to allow an
evaluation of its effectiveness. This master response discusses the mitigation measure, and
includes revisions to make it more specific and to increase its effectiveness.

The specific BMPs described under Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 of the DEIR (pages 1V.D-18-22)
constitute the main components of the SWPPP. However, the following language is hereby
added to the beginning of the mitigation measure to clarify this fact (top of page 1V.D-18):

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1: The following mitigation measures, in conjunction with
those measures proposed by the applicant, shall represent the water quality protection
program (Program) and shall be documented in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). The SWPPP shall be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the County
PRMD. The SWPPP shall be reqularly updated as new BMPs are constructed and/or the
guarry operation changes. The pProgram shall be implemented prior to initiation of mining
under the proposed expansion-{with-the-exception-of Mitigation-Measure N-D-1¢). The
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the RWQCB and the County that
discharges from the site consistently meet the specified water quality benchmarks for
stormwater discharges prior to proceeding with mining under the proposed expansion.”

Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1b in the DEIR includes source control measures designed to prevent
erosion. Erosion control measures are readily available, and are in common use on construction
sites and other sites on which large areas of ground are graded. The mitigation measure is revised
as follows to identify these common measures more specifically. The first paragraph of the
mitigation is replaced with the following:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1b: Implement Aggressive Source Control. The water quality
control program shall provide increased emphasis on source control measures designed to
prevent erosion. Specific measures cited below are taken from the Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook for Construction, published by the California Stormwater
Quality Association (CASQA). Equivalent measures described in the Erosion and
Sediment Control Field Manual (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board, 1996) or other measures deemed more effective by the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board may be substituted.”
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The existing source control measures in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1b are retained, and the
following new measures added:

“e  The program shall include measures to preserve existing vegetation to the extent
practical (CASQA construction measure EC-2). When timber harvest takes place in
the expansion area, small trees, shrubs and groundcover shall be left in place until the
area is ready for mining;

° In areas not being actively mined, bare soil shall be protected from erosion with the
application of hydraulic mulch (CASQA construction measure EC-3) or hydroseeded
(CASOQA construction measure EC-4);

° In areas not being actively mined where it is not practical to establish a grass cover,
soil binders shall be applied to exposed soil to prevent erosion (CASQA construction
measure EC-5);

° In areas requiring temporary protection until a permanent vegetative cover can be

established, bare soil shall be protected by the application of straw mulch, wood
mulch, or mats (CASQA construction measures EC-6, 7, and 8);

° To the extent practical, benches should be back-sloped or provided with rock or straw
bale checks so that sediment is trapped on the benches rather than washed into the
sediment ponds; and

° Benches shall drain into adequately sized pipes or rock-lined channels that convey
the runoff to the quarry floor (CASQA construction measure EC-11). Outlets of pipes
shall have appropriate energy dissipaters to prevent erosion at the outfall (CASQA
construction measure EC-10).”

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1c in the DEIR describes measures that will retain sediment on the
quarry site rather than releasing it in stormwater runoff. As with source control measures
described above, there are readily available sediment retention measures that can be used
effectively. The text of Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1c is replaced with the following, which is
more specific about the measures to be implemented. Note that the DEIR concluded that very
large sediment ponds would be needed to remove clay particles. Since it may not be practical to
construct such large ponds, Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1g required supplemental measures, such as
mechanical filtration, be implemented if necessary to meet the water quality standards. That
concept is expanded in the new text of Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1c, which requires that the
sediment control system to be designed with supplemental treatment (such as use of a flocculent
to cause fine particles to aggregate and settle to the bottom of the pond).

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1c: Implement Sediment Retention Measures. The program
shall include specific measures to trap eroded sediment on site to prevent a discharge to
receiving waters. Specific measures cited below are taken from the Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook for Construction, published by the California Stormwater
Quality Association (CASQA). Equivalent measures described in the Erosion Control
Manual (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board) or other measures
deemed suitable by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board may be
substituted.
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° Silt fences, fiber rolls, and straw bale barriers shall be used on bare slopes not being
actively mined to intercept and trap sediment carried by sheet flow (CASQA
construction measures SE-1, SE-5, and SE-9).

° The program shall include a description of the construction method for the sediment
basins, including the design storm and spillways. The design storm shall not be less
than the 20-year, 1-hour intensity event.

° The applicant shall design the proposed sediment ponds to the maximum size
practical for the available space. New sediment ponds shall include a forebay to trap
coarse soil particles before the runoff enters the main sediment ponds (CASQA
construction measure SE-2). Recognizing that the sediment ponds may not be large
enough to trap very fine particles such as clay, the design shall include supplemental
treatment that can be used as needed to meet the water quality discharge criteria for
this project. Supplemental treatment may be chemical treatment that causes the fine
particles to settle (CASQA construction measure SE-11), mechanical filters to
remove fine particles, or other measures considered to be effective by the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.

° All runoff from areas being mined or previously mined areas will be directed through
one of the sediment ponds. Stormwater may be released from the ponds between
storm events so long as the water to be released meets the performance criteria
described in Mitigation Measure |V.D.1f(2).

° During future guarrying the quarry floor shall be graded to slope toward the quarry
face so that a portion of the quarry floor serves as a sediment trap during the winter
rainy months. The design shall provide a stable outlet and drainage way to the

sediment ponds.

° The design shall be completed by a professional civil engineer experienced in
sediment detention basin design. The design shall meet the standards of SMARA. All
hydrologic and engineering calculations, including sediment trap efficiency, shall be
submitted to the County for review and approval.”

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1e in the DEIR describes best management practices to reduce the
potential for discharge of pollutants other than sediment. The following is added to the
mitigation measure to ensure that the use of chemicals such as dust suppressants or flocculent do
not adversely affect water quality:

“e  All chemical dust suppressants and slope stabilization chemicals or polymers, and
sediment detention basin enhancement chemicals or polymers shall be EPA-approved
and shall be used strictly according to the manufacturer’s directions. An accurate
accounting of the kinds and guantities of these materials used on the site shall be
maintained by the operator.”

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2) in the DEIR describes the on-going monitoring program and the
performance criteria that the discharge must meet. Regarding total suspended solids (TSS),
specific conductance and iron, the DEIR provided criterion based on recommended State
Stormwater Pollutant Benchmark levels. These criterion are expanded to account for downstream
level values in addition to the outfall level values (see response to Comments 3-7 and 6-5 for
additional detail). Regarding turbidity, the DEIR allowed a 20% increase in turbidity, which
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would be consistent with the Basin Plan. That criterion is revised to be more stringent, in that it
will not allow any increase in turbidity in Green Valley Creek. The third bullet point under
Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f (2) is hereby amended as follows:

The surface water quality data shall be analyzed by a qualified professional for
indications of exceedence of water quality benchmarks and/or changing conditions in
water quality that could indicate a potential impact to water quality conditions in
Green Valley Creek. The following benchmark water quality values shall be used to
determine whether an adverse impact may be associated with the discharge:

Total
Total Suspended Petroleum
Sediment Specific Hydrocarbons
pH Turbidity | Conductance Iron as Diesel
6.5t08.5% 0to100 mg/L at | Not greater 010200 0-t0-300-ug/? <15 mg/L
project site outfall | than 20% uSlem-? Qutfall
discharge®; and increase-in Outfall discharge
downstream levels |  receiving discharge levels not to
in Green Valley water levels not to | exceed baseline
Creek not to turbidity in exceed levels
exceed upstream | Green Valley | baseline levels measured
levels by more | Creek at time | measured upstream in
than 25 mg/I° of discharge® | upstreamin | Green Valley
Green Valley Creek®
Creek®

Note: These benchmarks are subject to revision as the requlatory climate and treatment technologies evolve. The RWQCB

may, at it’s discretion, modify these benchmark values in the future.

8 Based on State Stormwater Pollutant Benchmark levels.

Based on companson of samples collected during the same sampling event.

c

- This criterion cannot be applied to discharge samples from outfalls, but shall
be applied to samples collected in Green Valley Creek upstream and downstream of the project site.

The last paragraph in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2) in the DEIR describes a monitoring report
that will be required of the quarry operator. The contents of the report are made more specific by
deleting this paragraph and replacing it with:

“The applicant shall submit a monitoring report to the Regional Water Quality Control
Board with a copy submitted to the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management

Department and the California Department of Fish and Game. Frequency of reporting will

be determined by the RWQCB but shall not be less frequent than twice each rainy season.

The qualified water guality professional conducting the monitoring shall provide an

analysis of the data and an evaluation of the overall effectiveness of the sediment control

system.

If the water quality performance criteria have been exceeded, the report shall

include the expert’s opinion regarding the specific causes of the exceedances and

recommended measures to bring the discharges into compliance.”
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Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1g describes corrective actions to be taken in the event that the quarry
discharge does not meet the performance criteria described in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2).
The text of this measure is replaced with the following, which is more specific about the actions
that will be taken.

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1g: Implement corrective actions, as necessary. Once mining
of the expansion area has been initiated, if any annual monitoring indicates that discharges
from the quarry exceeded the water quality performance criteria, the applicant will propose
changes to the sediment control program that will improve its performance sufficiently to
meet the performance criteria. Corrective action may include, but is not limited to,
additional source control BMPs, expansion of the existing detention ponds, chemical
flocculation, mechanical filtration of the discharge, construction of extended wet ponds
and/or treatment wetlands. The proposed changes shall be submitted to the Regional Board
for comment, revised as needed to address their comments, and then implemented by the
applicant. If the performance criteria are not met for two consecutive years, the County
will confer with the applicant and the Regional Board to determine whether further changes
in the sediment control plan are likely to result in compliance. If suitable changes are not
identified, then the County shall require the quarry to reduce production as needed to meet
the performance criteria.”

Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1h requires inspection and repair of the sediment control system
following storm events. The text of this measure is revised as follows to include requirements for
routine maintenance.

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1h: Maintain and Rrepair storm damage, as necessary. The
program shall describe specific measures to ensure routine inspection and maintenance of
the drainage system and sediment ponds site to identify and correct problems.

The program shall describe a schedule and procedures for monitoring and maintaining the
sediment ponds. This shall include monitoring storage capacity and loss of storage,
sediment removal and deposition, and the safe storage, mixing, use, and disposal of any
polymers and coaqgulants or flocculants.

The program shall include measures to ensure prompt identification and repair of storm
damage. Following storm events which significantly damage (i.e., erosion or rainfall-
induced landsliding) the reclamation areas, the operator shall have a qualified professional
conduct a damage survey of the reclamation improvements, and sediment controls, and
recommend remedial actions as necessary to help assure that the performance standards
will be met. A report shall be submitted to the Sonoma County Permit and Resource
Management Department regarding the effects of such damage, including recommendations
for repair and/or replanting, if necessary.”

To summarize, DEIR Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 described a comprehensive water quality
control program. The mitigation measure has been revised to more clearly describe readily
available and proven measures to prevent erosion and to retain sediment on the site, and to
improve its effectiveness. The measure includes performance-based criteria that discharges of
stormwater must meet, a monitoring and reporting program to ensure that the criteria are being
met, and actions to be taken if the criteria are not met. This master response describes
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clarifications and improvements to Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1, however, no new or more severe
impacts have been identified, and the DEIR conclusion that Impact I1V.D.1 can be reduced to less
than significant is not changed.

Master Response No. 11: Project Drainage Plan

Several commenters felt that the project would contribute to downstream flooding due to
increased runoff, and that the DEIR did not provide enough detail in Mitigation

Measures 1V.D.4a and 4b to demonstrate that the impact could be reduced to less than significant.
This master response provides further discussion of the mitigation measures and the reasons that
it is reasonable to expect that they will reduce peak stormwater discharges from the quarry
compared to existing conditions.

Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.2 is hereby modified to include the language in the comment and in
Appendix D of the DEIR (June 12, 2003 letter, page 4), as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.2a: Implement Mitigation Measure IV.D.1.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.2b: Implement Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.4.”

The bolded portion of Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4, on page IV.D-27 of the DEIR, is hereby
modified as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4a: The applicant shall prepare, for review and approval by
the Sonoma County PRMD, a drainage plan (including appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic calculations) that minimizes changes in on-going and post-reclamation runoff,
site peak flows, and stream velocities as compared with baseline conditions at Green Valley
Creek and Highway 116 discharge points. The drainage plan shall incorporateapphicant

shal-design-and-operate-the sediment retention ponds to act as runoff detention features-se
that peak-Hows-in-Green-\alley Creek-are-net-increased._The drainage plan and

accompanying design calculations shall demonstrate that on-going and post-reclamation
discharges would not exceed baseline discharge levels during the 2-, 10-, 20-, and 100-year
storm events.”

A new Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.4b, is inserted as the first full paragraph on page 1V.D-28 of the
DEIR, as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4b: All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed
according to Sonoma County Water Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria and the
Sonoma County PRMD standards and requirements, and shall be operated in accordance
with the prepared drainage plan.”

Old Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4b, on page 1V.D-28 of the DEIR, is renumbered Mitigation
Measure 1V.D.4c, as follows:

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4ck: The Sediment pond/traps and drainage systems shall be
cleaned out pursuant to the standards stated in the approved erosion and sediment control
plan.”
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The overall purpose of the detention/retention pond system is to maintain and control stormwater
flows and water quality such that there is no net increase in water quantity and sediment load due
to the project. The mitigation measures provides a mechanism that would ensure detention
facilities shall be designed to accommaodate the increased flow generated by the project and
manage flows that enter Green Valley Creek. The drainage plan shall be based on the
comprehensive hydraulic engineering design that is typically required to determine size, depth,
and outlet works for a detention system. The detention/sediment ponds shall be designed to
operate within the allowable space on the site and meter water to Green Valley Creek to reduce
peak flows. Hydraulic engineering design would require not only attention to the physical design
(i.e. depth, configuration, capacity of outlet works, and areal size) but also emphasis on the
operation of the ponds. Designing the operational aspect of the ponds considers the need for
wintertime capacity, ability to release appropriate discharge to the creek during storm periods,
and the capacity needed to adequately settle out sediments.

To summarize, Mitigation Measures 1V.D.4a and 4b will require that the sediment control ponds
be operated to reduce peak storm discharge from the quarry site. This can be done by
maintaining several feet of freeboard in the ponds between storms so that a portion of the storm
runoff will be detained in the ponds and released after peak flows in Green Valley Creek have
subsided. This master response describes revisions that clarify the mitigation measure, however,
no new or more severe impacts have been identified, and the DEIR conclusion that Impact 1V.D.4
can be reduced to less than significant is not changed.

Master Response No. 12: Project Effect on Green Valley Creek Baseflows

The DEIR describes how the proposed project may affect groundwater recharge by removing
surface soils (which absorb rainfall) and creating exposed rock surfaces (which would be expected
to absorb less rainfall) (pages IV.D-22-25). Several commenters raised the concern that the
potential localized decrease in infiltration, which could result in a localized decrease in groundwater
levels, might impact summertime baseflows in Green Valley Creek. The DEIR concluded that the
project would not significantly impact summer flows in the creek because the loss of infiltration on
the quarry face would be offset by increased infiltration from the sediment ponds. This master
response provides an estimation of the total amount of recharge that would be lost by excavating the
quarry face and an estimation of the amount of infiltration that would occur in the ponds.

POTENTIAL REDUCTION IN GREEN VALLEY CREEK BASEFLOW FROM
REMOVAL OF SURFACE SOILS ON PROJECT SITE

Only anecdotal information on summertime baseflow in Green Valley Creek is available. The
flow in Green Valley Creek was measured on one occasion (during July in 1969) by the
California Department of Fish and Game (at the confluence of Green Valley Creek and the
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Russian River). The flow rate for Green Valley Creek during this one observation was measured
to be 0.27 cfs.18

There are no gaging stations on Green Valley Creek. Therefore, the contribution of upland
rainfall infiltration to creek summer baseflow is difficult to quantify for this watershed. An
alternative approach to evaluating the proposed project on the Green Valley Creek watershed is to
study a similar watershed that does have a gaging station and a data record of summertime
baseflows.

The Salmon Creek watershed, located a few miles to the southwest of the project site is similar to
the Green Valley Creek watershed in several important ways. Both watersheds are largely
underlain by Franciscan bedrock, they have similar vegetative cover, they are similar in size (17.0
square miles for Green Valley Creek watershed vs. 15.7 square miles for Salmon Creek
watershed), and average annual rainfall totals are similar (40-60 inches for Green Valley Creek
vs. 40-50 inches for Salmon Creek watershed). The similarity of the baseflows is illustrated by
the data from the July 1969 period when baseflow data was available for both watersheds [0.27
cubic feet per second (cfs) inches for Green Valley Creek vs. 0.19 cfs for Salmon Creek].

The mean daily and mean monthly stream flow data is available for the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) Salmon Creek watershed gage at Bodega for the period August 1962 through September
1975. Streamflow records for the Salmon Creek gage are available at the web site: http://nwis.
waterdata.usgs.qgov. The average discharge for the May-June period, based on 13 years of record
(which represents almost entirely baseflow), is about 2.0 cfs for the 15.7-square-mile Salmon
Creek watershed. Each square mile (640 acres) of watershed therefore contributes on average
about 0.127 cfs during the May-June period, or about 0.0002 cfs per acre of watershed.

Therefore, if the proposed expansion of the Canyon Rock Quarry were to completely eliminate
recharge to summertime baseflow from those affected areas of the site, the loss to baseflow would
be expected to be about 0.008 cfs during May-June (about 42 acres of new disturbed quarry area
x 0.0002 cfs/acre). This flow rate converts to a volumetric discharge of approximately 5,170
gallons per day of baseflow discharged to the creek during the summer (a total of 310,000 gallons
during the 60-day May-June baseflow period).

POTENTIAL INCREASE IN RECHARGE SHALLOW AQUIFER FROM PROJECT
SITE DETENTION BASINS

Under current conditions, the project site includes about 1.5 acres of detention basins that contain
water for most of the year. Infiltration in these ponds is limited because the bottoms of the ponds
are mantled with fine silt and clay. Seepage rates (infiltration into subsurface) were calculated for
the detention ponds as follows:

18 Green Valley Creek Stream Inventory available at the following web address: http://www.sonoma.edu/users/s/
swijtink/other/AGVWcouncil/GreenValley.html
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Hydraulic Depth of Thickness
Conductivity Water of Liner Gradient Seepage Seepage

(K) (H) (h) (H+h)/h  gpd gpy
Length Width Area (0.02
Pond ID (ft) (ft)  (f) gallday/ft®):  (ft) (1)
Pond 1 410 70 28,700 0.02 12 3 5 2,870 1,047,550
Pond 2 200 110 22,000 0.02 10 3 4 1,907 695,933
Unnamed1 80 50 4,000 0.02 4 2 3 240 87,600
Unnamed 2 250 50 12,500 0.02 4 2 3 750 273,750
Total Area 67,200 square feet
(1.54 Acres)
Total Seepage (gallons) 5,767 2,104,833

1 (1x10°® cmi/sec)(in/2.54 cm)(144 in%/ft?)(gal/231 in)(3600 sec/hr)(24 hr/day) = 0.02 gallons/day/ft?

Notes:
Seepage = [k * (H+h)/h]*A
gal = gallons ft = feet sec = second
gpd = gallons per day cm = centimeter hr = hour
gpy = gallons per year in=inch

The calculations use a hydraulic conductivity value (permeability) of 1.0 x 10°® cm/sec

(0.02 gallons per day per square foot) for the fines on the pond bottom. This hydraulic
conductivity value is equivalent to the requirements for landfill liners, and a reasonable and
conservative estimate for the flow rate through the silts and clays on the bottom of the ponds.
Based on these assumptions, approximately 2.1 million gallons of water per year (5,767 gallons
per day) would be expected to seep into the subsurface through the ponds. For the 60-day May-
June baseflow period considered above, the total recharge of the shallow aquifer would be about
346,000 gallons.

Relative Net Effect of Project on Base Flows in Green Valley Creek

As described above, the total estimated recharge of the shallow aquifer would be relatively equal
to the calculated “loss” of recharge during the summertime as a result of the quarry expansion.
This year-round flow into the subsurface from the detention ponds would be expected to largely
offset the potential losses of site-wide infiltration caused by the removal of surface soils.

Based on the relatively small percentage of the total watershed area of Green Valley Creek that
would be affected by the project and the compensating infiltration of the detention ponds,
potential impacts from changes to baseflow in Green Valley Creek from the project would
represent a less than significant impact.

To summarize, this master response provides additional analysis of the project impact on summer
flows in Green Valley Creek. An estimate of the amount of summer base flow contributed by
each acre of watershed in Green Valley Creek was made by evaluating a similar watershed for
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which streamflow data is available. It was conservatively assumed that all of the infiltration
would be lost from the quarry expansion area, and that area would no longer contribute
groundwater to summer creek flow. An estimate of the amount of infiltration that would be
expected to occur in the sediment ponds was made, using the conservative assumption that the
bottom of the ponds would have a low permeability (similar to that of a landfill liner). The
estimated infiltration from the ponds is approximately equal to the amount that would be lost
from the quarry expansion area, which supports the DEIR conclusion that the impact would be
less than significant.

Master Response No. 13: Project Water use and Effect on Groundwater
Supply

The DEIR evaluated the project’s impact on groundwater (Impact 1V.D.3). Some commenters
felt that the DEIR did not analyze the existing or proposed use of groundwater by the quarry
adequately, and improperly deferred this analysis until later. Some felt that the DEIR does not
analyze how the use of water by the quarry would affect other wells or the flow in Green Valley
Creek, or that the DEIR only identifies monitoring for a mitigation measure. This master response
provides additional discussion of past groundwater use and the potential for increased future use
by the quarry. It also includes additional discussion of the proposed monitoring program
(Mitigation Measure 1V.D.3b).

As reported in the DEIR, the primary source of water used for aggregate processing, dust
suppression, and potable water supply at the quarry is provided to the site by the Forestville
Water District (FWD). Water for dust suppression at the site also comes from the quarry’s
sedimentation ponds. The DEIR reported that groundwater was the least used source of water by
the applicant, and that one well on the project property is used by the quarry to provide some
water for aggregate washing, dust suppression misters at the main plan, equipment washing and
irrigation for landscaping planting along the berms. This is due to its high iron content, which
can markedly decrease the quality of concrete if used in the batch plant.

The applicant has subsequently provided clarification of the discussion of existing groundwater
use in the DEIR, indicating the quarry has not used groundwater for quarry related operations for
at least the past five years.

There are no new wells proposed as part of the project. Furthermore, the applicant has stated that
under normal operating conditions, the quarry does not propose to use groundwater for quarry
operations as part of the project. An exception would be if there was a temporary or long-term
disruption of the FWD water supply to the quarry. Consequently, the applicant does not wish to
relinquish to potential to use groundwater in the future, should it be required.

According to the discussion in the DEIR regarding the presence and movement of groundwater
(DEIR, Page 1V.D-6, 22 through 25), groundwater occurs in fractures within the underlying
bedrock and in the alluvium that overlies the bedrock. The alluvium extends to a depth of only
about 40 feet near the project site. At a depth of 100 feet, it is expected that the groundwater
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feeding the well is predominantly from bedrock fracture flow and not apt to be hydraulically
connected to the alluvium. The onsite well is a two-foot diameter well installed to a depth of
approximately 100 feet (DEIR, Page 1VV.D-6). Although the quarry production well is 60 feet
deeper than the shallower neighboring wells, it has not been determined whether these wells are
in hydraulic connection. Moreover, the degree of hydraulic connection between the shallow
groundwater in the alluvium and the bedrock underlying the quarry is uncertain. Because of the
uncertainty surrounding the hydraulic conductivity between deep and shallow groundwater, the
DEIR requires, as mitigation, the use of recycled water to supplement the water supply
(Mitigation 1V.D.3a) and implementation of a monitoring program to identify changes in
groundwater levels caused by additional groundwater extraction (Mitigation 1V.D.3b).

The use of water detained in ponds as a supplementary water supply for processing and dust
suppression is required under Mitigation Measure 1V.D.3a (DEIR Page IV.D-25). It should also
be noted that the operator has, since the preparation of the DEIR, approximately doubled the size
of Pond 1 (from approximately 0.3 acres to 0.6 acres) and intends to expand the detention ponds
further to increase runoff treatment efficiency, but also to store additional water for on-site use.
Additional surface water storage would decrease dependency on FWD water and reduce the
likelihood that a disruption in the FWD supply would occur, and groundwater use needed.

The hydrologic evaluation prescribed in Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.3b consists of regular and
consistent groundwater level monitoring to distinguish between temporary and long term decline
in groundwater levels. If groundwater is shown to decline over the long term, the mitigation
measure requires the applicant to reduce pumping and obtain supplemental production water from
surface water or municipal supply. Mitigation Measure 1V.D.3b provides a mechanism for early
identification of potential and significant groundwater level decline, which could translate to
reduction of surface water resources, such as wetlands and Green Valley Creek. Itis likely that a
24-hour constant rate aquifer test (as mentioned in Comment 3-10) would not adequately assess
or identify water level drawdown impacts for onsite wetlands because the production well taps
deeper groundwater sources that may not be in direct hydraulic contact with surface water
sources. Furthermore, if there was a hydraulic connection, a temporary aquifer test on the
production well would likely not produce noticeable or measurable changes in the surface water
sources because of the complex hydrogeologic conditions consisting of alluvial flow overlying
bedrock fracture flow. Under these groundwater conditions, response from groundwater pumping
at the surface could require extensive pumping before surface water is affected. The long term,
consistent monitoring prescribed in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.3b would allow for early
identification of the water level decline capable of producing a reduction a surface water sources
such as wetlands and Green Valley Creek.

In conclusion, groundwater use resulting from the proposed project would be comparatively
minor because of the availability of surface water sources and poor groundwater quality.
Although the project may require additional groundwater, the effects of groundwater extraction
would be closely monitored under DEIR-prescribed mitigation and appropriate actions would be
taken, if necessary, to reduce the long term groundwater level decline that could cause adverse
reduction in surface and groundwater resources.
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Master Response No. 14: Special Status Aquatic Species

The DEIR found that the project could have a significant impact on aquatic species in Green
Valley Creek (Impact V.D.4). Several commenters indicated that the DEIR did not adequately
discuss special status aquatic species known to occur in the creek. Some believed that the DEIR
relied on analysis of biotic impacts in the ARM Plan EIR, which was prepared before the federal
listing of the Coho salmon, and that the DEIR therefore did not properly consider impacts to this
species. Some felt that the DEIR did not adequately describe the sensitivity of the creek, and
understated project impacts on the creek. Several commenters indicated that the federal listing of
salmonids and the fact that no Coho salmon were found in Green Valley Creek in 2004 constitute
new information that requires recirculation of the DEIR. This master response provides
additional information on existing aquatic resources, discussion of the above listed concerns, and
clarification of the potential impact to aquatic species.

EXISTING AQUATIC RESOURCES

The following text is added to end of page V.D-6 of the DEIR to provide additional information
on the special status aquatic species. This information is intended to supplement the discussion of
the environmental setting.

“Existing Aquatic Habitats

Green Valley Creek, a tributary to the Russian River, flows through the eastern portion of the
proposed project. Green Valley Creek is known to support central California coast steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss), a Federally threatened species, and central California coast coho
salmon (O. kisutch), a Federal threatened and State candidate species. Furthermore, juvenile
California coastal Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), a Federal threatened species, were
observed in Green Valley Creek during the 2003-2004 winter. Other native fish species
known to occur in Green Valley Creek and its tributaries include three-spined stickleback
(Gasterosteus aculeatus), sculpins (Cottus sp.), California roach (Lavinia symmetricus), and
lamprey (Lampetra sp.). Non-native species such as bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus) and
green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus) have also been observed in the watershed (CDFG, 2000).

The CDFG conducted a habitat assessment and fish surveys of Green Valley Creek in 1994
and 1995. A Stream Inventory Report prepared by CDFG (2000) summarizes the results of
these surveys and concludes that the reaches of Green Valley Creek between its confluence
with the Russian River and the Highway 116 crossing, including the reach traversing the
proposed project site, provide marginal habitat for salmon and steelhead. Although some
long, deep sections of the stream may support juvenile rearing habitat, shelter is generally
lacking and stream water temperatures were found to be high. Some portions of these
reaches have been channelized and levied, thus increasing stream velocity resulting in
streambank erosion and loss of mature riparian vegetation. The limited spawning habitat
areas observed in these reaches were largely found to be unsuitable due to high gravel
embeddedness. Fisheries habitat improves in the upper watershed. Upstream of the
Atascadero Creek confluence, spawning and rearing habitats are more prevalent and canopy
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shading is higher, although instream shelter is still lacking and stream bank erosion is
prevalent due to channel downcutting (CDFG, 2000). The portion of Green Valley Creek
located on the proposed project site likely only serves as a salmonid migration corridor to
and from spawning and rearing areas in the upper watershed.

Green Valley Creek is also known to support a population of the Federal and State
endangered California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica). CDFG staff surveyed the
lower reaches of Green Valley Creek for the species in June and July, 2003. The surveys
found California freshwater shrimp and/or their habitat in the creek both adjacent to and
downstream of the proposed project site in June and July, 2003 (CDFG, 2003).”

The following descriptive text is hereby added after the third full paragraph on page V.D-13 of
the DEIR under the heading “Special-Status Animal Species™:

“Eish

Central California coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss). The species Oncorhynchus
mykiss exhibits one of the most complex life histories of any salmonid species. The
resident rainbow trout form spends its entire life in freshwater environments while the
anadromous steelhead form migrates between its natal streams and the ocean. Steelhead
typically migrate to marine waters in the spring after spending one or more years in
freshwater. They typically reside in marine waters 2-3 years prior to returning to their natal
stream in winter and spring to spawn as 4- or 5- year olds. Unlike salmon, steelhead are
iteroparous, meaning they can spawn more than once before they die. Steelhead require
cool, clean water in streams that contain adequately sized spawning gravels, instream
cover, and riparian shading. The presence of migration barriers in the form of dams, grade
control structures, culverts, or water diversion structures substantially limit steelhead access
to historic habitat in coastal watersheds.

The central California coast (CCC) steelhead Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) is a
Federal threatened species and a State Species of Special Concern. Critical Habitat for this
and other ESUs was designated in 2000. However, in 2002 NOAA Fisheries (formerly
known as National Marine Fisheries Service) withdrew the Critical Habitat designation for
CCC steelhead pending further economic impact analysis (NMFS, 2002). Thus, the
Critical Habitat designation for this species is currently not in effect, but a revised
designation is expected in 2005 (NMFS, 2003). CCC steelhead are known to occur in the
upper Green Valley Creek watershed (CDFG, 2000) and are therefore certain to occur
within the project area during at least the adult upmigration season of November through
March and the adult and smolt outmigration period of January through May or June.
Steelhead spawning and rearing are unlikely to occur within the project area due to habitat
constraints (CDFG, 2000).

Central California coast coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). Coho salmon exhibit a
far more rigid life cycle than steelhead. Juvenile coho rarely rear in freshwater for more
than one year and almost always spend two vears in the ocean before returning as 3-year
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old adults to spawn. Since female wild coho are always three years old when spawning,
there are three distinct and separate maternal brood year lineages for the species. For
example, all coho produced in 2003 were progeny of females produced three years earlier
in 2000, which in turn were progeny of females produced three years earlier in 1997, and so
on. This rigid life cycle has been cited as a major reason for the greater vulnerability of
coho salmon to catastrophic events compared to other salmonids. Should a major event,
such as floods or anthropogenic disturbance, severely deplete coho stocks during one year,
the effects will be noticed three years later when few or no surviving female coho return to
continue the brood year lineage. The general habitat requirements of coho salmon are
similar to those of steelhead (i.e., cool, clean water in streams that contain adequately sized
spawning gravels, instream cover, and riparian shading), but coho are known to be more
dependant upon the presence of deep pools than steelhead are.

The CCC coho salmon ESU is a Federal threatened species and a State Candidate Species.
Critical Habitat for this ESU has been designated to include all river reaches accessible to
coho salmon within its range. Excluded are areas above specific dams or above longstanding,
naturally impassable barriers (i.e., natural waterfalls in existence for at least several hundred
years). Coho salmon have been observed in Green Valley Creek upstream of the proposed
project site in 1993 and 1995 and in Purrington Creek in 1994 (CDFDG, 2003). Furthermore,
young-of-the-year coho were observed in Green Valley Creek in the summers of 2001, 2002,
and 2003 (D. Acomb, 2004). No adult coho salmon were observed in Green Valley Creek
during the 2003-2004 winter (D. Acomb, 2004), suggesting that one of the three coho brood
lineages may have become extirpated from the watershed. However, surveys conducted by
CDFG during the 2004 summer found a small number of juvenile coho in Green Valley Creek
(D. Acomb, 2005), indicating that at least some adult coho spawned successfully in the
watershed during the 2003-2004 winter. As discussed above for steelhead, coho salmon are
assumed to be present within the proposed project area only during adult and smolt migration

periods.

California coastal Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Adult Chinook
salmon begin returning to the Russian River watershed as early as late August, but the
majority of upstream migration occurs in October and November. Chinook salmon may
continue to enter the river through December and spawn into January. Adult Chinook
salmon migrate upstream to their spawning habitat, located primarily in the mainstem
Russian River above Asti and in selected tributaries such as Dry Creek (Entrix, 2004).
Unlike coho salmon and steelhead, the young Chinook salmon begin their outmigration
soon after emerging from the gravel. Freshwater residence in coastal California stocks,
including outmigration, usually ranges from 2 to 4 months. Juvenile Chinook salmon in the
Russian River emigrate from late February through June. Ocean residence can be from 1 to
7 years, but most Chinook salmon return to the Russian River watershed as 2- to 4-year-old
adults (Entrix, 2004). Like coho salmon, Chinook salmon die soon after spawning. Habitat
preferences of Chinook salmon are similar to those of steelhead. However, due to their
relatively short residence in freshwater, summer flows and water temperatures are not as
critical as the availability of adequate spawning habitat.
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The California coastal ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of chinook salmon
from rivers and streams south of the Klamath River to the Russian River. Critical Habitat
for this and other salmonid ESUs was designated in 2000. However, in 2002 NOAA
Fisheries (formerly known as National Marine Fisheries Service) withdrew the Critical
Habitat designation for California coastal Chinook salmon pending further economic
impact analysis (NMFS, 2002). Thus, the Critical Habitat designation for this species is
currently not in effect, but a revised designation is expected in 2005 (NMFS, 2003).
Chinook salmon were observed in Green Valley Creek during the 2003-2004 winter

(D. Acomb, 2004), but were not observed during previous surveys (CDFG, 2000). The
status of the Chinook salmon population in Green Valley Creek is currently not well
understood. However, adult Chinook are relatively large compared to steelhead and coho
salmon and typically spawn in large channels. Green Valley Creek is unlikely to support
Chinook spawning, but juveniles may enter the drainage for their brief rearing period or to
escape high winter storm flows in the mainstem.

Invertebrates

California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica). California freshwater shrimp have
evolved to survive a broad range of stream and water temperature conditions characteristic
of small coastal streams. They are found in low elevation (less than 116 meters, 380 feet),
low gradient (generally less than 1 percent) perennial freshwater streams or intermittent
streams with perennial pools where banks are structurally diverse with undercut banks,
exposed roots, overhanging woody debris, or overhanging vegetation. Most of the stream
reaches known to support California freshwater shrimp flow through private lands.
Existing populations are threatened by introduced fish, deterioration or loss of habitat
resulting from water diversion, impoundments, livestock and dairy activities, agricultural
activities and developments, flood control activities, gravel mining, timber harvesting,
migration barriers, and water pollution (USFWS, 1998).

The California freshwater shrimp is a Federal and State endangered species. A recovery
plan for the species was issued in 1998 (USFWS, 1998). The current known distribution of
the species includes only 17 streams in Marin, Napa, and Sonoma County. The species is
known to occur in Green Valley Creek adjacent to, and downstream of, the proposed
project area (CDFG, 2003).”

USE OF ARM PLAN EIR

Some commenters believed that the DEIR relied on the ARM Plan to evaluate biotic impacts.
Since the ARM Plan EIR was prepared prior to the federal listing of the salmonids, the
commenters concluded that the analysis in the DEIR did not properly take into account the
sensitivity of these species, and that the analysis of impacts was therefore inadequate. As
discussed in the Project Description in the DEIR, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
concluded in 2001 that the Western Expansion project fell within the scope of the ARM Plan
EIR. However, the impact analysis in the DEIR did not rely solely on the analysis in the ARM
Plan EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the Western Expansion (see Appendix C of the

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 77 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



111. MASTER RESPONSES

DEIR), and that Initial Study included analysis of biotic impacts. The Initial Study disclosed the
listing of the salmonids (pages 11-13, Appendix C), and found that erosion or spills of pollutants
on the quarry site could adversely affect the species or their habitat. Based on this analysis, the
DEIR assumed the creek to be sensitive and provided considerable analysis of the activities
associated with the project that could affect water quality in the creek (i.e., discharge of sediment
and other pollutants). The sensitivity of the creek and the federally protected species were
considered in the analysis of project impacts. The DEIR noted the existence of the federally
protected California freshwater shrimp and anadromous salmonids on DEIR page V.D-19 as part
of the discussion of Impact V.D.4. The fact that the salmonids were not listed when the ARM
Plan EIR was prepared is therefore not relevant to this analysis.

SENSITIVITY OF GREEN VALLEY CREEK

Some commenters claimed that the extraordinary fragility of the creek is demonstrated by the
restrictions that CDFG put on the Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) that was issued for a
creek restoration project. This SAA prohibited work in areas known to have the California
freshwater shrimp. Since the freshwater shrimp are known to be in parts of the creek near the
quarry, the commenters cited that as evidence that project impacts could not be mitigated. While
the SAA restrictions demonstrate the sensitivity of the creek, no conclusions can be drawn from
these permit restrictions regarding the impacts of the quarry expansion. The creek restoration
project that was the subject of the SAA cited by the commenters involved work directly in the
creek. Work directly in the creek, whether for stream restoration or any other purpose, would
have direct impacts on the creek and aquatic habitat, and would necessarily be subjected to very
strict conditions. However, the work associated with the creek restoration project is not
comparable to the work involved in the proposed quarry expansion. Unlike the creek restoration
project, the quarry expansion would not involve any work in the creek or on the creek banks, and
would not have direct impacts on the creek. As described above, the DEIR considered impacts on
the creek and aquatic species that would result from discharge of sediment or other pollutants,
and concluded that the project would have a significant, but mitigable impact.

STATUS OF SALMONID SPECIES

Some commenters asserted that the listing of salmonid species as threatened or endangered
constitutes new information not considered in the DEIR, and that the DEIR must be revised and
recirculated. As stated above, the DEIR did consider the sensitivity of the species in the creek,
including their status as federally protected. A major focus of the DEIR was the potential for
discharge of pollutants and measures to prevent a significant impact to the creek and to aquatic
species. See Master Response No. 10 for discussion of improvements to the mitigation measures
designed to control quarry discharges.

In 2004, the CDFG reported that they did not capture adult returning salmon during their
migration survey. Some commenters asserted that this constitutes new information that must be
considered in the DEIR, and that the DEIR should then be recirculated. However, as described
above, the DEIR considered that the creek provides habitat for protected aquatic species.
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Although the project would have no direct impact on the creek or on aquatic species, the DEIR
found there could be a significant impact due to the discharge of sediment or other pollutants in
stormwater runoff from the quarry. A major focus of the DEIR, therefore, was the analysis of
potential discharges from the quarry and measures to prevent those discharges from causing a
significant impact. The information regarding the Coho salmon would not change the impact
analysis or the conclusion in the DEIR; there would be a potentially significant impact to aquatic
species, including federally protected species, due to discharge of pollutants.

CLARIFICATION OF PROJECT IMPACT

Impact V.D.4 in the DEIR (on pages V.D-18 to -19) is clarified with additional discussion as
follows:

“Impact V.D.4: Quarry activities associated with the proposed project may result in
erosion, and-sedimentation and associated water guality degradation of surrounding
creeks and drainages which could negatively impact aquatic species, including
California freshwater shrimp, coho salmon, steelhead, and possibly Chinook salmon.
This would be a potentially significant impact under the Western or Northern
Expansion options.

Removal of vegetation and soil disturbance may result in increaseds run-off and erosion
especially on steep slopes such as those that characterize the project site. Implementation
of the project may also result in discharges of pollutants (including metals and petroleum
hydrocarbons) into Green Valley Creek. If unmitigated, tincreased sedimentation and
discharges of pollutants into local watercourses would have direct and indirect negative
effects on aquatic species_and their habitat.

Green Valley Creek, downstream of the project site, is known to harbor federally- and
State-protected aquatic species including the California freshwater shrimp, and-anadromeus
salmonidscoho salmon, steelhead, and possibly Chinook salmon. Erosion and
sedimentation can have adverse effects on aguatic species, including increases in turbidity
and total suspended solids (TSS) which may reduce forage success and irritate soft tissue
such as qgills, changes in the substrate composition of the channel, smothering of eggs, and
filling of interstitial substrate spaces. Discharges of pollutants in excessive concentrations
may result in the distress or death of aguatic species. Adverse impacts to federally- and
State-protected aquatic species would result in a significant impact.”

Furthermore, the following new references are added to page V.D-22 to V.D-23 of the DEIR
under References — Biological Resources:

“Acomb, Derek. CDFG Biologist, personal email communication with Cam Parry,
June 23, 2004.

Acomb, Derek. CDFG Biologist, personal email communication with Mike Podlech,
January 10, 2005.
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Bash, J., C. Berman, and S. Bolton. 2001. Effects of Turbidity and Suspended Solids on
Salmonids. Center for Streamside Studies, University of Washington, WA.

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2000. Stream Inventory Report — Green
Valley Creek.

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES). 2002. Guidelines for Maintaining Instream Flows to Protect Fisheries
Resources Downstream of Water Diversions in Mid-California Coastal Streams,
June 17.

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2003. 1603 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement, Notification Number: R3-2001-0602, Central Coast Region,
Yountville, CA.

Entrix, Inc. 2004. Russian River Biological Assessment. Prepared for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, San Francisco, CA and Sonoma County Water Agency, Santa Rosa, CA.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2003. Endangered and Threatened Species:
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Designated Critical Habitat for 20 Listed
Evolutionarily Significant Units of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead. Federal Register,
Vol. 68, No. 188, September 29.

National Marine Fishery Service (NMFS). 2002. U.S. District Court approves a NMFS
consent decree withdrawing critical habitat designations for 19 evolutionarily
significant units of salmon and steelhead. NMFS Press release, August 30.

Newcombe, C. P. and D. D. MacDonald. 1991. Effects of suspended sediments on aquatic
ecosystems. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 11:72-82.

Redding, J. M., C. B. Schreck, and F. H. Everest. 1987. Physiological effects on coho
salmon and steelhead of exposure to suspended solids. Transactions of the American
Fisheries Society 116:737-744.

Sigler, J. W., T. C. Bjornn, and F. H. Everest. 1984. Effects of chronic turbidity on density
and growth of steelheads and coho salmon. Transactions of the American Fisheries
Society 113:142-150.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Recovery Plan for the California Freshwater
Shrimp, USFWS Regqion 1, Portland, OR.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2003. Developing Water Quality
Criteria for Suspended and Bedded Sediments (SABS), Potential Approaches - Draft.
Office of Water, Office of Science and Technology.”

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 80 ESA /202697
Response to Comments Document



CHAPTER IV

PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE
DRAFT EIR

This chapter includes copies of the comment letters received during the public review period on
the Draft EIR and responses to those comments. Where responses have resulted in changes to the
text of the Draft EIR, these changes also appear in Chapter Il of this Final EIR Response to
Comments Document.

A. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING IN WRITING

The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft

EIR during the Draft EIR public review period (May 7 2003 to June 25, 2004).

Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory

Date

1. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (Terry Roberts, Director) June 22, 2004
2.  State of California Department of Transportation (Timothy C. Sable,

District Branch Chief, IGR/CEQA) June 18, 2004
3. State of California Department of Fish and Game (Robert W. Floerke,

Regional Manager, Central Coast Region) June 25, 2004
4.  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine

Fisheries Service (Patrick J. Rutten, Santa Rosa Area Field Officer

Supervisor, Protected Resources Division) June 16, 2004
5. Sonoma County Fish and Wildlife Commission (Crystal Norris, Chair) June 18, 2004
6. Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP (Andrea A. Matarazzo) June 25, 2004
7. Nicholas R. Tibbetts & Associates (Nicholas R. Tibbetts) June 25, 2004
8.  Nicholas R. Tibbetts & Associates (Nicholas R. Tibbetts) June 25, 2004
9.  Whitlock and Weinberger Transportation, Inc. (Steve Weinberger, P.E.,

P.T.O.E) June 18, 2004
10. Wendel Trappe June 23, 2004
11.  Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP (Robin Salsburg; Laurel L Impett, AICP) June 24, 2004
12.  American Lung Association of California (Kate Lorenzen, Asthma Project

Director, Sonoma County Asthma Coalition; Barbara Beedon, Executive

Director, American Lung Association, Redwood Empire Branch) June 22, 2004
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Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory (continued)

Date

June 3, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 24, 2004
June 24, 2004
June 24, 2004

June 2004
June 19, 2004
June 22, 2004

June 2004
June 22, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 24, 2004
June 19, 2004
June 19, 2004
June 23, 2004
May 28, 2004
June 25, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 24, 2004
June 25, 2004
June 22, 2004
June 16, 2004
June 14, 2004
June 14, 2004
May 27, 2004
May 28, 2004

13.  Allan G. Tilton, P.E.

14.  Sig Anderman

15.  Kimberly Burr

16. Janice L. Gilligan

17. Cam Parry; Kendra Parry

18. Mike Krivoruchko

19. Industrial Wastewater Solutions (Robert W. Rawson)
20. Oso Koenigshofer

21.  Tom Cruckshank

22. Ken Brown

23.  John Knutson

24.  Anne & Paul Greenblatt

25. Kentan & Paula Reynolds

26. Don Ungar; Susan Romer

27. Rudolph H. Nurmi

28.  Chris Peterson

29. Jaan E. Schoon

30. Sig Anderman

31. Mickey Fernandez

32. Elaine Neiswender

33. Aleta Drummond, MD; Richard Cole, ESQ.
34. Richard and Jeanne Duben

35.  Wayne Gibb

36. Lucy Hardcastle

37. Mrs. Louis Sloss Jr.

38. Richard and Elizabeth Naegle

39. Robert J. Akins, Jr.; Mark W. Berry

40. Harriet Katz

41. John Knutson
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Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory (continued)

Date

42. Kirsten Shepard June 24, 2004
43. Margaret Shepard June 24, 2004
44. Rod Smith June 23, 2004
45. DJ Carpenter Architect June 25, 2004
46. Farmhouse Inn and Restaurant (Lee Bartolomei; Catherine Bartolomei;

Joseph Bartolomei) June 21, 2004
47. Forrest Beaty; Christina Beaty June 25, 2004
48. Lee B. Martinelli; Carolyn Martinelli June 25, 2004
49. Poppy Hill Farm (Patricia M Sims; Joe Sims) June 10, 2004
50. Quicksilver Mine Company (Khysie Horn) June 21, 2004
51. John Foisy June 22, 2004
52. Jody Grovier June 25, 2004
53.  Rosemary (no last name listed) June 24, 2004
54. Louis Sloss, Jr. June 21, 2004
55. S. Alston June 22, 2004
56. Annette Lille June 20, 2004
57. Norman Eadie June 15 2004
58. Donna Cherlin June 24, 2004
59. Darrell B. Sukovitzen June 20, 2004
60. Cardinal Newman High School Development Office (Mary Peterson;

Janice Maderious; Becky Taylor June 21, 2004
61. Robert Parker May 25, 2004
62. Vera Hudson May 27, 2004
63. Stan Walker May 30, 2004
64. Thompson and Co. Sandblasting (Daniel V. Thompson) May 14, 2004
65. Leslie Hudson, Sr. May 26, 2004
66. TerraCon Pipelines, Inc. (Steve Lydon, President) June 4, 2004
67. NorthWest General Engineering (Kevin Holtzinger, President) June 4, 2004
68. Ghilotti Construction (Richard Ghilotti, President/Owner) June 2, 2004
69. Karlene & Rob Martin June 9, 2004
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Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory (continued) Date
70. Serres Corporation (John P. Serres) June 8, 2004
71. Paul Baines June 12, 2004
72.  Frank Hudson June 2004
73.  Engineering Contractors Association, Inc. (Northern California Engineering

Contractor’s Association, Board of Directors June 16, 2004
74. Marietta Cellars (Chris E. Bilbro, President) June 22, 2004
75. Lesand Celeste Hudson June 22, 2004
76. DenBeste Yard & Garden, Inc. (Paul & Melody DenBeste) June 21, 2004
77. Brian House Trucking (Brian House) June 22, 2004
78. Richard G. Schaefer June 17, 2004
79. Dino House Trucking (Dino J. House) June 10, 2004
80. North Coast Builders Exchange, Inc. (Tom LeDuc, President) June 14, 2004
81. Gold Ridge Properties (B. Robert Burdo) June 16, 2004
82. Farr Construction Co. (John S. Sexton, President/Owner) June 22, 2004
83. Jeff Roades June 25, 2004
84. Jose Godino June 25, 2004
85. Robert R. Chambers June 22, 2004
86. Michael Schneemann June 25, 2004
87. James Gregori June 22, 2004
88. Gonzalo Godino June 25, 2004
89. Kenneth L. Pilegaard June 25, 2004
90. Jerry L. McMillan June 16, 2004
91. James L. Schiavone Il June 17, 2004
92. Tiana Chambers June 18, 2004
93. Laura Krausman June 15, 2004
94. Dutton Ranch Corp. (Steve Dutton; Joe Dutton) May 28, 2004
95. Daniel Godino June 25, 2004
96. Patricia Menicucci; Frank Menicucci June 20, 2004
97. Jean Dahl; Gary Dahl May 28, 2004
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Form Letter in Support of Project (83 letters received; summary of signatures are included) — see
Appendix B-4

Signed Petition in Support of Project (391 signatures included) — see Appendix B-5
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA %

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research ]
. o o B ’
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 1 g
Armold :
Schwarz:negger Jan Boel
Govemnor Acting Director

June 22, 2004

i
| |
Mike Sotak !
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Depérlment
2550 Ventura Avenue !

Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 | e

&
Subject: Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project EIR ke
SCH#: 2000072063

Dear Mike Sotak:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that '
reviewed your document. The review period closed on June 21, 2004, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
corresponderce so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 1
required to be ¢arried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparin; .. -2l environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed commenis, we + ~mmend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

W
Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely.

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (516) 4450613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2000072063 _
Project Title  Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project EIR ,
Lead Agency Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
Type EIR Draft EIR , _
Description A request for a Use Permit/Reclamation Plan to expand the existing vested rights and permitted

Canyon Rock Quarry (located on APNs 083-130-082, -083, -084, -085, and portion of 083-210-19) to
the west (onto APNs 083-210-013, -016, -017, -018 and -019), or to the north (onto APNs
-083-210-006, -013, -015, -017, -018, -019, -020, and 083-130-033 and -040), and a Zone Change to
add 113.77 acres to the MR Combining District from the present 74.12 acres for a total of 187.89-acre
MR Combining District. The annual maximum permitted production quantities would remain at 500,000
cubic yards per year. '

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Mike Sotak

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department

707-565-1931 Fax

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa State CA  Zip 95403-2829

Project Location

County Sonoma
City Forestville
Region
Cross Streets Highway 116 and Martinelli Road
Parcel No. 083-130-033, 040, 082, 083, 084, 085, and 083-210-006, 013, 015, 016, 017, 018, 019, and 020
Township 7N Range 10W. Section 1 Base MDM
Proximity to:
Highways SR 116
Airports
" Railways
Waterways Green Valley Creek
Schools
Land Use Resources and Rural Development - 160 acre density

Project Issues

Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire
Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Public Services; Septic Systern; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water
Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual; Sewer Capacity; Growth
Inducing; Landuse; Solid Waste; Population/Housing Balance '

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1; Native American Heritage
Commission; Department of Conservation; California Highway Patrol; Caitrans, District 4; Air
Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;
Integrated Waste Management Board; Department of Toxic Substances Control; State Lands

Commission

Date Received

Start of Review 05/07/2004

05/07/2004 End of Review 06/21/2004

Note: Blanks indata fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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LETTER 1. STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'’S OFFICE OF
PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
AND PLANNING UNIT (TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR)

1-1.  The comment regarding compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements
for draft environmental documents is acknowledged.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

111 GRAND AVENUE
P. 0. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (510) 286-5505

FAX (510) 286-5559 . ‘ _ Flex your power!

TTY (800) 735-2929 v Be energy efficient!
RECEIY. &

June 18, 2004

SON-116-18.35
SON116273
SCH# 2000072063

Mr. Mike Sotak

County of Sonoma -

Permit and Resource Management Dept.
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Mr. Sotak:
Canyon Rock Quarry Expausion Project — Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review process for the proposed quarry expansion project. We have reviewed the
DEIR and have the following comments to offer:

Visual Impacts to a State Scenic ngh ay

State Route (SR) 116 is an officially designated State scenic hlghway in the prolect area. Before
the Department can make a determination as to the adequacy of Mitigation Measure V.E.1 for
aesthetic impacts, we need to review “after” visual simulations to see how views from SR 116
will change. Provide for our review “after” simulations of the various views in Section V.E. and
“pefore” and “after” visual simulations for views of the project site from SR 116 for vehicles
traveling eastbound on SR 116, to the west of the quarry.

From a scenic highway standpoint the quarry extension is not desirable. Page 15 of the Final
Report of the Sonoma 116 Scenic Highway Corridor Study of September 1983 (attached)
indicates that visual impacts of the Canyon Rock and Blue Rock quarries were accepted based
on their brief exposure, screen planting, and land reclamation. The proposed expansion project
is not consistent with this study.

Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts
1. The DEIR mentions that the additional rainfall runoff from the Canyon Rock Quarry site, as
~a result of the proposed expansion plan, will be significant. Appendix D states: “We 2
recommend the following mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the hydrology of the
receiving waters (i.e., Green Valley Creek and the SR 116 drainage) to less-than-significant

levels:

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™
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June 18, 2004
Page 2

« The applicant shall prepare, for the review and approval by the Sonoma County Permit
and Resource Management Department, a drainage plan (including appropriate-
hydrologic and hydraulic information) that minimizes changes in post-reclamation
runoff, site peak flows, and stream velocities as compared with existing conditions at
downstream discharge points along SR 116 and Green Valley Creek. The design
calculations shall demonstrate that the post-reclamation 2-, 10-, 20-, and 100-year
discharge would not exceed existing discharge levels by more than 5 percent, and that
increased flooding of the SR 116 drainage ditch would not occur for a storm with a
frequency 100 years or more.’

In order to protect the safety of the traveling public by preventing flooding of the SR 116
roadway, this recommendation should be a condition of the quarry expansion and would
undoubtedly require additional on-site detention of storm waters beyond the levels of
detention proposed in the DEIR for water quality purposes. The Draft EIR does not
adequately address this issue.

2. Please clarify whether gradmg w111 be required within the State right-of-way (ROW) If
grading will be required, erosion control treatments and finished slope gradients must be
approved by the Department during the encroachment permit process. In addition, any tree
removal within State ROW must be approved by the Department.

3. No mention is made of the project applicant submitting a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed quarry expansion. Many of the mitigation measures
outlined in the Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures are normally
covered in the SWPPP during the course of work. Explain why the DEIR does not mention
the need to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification and Discharge Permit for
discharges into Green Valley Creek. Please provide a SWPPP and the 401 Permit for our
review.

4. The primary proposed method of sediment control for the expansion project is the use of the
'sedimentation pond within the quarry. The use of source controls is not proposed as
mitigation to help reduce the amount of sediments generated. We believe this will result in
needing to remove and treat stockpiles of sediments from the ponds. In addition, pages
IV.D-9 and IV.D-15, Impact IV.D.1, mention that the existing mining operation at the
project site has a history of discharging storm water that exceeds state and federal water
quality benchmarks for total suspended solids (TSS), pH, specific conductance, and iron.
Therefore, to mitigate this impact we recommend the use of source controls.

5. The Department has serious concerns regarding the DEIR’s failure to adequately address the
effect of sedimentation and discharges entering our ROW, which may exceed acceptable
water quality standards and objectives. The mitigation measure proposed for Impact IV.D-1
does not appear to be adequate to ensure that water quality standards within State ROW are
not exceeded. The Department may be faced with conveying discharges from the quarry that
are in violation of permitted requirements. If the discharges were to cause damage, we may
be held liable as well. As such, the Department therefore agrees with the assessment on
page IV.D-17 that the measures proposed by the applicant are considered inadequate. What
specific measures will be implemented to ensure that water quality standards of discharges

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Mike Sotak/ Count); of Sonoma
June 18, 2004
Page 3

being conveyed through the State ROW will not be exceeded?

Traffic Impacts
Table IV.A-9 on page IV.A-33 of the DEIR should include existing and cumulative scenarios

both with and without project traffic. Please clarify what conditions were assumed for the
existing and cumulative scenarios in the table. Do both scenarios mclude project-generated

traffic?

The Department reviewed the Master Traffic Impact Report for the Continuation or Expansion
of Activities at Blue Rock and Canyon Rock Quarries in Forestville (TIR) in March 2004. In our
letter to the County dated March 9, 2004 we had the following comments, which have not been
addressed in the DEIR:

1.

As we previously stated in our November 1998 letter, left-turn lanes are required to the Blue

Rock (and Canyon Rock) quarry sites to maintain the current level of safety for both traffic |

on the highway, as well as traffic turning left into the project sites. This is based on the
geometrics and winding roadway on this portion of SR 116, as well as the high volume of
truck traffic expected with the quarry expansions. Our requirement is based on traffic safety,
not operations. At a minimum, an 8-foot paved shoulder on SR 116 across from the quarry
driveways is required. Acceleration and deceleration tapers at the driveways should also be
provided. Please refer to the Department’s Highway Design Manual at the following
Internet link to determine the necessary taper and left-turn lane lengths:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm o

On page 5 1. of the Master Traffic Impact Report (TIR), the “Recommended Improvements”
section indicates that two- to three-foot paved shoulders would be provided along SR 116

‘west of Covey Road. The standard shoulder width for conventional two-lane highways is

2.4 meters (8 feet). Therefore, during the encroachment permit process a Design Exception
Fact Sheet and appropriate justification for the proposed non-standard shoulder width will
be required.

SR 116 south of Forestville and SR 116 west of Forestville is indicated as operating
unacceptably in the TIR. Please provide the limits of this determination. In addition, no
mitigation for SR 116 south of Forestville and west of Forestville is included in the
“Recommended Mitigations™ portion of this section. Mitigation measures for SR 116 south
of Forestville are mentioned in later sections of the traffic report but no specific information
is given as to where (other than saying south of Forestville) the mitigation would be needed.

Page IV.A-1 of the DEIR indicates that the County’s significance criteria have changed
since the TIR was completed. According to the new significance criteria, will SR 116 south
and west of Forestville operate unacceptably under project conditions? The DEIR should
include a discussion of which segments of SR 116 were considered to be significantly
impacted in the TIR, but are no longer identified as being significantly impacted due to the
new significance criteria.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Page 4

Biological Resources within State ROW

Provide a description of the existing biological conditions in State right-of-way at the location
of the proposed new exit road and an illustration similar to Figure V.D-1 that shows the

location of existing vegetation and habitat types in relation to SR 116 and the new exit road. 12
Mitigation should be provided by the project for any impacts to biological resources within the

State right-of-way.

Driveways onto SR 116
The existing driveway and proposed new exit road from the quarry to SR 116 must comply with 13

the Department’s de§igt1 standards and sight distance requirements that are shown in Topic 205,
titled Road Connections and Driveways of the Department’s Highway Design Manual.

Encroachment within State ROW

In addition, an encroachment permit from the Department will be required to construct the
proposed exit road and to perform any other work or traffic control within State right-of-way | 14
(ROW). To apply .for an encroachment permit, the applicant must submit a completed
encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans (in
metric units) which clearly indicate State Route 116 ROW to the following address:

Mr. Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California Department of Transportation, District 04
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

Please be aware that the comments and concerns raised in this letter must be adequately
addressed before the Department can consider issuing an encroachment permit for the proposed

new exit road onto SR 116. We look forward to receiving a response to our comments at least 15
ten days prior to certification of the EIR pursuant to Section 21092.5(a) of the CEQA.

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call
Maija Cottle of my staff at (510) 286-5737.

Sincerely,

TIMOTHY é SABLE
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA
Attachment

c: State Clearinghouse
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THE "POCKET CANYON“ AREA—-(Postmzle 15.75)
LOOKING EAST

East of the Pocket Canyon area, the corridor transforms into a
narrow, dark and densely forested landscape..  The vegetation
consists of mostly Douglas Fir, Coast Redwood and scatterings of .
deciduous trees such as Maples. The overall impression is that of
going through a winding canyon of trees. Some of the steep slopes
- are the result of several winter landslldes in this area.

About one mile west of Forestville the traveler encounters the
Blue Rock and Canyon Rock Company gquarries. These. quarries
detract from the scenic quality of the route. However, the
motorist's view of them is for a fairly brief period of time, and
should not endanger the overall scenic quality of the route. The
county has indicated that it will encourage the quarry owners to
do some mitigative measures such a land reclamation and screen
lanting to reduce the quarries' visual impacts.

Along this route wildlife is most apparent in the lower parts of
the river west of Monte Rio, and most of this wildlife is visible
along the river itself. Wildlife includes the Great Blue Heron,
River Otter, Harbor Seal Deer, skunk, and Osprey.

15




1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 2. STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION (TIMOTHY C. SABLE, DISTRICT
BRANCH CHIEF, IGR/CEQA)

2-1.  Appendix A in this Response to Comments Document provides supplemental discussion
describing the visual impacts on Highway 116 and Martinelli Road in greater detail,
identifies additional mitigation measures, and discusses the principal visual differences
between the northern and western expansion options.

The Final Report of the Sonoma 116 Scenic Highway Corridor Study of September 1983
encourages the use of land reclamation and screen planting to reduce the quarries visual
impacts. As discussed in the DEIR, ongoing reclamation at the quarry would include the
additional planting for visual screening and erosion control and the continuation of
planting and maintenance on mined slopes. As mining is completed in one area, the
operator would perform temporary reclamation every fall by hydroseeding the open
slopes to reduce erosion and improve the appearance of the mine by minimizing the open
area of the working face. Berms, which have been hydroseeded and planted with woody
material would be planted with liner stock plant materials. These measures have been
expanded and formalized in the additional mitigation measures discussed in Appendix A.

It is, however, also acknowledged in the DEIR and this Response to Comments
Document that even with measures proposed by the project sponsor and in the EIR, and
implementation of conditions contained in the Sonoma County Aggregate Resources
Management Plan (ARM Plan) and the Sonoma County Surface Mining and Reclamation
Ordinance (SMARO), project and cumulative visual impacts would not be reduced to a
level of insignificance. It is also noted in the DEIR that the ARM Plan also identified
potential visibility of mining and processing operations for mining facilities within the
County as significant and unavoidable.

2-2.  The commenter indicates that the post-reclamation drainage conditions at the site should
be required to comply with the recommendations made in the DEIR appendix. Please
note that conditions of approval would be carried forward for the project would include
the requirement that the quarry drainage and sediment control plan shall retain the same
overall water levels flowing off-site onto Highway 116 crossing as naturally occurs
unless otherwise approved by the California Department of Fish and Game (as specified
in Condition of Approval 17g in Appendix C of the DEIR). The commenter is also
referred to Master Response No. 11.

2-3. No project grading under either expansion option is proposed within the State right-of-
way, except for where the proposed new exit road would connect to Highway 116. See
response to Comment 2-12 for a discussion of biological resources within the State right-
of-way in the vicinity of the exit road potentially affected by the proposed exit road.
Also see response to Comments 2-13 and 2-14.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 94 ESA /202697
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Any grading or other work within the State right of way will require an encroachment
permit from Caltrans. If the project is approved, the County will require as a condition of
approval that the applicant prepare construction plans to the satisfaction of Caltrans and
obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans prior to any work within the State right of
way. Mitigation V.E.1b and Mitigation V.E.1c identified in this Response to Comments
Document now requires a 100-foot setback from Highway 116.

2-4.  The commenter states that the DEIR does not specifically mention a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The specific BMPs described under Mitigation
Measure 1V.D.1 of the DEIR (pages IV.D-18-22) constitute the main components of the
SWPPP. However, the following language is hereby added to the beginning of the
mitigation measure to clarify this fact (top of page I1V.D-18):

“Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1: The following mitigation measures, in conjunction
with those measures proposed by the applicant, shall represent the water quality
protection program (Program) and shall be documented in a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP shall be prepared by the applicant and
submitted to the County PRMD. The SWPPP shall be regularly updated as new
BMPs are constructed and/or the quarry operation changes. The pProgram shall be
implemented prior to initiation of mining under the proposed expansion (with the
exception of Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1c). The applicant shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the RWQCB and the County that discharges from the site
consistently meet the specified water quality benchmarks for stormwater discharges
prior to proceeding with mining under the proposed expansion.”

The commenter is also referred to Master Response No. 10 for other changes made to
Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1.

The commenter also requests to review the documentation of a 401 Water Quality
Certification. The operation at the project site is covered by the General NPDES Permit
for Industrial Activities, and is not required to obtain site-specific Waste Discharge
Requirements for discharge of stormwater into Green Valley Creek. If the Northern
Expansion option were approved, there would be no in-stream activity, and a 401 Water
Quality Certification would not be required. If the Western Expansion option is
approved, there would be grading within the intermittent stream near the present western
edge of the active quarry, and a 401 Water Quality Certification would probably be
required for that grading. It is premature to obtain any potential Water Quality
Certification until one of the expansion options is approved.

2-5.  The commenter states that the DEIR mitigations for erosion and sedimentation do not
include source control measures. This is incorrect. The commenter is referred to
Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1b on page IV.D-18 to IV.D-19 of the DEIR for discussion of
the required sediment source control program. Please also refer to Master Response No.
10 for further discussion of this issues an modifications to Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 to
further increase its effectiveness.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 95 ESA /202697
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2-9.

For additional information on how sediment in runoff would be managed and monitored,
refer to Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 on pages 1V.D-18 to IV.D-22 of the DEIR. See
Master Response No. 10.

DEIR Table 1VV.A-9 shows levels of service for the two “extremes” of conditions;

i.e., existing conditions and cumulative 2021 conditions. Existing conditions uses traffic
volumes when traffic counts were conducted (with both the Canyon Rock and Blue Rock
quarries in operation under their existing permits), but does not include any project traffic
associated with their proposed expansions. The Cumulative 2021 conditions, however,
represents the combined traffic volumes generated by the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project and the proposed Blue Rock Quarry expansion project (average
production level), added to Base Case traffic volumes. A full description of all
assumptions used for the Existing scenario is presented in the Setting section of the DEIR
under Existing Traffic Operating Conditions, on pages IV.A-5 to IV.A-11. A detailed
description of all assumptions used for cumulative scenario is presented is presented
under Cumulative Conditions, on page IV.A-19 to IV.A-22 of the DEIR.

Inclusion of an Existing Plus Project scenario is not appropriate for the analysis of project
impacts because, as described on DEIR page IV.A-21, no project-related traffic impacts
would occur until 2007, when mining within one of the expansion areas would begin.
The applicant is currently approved to mine within the currently approved mining area
until those aggregate resources are exhausted (expected to last until 2007 at the earliest,
assuming the existing production rate remains unchanged); there would be no departure
from the already permitted baseline conditions until that time. The DEIR does, however,
address near-term (2007) cumulative conditions on study area roadways; see text on
pages IV.A-32 for near-term impacts and mitigation identified. To ensure that potential
project impacts were not underestimated for this near-term scenario, the analysis assumed
that production in 2007 would be at the fully permitted amount.

The commenter subsequently clarified that the need for left-turn lanes referred to in this
comment only applied to the eastbound SR 116 approach to Blue Rock Quarry entrance,
and not any entrances to the Canyon Rock Quarry. Consequently, no additional response
is required for this comment.

The context of the two- to three-foot-wide shoulder along Highway 116 west of Covey
Road, cited in the Master Traffic Impact Report prepared by the Crane Transportation
Group (and included on DEIR page 1V.A-42), is as a description of a secondary effect of
providing separate turn lanes at the Highway 116 / Covey-Forestville intersection (as part
of Mitigation Measure 1V.A.1a). To provide wider shoulders would require that
Highway 116 west of Covey Road be widened on the north side of the street, which
would affect existing landscaping and would require reconstruction of retaining walls.
As stated in Mitigation Measure IV.A.1a, this improvement would be a joint project
implemented by the County and Caltrans, and the County would work with Caltrans to
prepare a Design Exception Fact Sheet with appropriate justification for the shoulder
width.
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2-10.  For purposes of the DEIR, Highway 116 south of, and west of, Forestville means
“outside the downtown area,” defined as west of Mirabel Road and south/southeast of
Covey Road. The function of the DEIR is to identify significant effects of the proposed
Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project, and measures required to mitigate those
significant impacts, not to mitigate existing conditions. As stated on DEIR
page 1V.A-32, under near-term cumulative and cumulative 2021 conditions, because the
reduction in average travel speeds on the study segments of Highway 116 related to
project-created increases in traffic volumes would not exceed the thresholds of
significance established for this analysis, project-related traffic would not cause a
significant impact that is cumulatively considerable. Therefore, no mitigation would be
required.

2-11.  See response to Comment 2-10, above, regarding the DEIR’s finding that project-related
traffic would not cause a significant impact that is cumulatively considerable on
Highway 116. The criterion used in the DEIR to define a significant cumulative impact
on a mid-road segment was the same as used in the Master Traffic Impact Report (TIR).
It was the thresholds for determining whether project-related traffic would cause a
significant impact that is cumulatively considerable that were revised by the County since
the TIR was prepared; specifically the threshold for cases when conditions without the
project are LOS D. In the TIR, if the Base Case level of service was either LOS D or E,
the threshold was a decrease in travel speeds of 1.0 mile per hour or more. For the DEIR,
the threshold was a decrease of 2 mph or more when conditions without the project are
LOS D, and 1 mph or more when conditions without the project are LOS E. As
described on DEIR page IV.A-21, project-related traffic would cause the travel speed on
Highway 116 west of Mirabel Road (with conditions at LOS D) to decrease by about
1.2 mph, which would not exceed the 2-second threshold of significance established for
the DEIR analysis (though it would exceed the 1-second threshold used for the TIR
analysis).

2-12.  Existing vegetation communities within the State right-of-way in the vicinity of the
proposed exit road along Highway 116 consists of ruderal and mixed woodland. Along
Highway 116, there is a narrow corridor of woodland which supports a tree canopy of
black oak (Quercus kelloggii), California bay (Aesculus californica), and a few madrone
(Arbutus menzeisii). Bay trees average six inches or less and oaks average 12 to 16
inches. Understory species include grasses, forbs, snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis.),
sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus spp.) and non-native brooms and Himalaya berry (Rubus
discolor). Patches of ruderal (disturbance-adapted) grasses and forbs occur along the
existing driveway to the west of the proposed exit and continuing above the narrow band
of woodland along Highway 116. A small area of ruderal habitat extends into the
proposed exit location.

The area within the State right-of-way potentially affected by construction of the
proposed exit road would be limited just to where the exit road connects to Highway 116.
All other segments of exit road are located within the project site and would be separated
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from the State right-of-way by the existing or proposed extended berm on the project site.
Pursuant to the requirements of the ARM Plan, a minimum 25-foot setback along the
south property boundary would be maintained. Note that Mitigation Measure V.E.1b
requires that this setback be increased to 100 feet, which would be well outside of the
State right-of-way.

The potential impact to biological resources associated with loss of vegetation presented
in the DEIR includes that which could be affected within the State right-of-way by the
exit road.

2-13. Itis acknowledged that the proposed exit road must comply with Caltrans design
standards. If the project is approved, the County would include as a condition of
approval that the applicant must obtain approval of the design from Caltrans and obtain
an encroachment permit prior to constructing the improvement.

2-14. The requirement for an encroachment permit from Caltrans to perform any work within
State right-of-way is acknowledged. See also response to Comment 2-13.

2-15. It is acknowledged that Caltrans’ comments and concerns must be addressed prior to the
issuance of an encroachment permit and that Caltrans will have an opportunity to review
all responses to their comments on the DEIR, at least 10 days prior to certification of the
EIR pursuant to Public Resources Code 21092.5(a).
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County of Sonoma : COUNTY OF SONOMA

Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue )
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829

FAX (707) 565-1103 :

Dear Mr. Sotak:

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Sonoma County, SCH# 2000072063

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) personnel have reviewed the
subject Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). DFG is a Trustee Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15386, and is responsible
for the conservation, protection and management of the State’s
bioleogical resources.

DFG submitted a comment letter (January 2, 2004) on the
proposed project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP). We take this
opportunity to reiterate some of our concerns expressed in the NOP
comment letter as well as provide additional comments on the DEIR.
DFG has identified several areas within the DEIR and Appendices
that require clarification and/or additional information for a

revised DEIR.

The project is located west of the Town of Forestville in
western Sonoma County. The project’s existing and proposed
expansion site is north and adjacent to State Highway 1l6. Green
Valley Creek traverses the easterly portion of the project site
adjacent and west of Martinelli Road.

The DEIR proposes to expand hard rock mining at the Canyon
Rock Quarry by approximately 42 acres to the west (western
expansion option) or approximately 95 acres to the north (northern
expansion option) and a Zone Change to add 113.71 acres to the MR
Combining District from the present 74.12 acres for a total of

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Mr. Michael Sotak
June 25, 2004
Page 2

187.83-acre MR Combining District. The DEIR, Project Site and
Vicinity Map, Figure III-2 (page 1III-4), shows siX colored and one 1
hatched demarcation. Please provide the acreage numbers for all of
these areas. The DEIR states that the annual production quantity

will be 500,000 cubic yards per year. This application is 2
requesting a 20-year period extension for approved activities.
Will mining be permitted in only one of the optional areas or can 3

additional areas be mined during the 20-year period?
Green Valley Creek

The DEIR, Project Site and Vicinity Map, Figure III-2
(Page I1II~4), shows Green Valley Creek demarcated within two
specified mineral resource district categories. One poxtion of
Green Valley Creek is located in an “Existing Vested Rights Area”
and the other adjacent northern creek section is located in an
“Area Proposed to be Rezoned to Mineral Rescurce under Western or
Northern Expansion Options.” DFG’'s “California Department of Fish
and Game Stream Inventory Report - Green Valley Creek” (2000)
documented Federally threatened steelhead (Onchorhynchus mykiss)
and Federally threatened and State candidate coho salmon
(Onchorhynchus kisutch) in the creek. BRoth the steelhead and c¢oho
fish species are addressed under CEQA, Section 15380.

The above mentioned DFG report recommends Green Valley Creek 4
be managed as an anandromous, natural production stream.
Mr. Jeffery Jahn, Fisheries Biologist, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), states that lower Green Valley Creek is the last
significant coho salmon spawning stream remaining in the Russian
River watershed (pers. comm. June 16, 2004).

DFG’s Fish and Game Commission (Commission) accepted coho
salmoen north of San Francisco Bay as a candidate species and
subsequently determined that listing is warranted. Pursuant to
State law providing for recovery planning, the Commission has
delayed the formal “listing” until a recovery plan is prepared.
Until that time, the provisions of Title 14, Section 748.1 remain
in effect as they currently exist or as they are amended. However,
if the Commission approves a recovery plan for coho, the provisions
regulating take of the species are likely to change.
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The DEIR states that prior to commencement of rock quarry
mining activities, the grading, drainage, and revegetation plans
shall be submitted to the County. DFG requests that these plans
also be sent directly to DFG and the NMFS for our review and
comment .

Of particular concern is testing for Total Suspended Solids
(TSS) during the steelhead and coho salmon spawning period from
about mid-Octeber to early June. There is documentation of
excessive siltation in Green Valley Creek near the Canyon Rock
Quarry (DEIR, Page IV, D-9 and Table IV, D-1). Green Valley Creek
samples tested for TSS exceeded 100 mg/l in 6 of 8 samples. High
TTS values can cover and smother salmonid eggs as well as irritate
fish gill rakes interfering with respiration. DFG documented coho
salmon this year downstream from the Canyon Rock Quarry site.

Water quality monitoring should be done on a yearly basis. In
particular, the revised DEIR will establish the acceptable
parameters for TSS, particularly in regards to salmonids. The TSS
parameters will be based on cited current scientific literature
regarding acceptable TSS levels and salmonids. Also, the revised
DEIR will incorporate abatement measures when TSS levels are
unacceptably high. DFG advises the applicant to also develop a
revegetation plan to increase the width of the small vegetation
buffers proposed in the DEIR along the western edge of Green Valley
Creek between the Existing Quarry and Facility (identified in
Figures V, D-1 Existing Vegetation map and III-15, Northern
Expansion Option-Reclamation Planting maps). The creek buffer
should be at least 100 feet. DFG has concerns about the influence
of storm water flooding and its induced turbidity within the 100-
year flood hazard zone (Figure IV, D-2). The DEIR Reclamation
Plant List palette is satisfactory.

DFG remains concerned about the current wells and any proposed
wells that would affect the water level in Green Valley Creek. We
have a no-net-loss policy for remaining wetlands in California
(Fish and Game Code, 2004). PFG finds that a hydrologic evaluation
is necessary to ascertain that water utilized for rock and
infrastructure activities will not impact the creek and the other
wetlands identified on-site. Please attach a hydrology report of
findings and conclusions derived from a pumping test (aquifer
test). A 24-hour constant rate test will assess the potential
water level drawdown impacts for on-site wetlands.

10
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Any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or
change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include riparian
resources) of a stream, may require a Streambed Alteration
Agreement (SAA), pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and
Game Code, with the applicant. Issuance of SRAs is subject to
CEQA. DFG, as a responsible agency under CEQA will consider the 11
County’s final EIR for the project. The CEQA document should fully
identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources
and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and
reporting commitments for completion of the agreement. An SAA
completion will also involve consultation with the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

Plant Communities and Wildlife Suxveys

The DEIR, V. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures For Northern Expansion Only, V. D. Biclogical Resources
(Page V. D.-1), lists existing plant communities as North Coast
Coniferous Forest, Chaparral, Ruderal (grassland with forbs),
Seasonal Pond (from two steep drainages), and Riparian Woodland.
DFG requests a revised DEIR to disclose the acreage numbers of each 12
of these aforementioned plant communities (Vegetation, Figure V.
D-1 map). The revised DEIR should also specify how many acres of
each existing plant community is being propesed for impact. The
impact acreage number would include quarry operations as well as
roads, staging areas, and building infrastructure impacts. These
impacts should be in the revised DEIR’s alternatives with
discussion on mitigation for the impact and loss of wildlife
habitat acreage. DFG advises that a comprehensive wildlife habitat
restoration plan be provided in the revised DEIR for this area 13
following quarry operation activities. We are available to work
with the applicant in achieving this objective.

The DEIR includes information from the California Natural
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). While the CNDDB is constantly being
updated, it contains only information which has been reported.
Data base consultation, including CNDDB, in the absence of 14
appropriate field surveys fails to disclose all significant
biological resources within the planning area. Without appropriate
plant and animal surveys, we are unable to conclude that there is
no significant effect on wildlife resources.
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The DEIR, Bppendix G, Biological Resources, coempiled animal
and plant lists where the lists noted species observed during field
assessments. We note contradictions between the DEIR’s Biological
Resource and Appendix G sections regarding rare plants. Also, the
DEIR lacks important animal presence/absence surveys. 16

15

Plants

There is insufficient and contradictory botanical information
in the DEIR. The botanical summary in the DEIR Biclogical
Resources (Page V. D.-10) states that “focused searches” were
conducted for 12 given rare and sensitive plants. A plant list in
Appendix G, Biological Resources (pages not numbered), lists 12
rare and sensitive plant species. Of the 12 plants disclosed,
three Federal and/or State listed plants are categorized with a
contradictory statement, “Why no further surveys?” Please provide 17
botanical surveys in a revised DEIR. Also, both DEIR plant
summaries do not correspond. Please clarify this issue. Our
January 2, 2004 letter on the NOP (pages 2 and 3) expressed concern
for particular Federal and/or State listed plants. In that regard,
our NOP letter gave direction for botanical surveys using DFG's
“Guidelines for Assessing Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plants
and Natural Communities” (May 2002), available on DFG’s website at
http:www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/plants.html. :

Aninmals

Appendix G does not recognize the Federally threatened
northern spotted.owl (Strix occidentalis) (NSO) or the California
species of concern (CSC species) red tree vole (Arborous
longicaudus) as observed, detected, or potentially occurring within
the project area. The NDDB has records of NSO documented in the
area. CSC species are addressed under CEQA, Section 15380. The
majority (acreage numbers are not disclosed) of wildlife habitat 18
proposed to be impacted in the DEIR is north coast conifer forest.
This consists, in part, of Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii ssp.
menziesii) and coast redwood (Seguoia sempervirens) which is v
habitat Ffor these two species. It is not possible to evaluate DEIR
alternatives since significant biological resource information is
not disclosed through focused and necessary animal presence/absence

surveys.
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Consultation is required from the U. §. Fish and Wildlife
Service regarding protocol for surveying proposed rack quarry
activities that may impact NSO. Also, Fish and Game Code, Section
3503.5 protects nesting raptors, and surveys are needed to avoid 19
impacts to nesting raptors. Red tree vole surveys should follow
the U. S. Forest Service’s “Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole”
(November 1999). Please disclose these surveys within a revised
DEIR.

It is not appropriate to defer disclosure of biological
information to a subseguent CEQA document or Timber Harvest Plan.
A revised DEIR alternatives analysis is necessary to allow DFG a
comprehensive review of the entire project site and evaluation of
both the alternatives and the mitigation options.

20

Alternatives
‘The DEIR describes a range of alternatives.

Alternative 1A: No Project - No Subsequent Development
Alternative would neither propose the western or northern expansion
options. The applicant would continue to mine under its current
use permit within the existing approved mining area at the current
allowed vested rights and production rate.

Alternative 1B: No Project - Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Alternative would neither propose western or northern 20a
expansion options and the applicant would continue to mine under
its current use permit. There would be no zone change to add the
mineral resource combining zone. This area could be rezconed for
new, low density residential uses, ‘

Alternative 2: Reduced Production Alternative would allow the
applicant teo have quarry expansion occur in both the western and
northern expansion option areas.

Alternative 3: Revised Project Configuration Alternative
would have quarry expansion occurring in either the western or
northern expansion area but “future quarry operation would be
reduced.” Please clarify what “reduced” means in regards to 21
acreage impact numbers. Alternative 3 states measures would be
implemented to protect and reduce potential impacts to
biologically sensitive areas. This comment is referring to only
seasonal wetlands, riparian areas, and Green Valley Creek and not
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addressing rare and sensitive plant and animal species. Also,
adequate buffers would be included around the wetlands and riparian
habitat areas. Aggregate storage facilities and processing 21
facilities would be moved out of the Green Valley Creek floodplain.
Please discleose where the new facility would be located and its
associated acreage nutnber.

The DEIR states under Alternatives "Basis for Selection”
(Page VII-6) that a Revised Project Configuration Alternative would
be assembled particularly with respect to significant hydrologic
and biological effects. The DEIR must evaluate all the comparative
merits of the alternatives [CEQA, sections 15126(d), 15126.6(a})]. 22
In this regard, DFG advises the applicant to reassemble an
acceptable alternative which avoids impacts to wetlands including
Green Valley Creek. All wetlands on site should be protected with
sufficient buffers to prevent sediment flow into the dralnage

dreas.

Cutmulative Effects

Please clarify in a revised DEIR if the entire project site
(Figure II1I~2, page III-4) will eventually be slated for rock
qguarry. The DEIR should quantify the entire loss of wildlife
habitat acreage within both the existing and the proposed mineral 23
resources districts on the entire project site. Please disclose
how much wildlife habitat has thus far been lost from Canyon Rock
mining activities in the “Existing Quarry and Facility” map (page
Vv, D=-3) and what is proposed.

The DEIR Figure I1Il1-2 (map, page III-4) shows that the
proposed mining areas will triple the total acreage of wildlife
habitat impacted and lost. Mitigation for significant wildlife
habitat loss needs to be developed. The revised DEIR needs to
include feasible mitigation plans for habitat loss. By providing 24
this information, the applicant avoids causing cumulative impacts
which is caused when the change in the environment zesults from
incremental impact of the project when added to other related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable prcbable future projects (CEQA,

Section 15355).
Conclusion

The DEIR does not recommend any mitigation to address the
adverse impacts of the project proposal through its alternative

25
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analysis concerning particular rare and sensitive species
populations and wildlife habitat. Subsequent CEQA documents will
need to include specific acreage numbers on plant communities that
will or may be affected by the proposed project and project
alternatives. Habitat revegetation mitigation plans to restore
impacted habitats and offset loss of wildlife habitat should be 25
provided for our review and comment. We recommend that revised
maps and tables be used to summarize each alternative in direct
reference to both acreage impact numbers and phased restoration
habitat work being proposed. As previously mentioned, biological
resources associated with each alternative should be included.

Because our review and comments indicate that several
biological issues need to be examined further to meet the
requirements for a DEIR, we recommend that the project applicant
address these concerns through a revised DEIR so that appropriate
avoidance, minimization and mitigation of impacts are incorporated |26
into the proposed project. Until the impact assessment and
mitigation recommendations are clearly revised to respond to our
concerns, DFG recommends against certification of the DEIR. DFG is
available to assist the County and applicant to complete further
analysis reports. » :

If you have comments or questions regarding this letter,
please contact Mr. Liam Davis, Environmental Scientist, at
(707) 944-5529; or Mr. Scott Wilson, Habitat Conservation
Supervisor, at (707) 944-5584.

Sincerely,

|

Robert W. Floerke
Regional Manager
Central Coast Region

cc: See Next Page

Mr. Michael Sotak
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CcC:
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Ms. Jane Hicks, Chief

North Section Regulatory Branch
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
333 Market Street, 8™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105-2197

Mrz. Jeffery T. Jahn

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
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1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 3. STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND
GAME (ROBERT W. FLOERKE, REGIONAL MANAGER,
CENTRAL COAST REGION)

3-1.  The acreage numbers for each of the colored areas in Figure I11-2 in the DEIR are as
follows:

. Existing Vested Rights Area (Pink Area) = 58.31 acres
° Existing Use Permitted Area (Yellow Area) = 4.60 acres
° Area to be mined under either expansion option (Green Area) = 11.21 acres

. Additional area mined under Western Expansion option only (Blue Area) =
24.32 acres

. Additional area mined under Northern Expansion option only (Orange Area) =
27.97 acres

3-2.  Asdiscussed in the DEIR, under the quarry’s existing vested rights and permit, aggregate
production sales at the quarry is restricted to a maximum of 500,000 cubic yards per year.
Under the proposed project, production sales would also not exceed a maximum of
500,000 cubic yards per year. As a conservative “worst-case” approach, it is assumed for
the EIR that project impacts for either the Western or Northern Expansion option would
be that which would occur when the quarry operates at its maximum production rate
(500,000 cubic yards). As established by the County Board of Supervisors, the existing
conditions baseline, against which potential environmental impacts of the project are
measured is the five-year average annual sales level (375,000 cubic yards).

3-3.  Under the proposed project, the County would only approve, and provide the necessary
entitlements for, either the Western Expansion option or the Northern Expansion option,
and no additional areas beyond the approved option would be mined during the 20-year
period. See also response to Comment 3-23, below.

3-4.  The comment indicates that steelhead, a Federally threatened species, and coho salmon, a
Federal threatened and State candidate species, are known to occur in Green Valley
Creek. Please note that, although Green Valley Creek is shown to be located within a
Mineral Resource District overlay zone, the project does not propose any mining or
grading within the creek. Please also refer to Master Response No. 14 for a discussion of
the status and occurrence of salmonids in the project area.

3-5.  Comment noted. Mitigation Measure V.D-2 is revised to state that the revegetation plan
shall be submitted to CDFG for review and comment. Please see response to Comment
3-24, below, for more detail.

3-6.  The comment requests that testing for total suspended solids (TSS) during steelhead and
coho spawning periods be conducted. Please refer to response to Comment 3-7, below.
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The comment indicates that water quality monitoring should be conducted on a yearly
basis and that acceptable parameters for TSS, based on current scientific literature, be
established for the protection of salmonids. The comment also request that the proposed
project incorporate abatement measures for instances when the TSS levels are
unacceptably high.

Mitigation Measures 1V.D.1f(1) and 1V.D.1f(2) in the Draft EIR discuss water quality
monitoring. One season of stormwater monitoring would be implemented prior to
commencement of mining in the expansion area in order to establish baseline levels of
stormwater pollutants. The data collected during this period would be used as the basis to
evaluate future water quality sampling. In addition, semi-annual monitoring of pH, TSS,
turbidity, specific conductance, iron, and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel
would be collected upstream and downstream of quarry discharge locations in Green
Valley Creek.

Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f(2) provides a TSS benchmark value of 0 to 100 mg/l, based
on State Stormwater Pollutant Benchmark levels. The current scientific literature
regarding acceptable levels of TSS for salmonids is inconclusive. Although the effects of
TSS on salmonids and other freshwater fish species have been studied in detail (e.g.,
Sigler et al., 1984; Redding et al., 1987; Bash et al., 2001), the results of these studies
vary greatly. While most studies agree on the effects of elevated levels of TSS on
salmonids, such as smothering of eggs, gill irritation, and reduced foraging abilities, the
observed concentrations at which these effects occur vary among salmonid species, life
stages, and, most importantly, cited studies. For example, Redding et al. (1987) found
that yearling coho salmon exposed to up to 3,000 mg/lI did not experience any mortality,
while a literature review by Newcombe and MacDonald (1991) found instances where a
50% mortality rate in juvenile coho was observed at 1,200 mg/I.

Uncertainties about such factors as exposure duration, water temperature, water velocity,
and background TSS levels all confound attempts at setting finite TSS criteria. The

U.S. EPA is currently evaluating potential approaches to establishing TSS criteria
(USEPA, 2003). As part of this effort, the agency has compiled information about states
and countries that already have criteria. The Province of British Columbia, Canada, for
example, uses the following: If background (upstream) TSS are less than 25 mg/I, the
induced (downstream) concentrations should not exceed background levels by more than
25 mg/l during a 24-hour period. If background levels are between 25-250 mg/l, induced
concentrations should not exceed background levels by more than 25 mg/I at any time
(USEPA, 2003).

Recognizing that (2) TSS concentrations downstream of a stormwater discharge point are
dependant upon baseline concentrations measured upstream of the discharge point,

(b) Green Valley Creek between the Russian River and Highway 116 provides inadequate
spawning and rearing habitat for salmonids (CDFG, 2000), and thus exposure to elevated
TSS levels would only occur during the few hours or days during which migrating
salmonids migrate through reaches downstream of the proposed project site, and (c) that
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3-8.

3-9.

3-10.

3-11.

no other Federal or State guidelines have been established, the third bullet point under
Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f (2) has been amended. Please see Master Response No. 10
for all changes made to this mitigation measure. Please also see response to Comment 6-
5.

Some existing quarry operations near Highway 116 are within 100 feet of Green Valley
Creek. As described in more detail below, the existing streamside buffer would be
enlarged by moving some operations. If the Western Expansion option is approved, the
mining operation will move toward the west, and would be even further from the creek.

If the Northern Expansion option is approved, mining operations will move toward the
north, but a buffer that is substantially greater than 100 feet would be maintained between
the mining and the creek. Figure I11-15 in the DEIR shows that the proposed mining will
be 300-400 feet from the creek, maintaining a buffer well in excess of the required 100
feet (note that the scale of this figure is approximately 400 feet to the inch).

The DEIR evaluates potential water quality impacts, including that related to erosion and
sediment effects within the floodplain in Impact IV.D.1. The DEIR requires that the
applicant expand the creekside buffer (Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1a, Page 1V.D.18),
which includes moving aggregate equipment storage facilities and processing facilities
out of the Green Valley Creek floodplain, demarcating the floodplain boundary to
minimize the potential of future encroachment of site activities into the floodplain area,
and reconfiguring the buffer zone so that flood water flowing across Highway 116 can
enter the floodplain buffer zone at the site and flow unobstructed back into Green Valley
Creek. To further reduce potential for flood waters to entrain sediments that increase
turbidity and degrade surface water, Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1a also requires paving the
southeast portion of the site, which is subject to flooding and is currently used as an
unimproved parking area. Other areas would be vegetated to reduce erosion and no new
stockpiles or permanent equipment will be placed in the 100-year floodplain.

See also applicant-proposed measures (page 1V.D-17), and additional EIR-identified
mitigation measures (pages 1V.D-18 to IV.D-22) for sediment source control, best
management practices, monitoring program, and repairing storm damage.
Implementation of these measures would reduce potential water quality impacts from
pollutants, including sedimentation, to a less than significant level.

The comment that the Reclamation Plant List presented in the DEIR is satisfactory is
noted.

The commenter raises concerns about how the project well use may affect water levels in
Green Valley Creek, and indicated the need for hydrologic evaluation that includes an
aquifer pump test. Please refer to Master Response No. 13.

Regardless of the expansion option that would be approved, the project would not
involve any work in Green Valley Creek. If the Northern Expansion option were
approved, no work that would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) would
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3-12.

be needed. If the Western Expansion option were approved, work in the intermittent
stream immediately west of the present mining operation would likely require an SAA.

The DEIR recognizes the proposed project may require authorization and issuance of
permits from a number of local, state, and federal agencies (see Permit Requirements, on
page 111-34 of the DEIR). This would include approval from the CDFG, and the issuance
of a SAA from the Department, as needed. Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA Fisheries would be conducted as part of the permit process (Section 7
of the federal Endangered Species Act) with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
federally listed species.

Impact V.D.1 in the DEIR addresses all potential project impacts to riparian and wetland
resources. Moreover, Mitigation Measures V.D.1a-b identifies the need to prepare a
formal wetland delineation, identifies the permits that may be required for wetland and
riparian resources subject to the Corps and CDFG, and identifies measures where feasible
to avoid wetland and riparian habitat, and/or on- or off-site replacement of wetland
habitat to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. Moreover, all potential
impacts to Green Valley Creek from discharges of pollutants in stormwater are evaluated
in Impacts IV.D.1 and V.D.4 in the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1/V.D.4 identifies
the water quality protection program and provides monitoring guidelines to ensure
potential water quality effects would likewise be mitigated to a less than significant level.
See also Master Response No. 14.

Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA guidelines, the County will prepare a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during project implementation. The mitigation measures required by the
County to reduce or avoid significant project impacts not incorporated into the design or
program for the project, may be made conditions of project approval as set forth in a
MMRP. Until mitigation measures have been completed, the County would remain
responsible for ensuring the that implementation of mitigation measures occurs in
accordance with the MMRP.

For habitats evaluated under existing conditions at the time of field work, acreage
numbers for existing plant communities within the area proposed for grading under the
Northern Expansion option are estimated at 0.31 acres of chaparral, 3.32 acres of ruderal,
0.17 acres of riparian, approximately 0.10 acres of seasonal wetland, and 35 acres of
north coast conifer forest; and under the Western Expansion option are approximately

30 acres of north conifier forest, and less than 0.5 acres of riparian/wetland.

Given the proposed grading plan, as a conservative estimate, all of this existing habitat
would be potentially affected by grading under Northern Expansion option as proposed.
However, as discussed in Mitigation Measure V.D.1b in the DEIR, under the Northern
Expansion option, the above-identified acreages of wetlands and riparian habitat would
be avoided, and appropriate setbacks around such habitat would be maintained.
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3-13.

3-14.

Furthermore, as discussed in Mitigation V.D.2 in the DEIR, the proposed project would
be subject to strict adherence to implementation of the reclamation standards for
revegetation (Chapter 26A, County Code). It is recognized in the DEIR, however, that
impact of loss of North Coast Conifer forest would remain significant after mitigation.

It is acknowledged CDFG’s interest in assisting in the preparation of a comprehensive
wildlife habitat restoration plan and request for inclusion of such plan in the EIR.
However, CEQA does not require such a plan to be included as part of the EIR.
Moreover, it would be premature to prepare such a plan at this time, particularly in the
absence of adoption of a specific expansion option by the County. However, the
mitigation measures included in the DEIR provide the necessary framework and level of
specificity required under CEQA for preparation and implementation of such restoration
plan if and when an expansion option is approved by the County. See also response to
Comment 3-24, below, regarding CDFG review of the project’s revegetation plan.

The CNDDB is the most frequently used baseline database for reported occurrences of
special status species within California. The CNDDB was used in conjunction with
species lists from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, CNPS Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Vascular Plants of California, and local resources to evaluate the potential
occurrence of species within the area and project impacts.

However, the EIR did not rely solely on information in the CNDDB. Extensive plant and
wildlife surveys of the project area were conducted where appropriate. This included an
assessment to determine suitable habitat for potentially occurring special status plant and
wildlife species. The results of this biological evaluation presented in the DEIR in
Existing Plant Communities starting on page V.D-2, Existing Wildlife Habitats starting
on page V.D-5, Special-Status Species within the Project Area starting on page V.D-8
and Table G-2 in the DEIR Appendicies. Surveys for special-status plants were
conducted using the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (California Department of
Fish and Game, 1983, revised 2000). Surveys were conducted from April 10, 2002
through August 2, 2002 to account for different blooming times.

In addition, surveys for the red tree vole were conducted in the Western and Northern
Expansion areas. Surveys for the red tree vole followed Survey Protocol for the Red Tree
Vole, Version 2.0, November 1999 by Biswell et al. (2002). The focused red tree vole
surveys were conducted on October 2, 3, and 6, 2003.

A habitat analysis for the northern spotted owl was also conducted for both the Western
and Northern Expansion areas subsequent to completion of the Draft EIR (Canyon Rock
Quarry Expansion Project Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Analysis, November 2004, by
Prunuske Chatham, Inc.). This analysis was provided to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and is included as Appendix C to this document. The analysis was based on a review of
available information of known owl occurrences within the area, results of the field
surveys for the biological resources evaluation of the Draft EIR, review of aerial
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3-15.

photographs, and available scientific literature. It evaluated the potential for available
nesting and foraging habitat on and adjacent to the project site. Based on CDFG data, the
closest sighting (made in 1990) for a single owl occurred within the Green Valley Creek
watershed approximately one mile from the site. Sightings of owl pairs were made in the
Dutch Bill Creek and Pocket Canyon Creek watershed in 2002 and 2000, respectively.
These sightings are over two miles from the project site. The source of this data was the
California Department of Fish and Game Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch
(CDFG 2004).

Based on the habitat requirements as described by USFWS, the analysis concluded that
suitable foraging habitats exist within and surrounding the project site, however, there is
low potential for spotted owls to breed on the site or in the area immediately surrounding
the site. The USFWS reviewed this analysis and visited the site. Following the site visit,
the USFWS prepared a technical assistance letter (included as Appendix C to this
document), which concluded that the Northern expansion area contains marginal foraging
habitat, and the Western expansion area contains much higher quality northern spotted
owl habitat. The technical assistance letter recommended that owl surveys be conducted
in association with the conversion permit.

A habitat assessment was also conducted for to determine the presence of special-status
bat species, including the long-eared myotis, Yuma myotis, and pallid bat. A specific
assessment to determine presence of these bat species was not conducted. An evaluation
of existing wildlife communities and the potential for occurrence of special status species
(i.e., bats) was conducted as part of the initial biological resources evaluation in support
of the Draft EIR.

Based on this biological evaluation, the DEIR describes where the proposed project has
the potential to affect significant biological species and habitat, and identifies mitigation
measures to mitigate those impacts to the extent feasible. Where appropriate, mitigation
in the DEIR identifies where additional focused surveys for specific species shall be
conducted, the timing of when they shall be conducted, and includes additional
appropriate measures should such species be encountered to avoid or lessen the
significant impact to a less than significant level.

Three plant species contained in Table G-3 in the DEIR Appendices were inadvertently
not included in the Special-Status Plant Species list on page V.D-9 of the DEIR.

The second full paragraph on page V.D-9 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

“Thirty-enefour potentially occurring special-status plant species were identified
by the CNDDB and CNPS records within the project area (see the list below and
Table G-3 in Appendix G). However, none of the special-status plant species was
identified on the project site during focused surveys.

The following plant species are added to the end of the Special-Status Plant Species list
on page V.D-9 of the DEIR:
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3-16.

3-17.

3-18.

“Tiburon buckwheat Eriogonum luteolum var. caninum
Robust monardella Monardella villosa ssp. globosa
Purple stemmed checkerbloom Sidalcea malviflora ssp. Purpurea”

Page V.D-10 of the DEIR, third full paragraph, last sentence is revised as follows:

“Bristly sedge, swamp harebell, and Coast fawn lily are is-a-marshland/swamp
species; suitable habitat is not present in the project area.”

It should be noted that these clarifications to the text of the DEIR does not change any
conclusions identified in the EIR. No significant impacts are identified to these species.

As described in response to Comment 3-14, above, presence/absence surveys were
conducted for all species that could be affected by the proposed project.

The phrase “Why no further surveys?” was inadvertently added to the DEIR Appendices,
under the column: “Potential for Species Occurrence within the Project Area” for a
number of plant species. However, focused surveys for all species for which suitable
habitat is present were completed. Surveys for special status plants were conducted using
Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and
Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (California Department of Fish and Game,
1983, revised 2000).

The phrase “Why no further surveys?” is hereby deleted from Table G-3 in the DEIR
Appendices under the column: “Potential for Species Occurrence within the Project
Area” for the following plant species: Sonoma alopecurus, Baker’s manzanita, North
Coast semaphore grass, Napa false indigo, Bolander’s reed grass, bristly sedge,
streamside daisy, and Tiburon buckwheat. Please see also responses to Comments 3-14
and 3-15, above.

As specified in Table G-3 in DEIR Appendices, the northern spotted owl appear in the
Species Listed or Proposed for Listing section with a status of FT (Listed as threatened
by the federal government). Table G-3 also states “suitable foraging and breeding habitat
occurs within the project area” for northern spotted owl. Impact V.D.6 in the DEIR
disclosed all potential significant impacts to the northern spotted owl, assuming presence
of the species and use of the site by it as resident and migrant; for nesting and foraging.

As discussed in response to Comments 3-14 and 11-42, a habitat analysis for the northern
spotted owl was also conducted subsequent to completion of the Draft EIR for both the
Western and Northern Expansion areas; this analysis was provided to U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Based on the habitat requirements as described by USFWS,
the analysis concluded that suitable foraging habitats exist within and surrounding the
project site, however, there is low potential for spotted owls to breed on the site or in the
area immediately surrounding the site. The USFWS reviewed this analysis and visited
the site. Following the site visit, the USFWS prepared a technical assistance letter
(included as Appendix C to this document), which concluded that the Northern expansion
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3-19.

3-20.

area contains marginal foraging habitat, and the Western expansion area contains much
higher quality northern spotted owl habitat. Mitigation Measure V.D.6 in the DEIR
ensures all potential impacts to the northern spotted owl would be mitigated to a less than
significant level by the implementation of approval protocol surveys, consistent with
88919.9-919.10 of California Forest Practice Rules and in accordance with the USFWS
Guidelines for Surveying Proposed Management Activities Which May Impact Northern
Spotted Owls. See also response to Comment No. 11-43.

With respect to the red tree vole, this species appears in the Federal or State Species of
Concern section with a status of federal species of concern and California Species of
Special Concern. Further, Table G-3 states “suitable nesting and foraging habitat occurs
within the project area” for red tree vole. As discussed in response to Comment 3-14,
surveys for the red tree vole were conducted in the Western and Northern Expansion
areas. Impact V.D.7 in the DEIR disclosed all potential significant impacts to the red tree
vole. As discussed in the DEIR, while the Western Expansion area contain some suitable
habitat for the red tree vole, while the Northern Expansion area had only marginal habitat
for future occurrence of this species and determined not likely to support this species in
the future.

It is concluded that no significant impacts are identified to the red tree vole in the
Northern Expansion area. Further, Mitigation Measure V.D.7 in the DEIR would ensure
all potential significant impacts to the red tree vole in the Western Expansion area would
be mitigated to a less than significant level by preserving suitable habitat and providing
the necessary setback distance from quarry operations, consistent with the Northwest
Forest Plan (Biswell et al 2002).

Please see responses to Comments 3-14 and 3-18, above, regarding a discussion of
surveys conducted for the northern spotted owl and red tree vole, associated consultation
with USFWS, and mitigation identified in the DEIR for potential impacts to these
species.

Impact V.D.5 addresses potential impacts to all other nesting birds. Mitigation Measure
V.D.5 requires surveys at the appropriate time of the year and establishment of buffer
areas around any nests that are found. It is not practical to do the surveys now, because it
may be several years before the clearing takes place, and conditions might change by that
time. The proposed mitigation measure would ensure that raptor surveys are done when
they will provide meaningful results, and that, if nesting raptors are found, that sufficient
buffers will be in place to avoid significant impacts.

The DEIR does not defer disclosure of biological information to a subsequent CEQA
document or a Timber Harvest Plan (THP). Rather, the DEIR, based on extensive
wildlife, botanical and wetland surveys conducted on the project site, and review of
relevant literature and databases (see response to Comment 3-14), makes a determination
about the potential presence of applicable special status species and/or its habitat on the
project site, and the significance of impact from the proposed project on those resources.
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The DEIR also identifies feasible mitigation measures that will require initiation prior to
construction. This includes conducting focused surveys for northern spotted owl,
breeding birds (protected raptors and other birds), and special-status bats. These focused
surveys for these species are identified either as part of the development of a THP and/or
prior to commencement of tree harvesting or quarry operations. Further, should such
species be encountered, appropriate mitigation measures are identified to avoid and/or
lessen those impacts to a less than significant level.

See also Chapter Il in this Response to Comment Document for clarification made to the
DEIR with respect to discussion of THPs.

3-20a. The commenter mischaracterizes the description of Alternative 2 — Reduced Production
Alternative. Alternative 2 would not allow the applicant to have quarry expansion in
both the Western and Northern Expansion option areas. Rather, as discussed on
page VI1I-4 of the DEIR, quarry expansion would occur in either the Western or Northern
Expansion option areas.

3-21. The commenter requests clarification of acreages of the quarry that would be reduced
under the Revised Project Configuration Alternative. As stated on page VII-5 to -6 of the
DEIR, by incorporating Mitigation Measure V.D.1 into the alternative, no future mining
would occur in, and adequate buffering would be included around, the wetland and
riparian habitat areas (located along the western boundary of the existing Mineral
Resources zoned portion of the site (Northern Expansion only). The acreages of affected
wetland and riparian habitat are identified in response to Comment 3-12, above. The
appropriate minimum allowed setback from these resources would be consistent with that
specified in the County General Plan and zoning ordinance. In addition, by incorporating
Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1a into the alternative, all aggregate storage facilities and
processing facilities would be moved out of the Green Valley Creek floodplain (Western
or Northern Expansion variant).

The commenter indicates the Revised Project Configuration Alternative does not address
rare and sensitive plant and animal species. However, as discussed on page V11-23 of the
DEIR, the Revised Project Configuration Alternative would avoid significant impacts
associated with disturbance or destruction of wetland and riparian habitat on the site for
the Northern Expansion option. (Under a Western Expansion variant, the subject wetland
and riparian/buffer area would be completely surrounded by the proposed mining
footprint, and therefore, this measure would not be feasible to implement for the Western
Expansion option.)

This alternative (either expansion option) would also serve, in part, to reduce potentially
significant effects from discharges of pollutants in stormwater to Green Valley Creek and
corresponding impacts to aquatic species in the creek. However, all other mitigation
measures identified in the EIR for the proposed project for reducing pollutants would also
be required to ensure all significant potential effects related to this issue would be
mitigated to a less than significant level.
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3-22.

Consequently, the Revised Configuration Alternatives is considered reasonable and
feasible because it would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).

The areas identified as north coast forest could be used by northern spotted owl and bat
species, for foraging, roosting, or at least in transit between more suitable nesting,
roosting and foraging areas. The extent of suitable habitat varies as well. All north coast
conifer forest on the site is not suitable for all sensitive species. Patches within the forest
are suitable for one or more of the species.

Attempting to avoid the “suitable” or “most suitable” patches within the majority of the
area of forest on-site proposed for mining would not be technically feasible, since it
would leave isolated islands of forest that would be altered in terms of groundwater,
slope stability, not to mention lack of connectivity.

The commenter has inquired where aggregate storage and processing facilities would be
located once moved out of the Green Valley Creek floodplain under this alternative.
Since publication of the DEIR, this has already occurred. At the time of preparation of
the DEIR (and as discussed in the DEIR) the existing concrete batch plant was being
relocated several hundred feet out of the flood zone; this relocation has since been
completed. The total acreage of concrete facility that was relocated was approximately ¥
acre in area.

It should be noted that the two option expansion variants of the proposed project
(Northern and Western Expansion options) in themselves provides alternative options for
consideration. The Northern Expansion option would have comparatively less impact on
the northern spotted owl, and no significant impact on the red tree vole, compared to the
Western Expansion option.

The comparative merits of the Revised Project Configuration Alternative are discussed on
page VII-21 to VII-24, and in Table VII-1 (along with the other alternatives) on

pages VI1I-26 through VI11-32 of the DEIR. The comparative discussion as it relates to
biological resources is also summarized in response to Comment 3-21, above.

The commenter has requested the evaluation of a new alternative that would avoid
impacts to wetlands, including Green Valley Creek, but has not suggested an alternative
that might accomplish these goals more effectively than the alternatives presented in the
DEIR. As discussed in response in the DEIR, and restated in Comment 3-21, above, the
Revised Project Configuration Alternative would avoid significant impacts associated
with disturbance or destruction of wetland and riparian habitat on the site for the
Northern Expansion option; and would also serve, in part, to reduce potentially
significant effects from discharges of pollutants in stormwater to Green Valley Creek and
corresponding impacts to aquatic species in the creek (either expansion option). The
appropriate minimum allowed setback from these resources would be consistent with that
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specified in the County General Plan and zoning ordinance. Under a Western Expansion
variant, the subject wetland and riparian/buffer area would be completely surrounded by
the proposed mining footprint, and therefore, this measure would not be feasible to
implement for the Western Expansion option.

3-23.  Section G in Chapter Ill, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the
potential for subsequent mining beyond the proposed 20-year limit of grading.

If either the Western or Northern Expansion option were approved, the proposed use
permit would be limited to a 20 year mining duration, the maximum allowed under the
ARM Plan. The 20-year mining limits for the Western and Northern Expansion options
are described in Chapter 111, Project Description of the DEIR (see also Figures 111-6, and
111-11 for the Western and Northern Expansion options, respectively). The project also
would require a reclamation plan for this 20-year supply of aggregate. Accordingly, this
EIR addresses all potential environmental impacts that would occur from mining within
the 20-year limits of grading under proposed use permit and reclamation plan for either
expansion option.

However, under either the Western or Northern Expansion option, the Mineral Resource
District zone would be placed over a larger area than would be mined under the proposed
20-year use permit for either expansion option. Consequently, if the proposed project is
approved, the possibility exists that the owner could apply for a new permit to allow
additional mining outside the approved 20-year limit of grading and within the approved
Mineral Resource District. It is estimated that under either expansion option, the surplus
area in the northern and western parcels (outside the proposed 20-year grading limit of
the options) could provide an additional 50 years of mining (assuming continuation of
baseline production levels). However, any new request to mine beyond the proposed 20-
year grading limits in the use permit and reclamation plans would require a new
application, new use permit, new Reclamation Plan, and would entail new environmental
review under CEQA of potential environmental effects. Furthermore, implementation of
any additional use permit or reclamation plan to permit potential further mining would
not commence until after the 20-year life of the proposed use permit expires.

Chapter V1 in the DEIR presents a discussion of potential environmental effects that
could be expected if a subsequent use permit and reclamation plan were sought at some
point in the future to permit mining within the remainder of the Mineral Resources
District. Given the speculative nature as to the specific production levels and timing of
any potential future mining activities, potential effects are described qualitatively.

It should be noted that the County may choose to apply the MR combining district only
to the land that would be mined during the proposed 20-year permit, reducing the
potential for future mining in that area.

With respect to the amount of area encompassing the existing vested rights area, existing
use permitted area, and areas to be mined under the Western and Northern Expansion
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3-24.

options, please see response to Comment 3-1. With respect to the commenter’s request
for a quantification of the loss of wildlife habitat in the area on the project site currently
designated mineral resource district, since mining has existed on the site for many years,
the original acreage of this habitat is unknown. With respect to the amount of area
outside the proposed 20-year limit of grading but within the proposed Mineral Resource
District rezoning, the area consists of approximately 61.48 acres; based on a review of
aerial photography, north conifer forest covers the majority of this area; required setbacks
from adjacent properties would reduce the total potential acreage of forest affected.

With the exception of impacts to loss of north coast conifer forest habitat (Impact V.D.2),
all potential significant impacts to biological resources can be reduced to a less than
significant level with the proposed mitigation measures. Although measures to reduce
Impact V.D.2 are proposed, the DEIR concludes that it is not feasible to reduce the
impact to less than significant. The commenter requests that additional mitigation be
developed, but has not suggested the form of this mitigation. Given the location of the
forest habitat on the site, it is not feasible to avoid the habitat and still expand the mining
operation. Therefore, Mitigation Measure V.D.2 has focused on replacement of habitat
values as part of mining reclamation. This mitigation, which was based largely on the
applicant’s proposed reclamation plan, can be improved by: (1) refining the proposed
plant list for the western expansion area to include only native species typically found in
the project area; (2) expanding the proposed revegetation areas to include parts of the
quarry floor, thereby increasing the area of forest habitat to be restored; and (3) by adding
pond and riparian habitat to the reclamation plan. Items 1 and 2 would improve the
quality and quantity of the habitat that is created, which would result in a reclaimed site
that more closely resembles the existing habitat. Item 3, while not replacing the forest
habitat that the project would remove with in-kind habitat, would improve the overall
habitat diversity of the reclaimed site. While this revised mitigation measure would
further reduce the significant impact on wildlife habitat, it would take many years before
the reclaimed site would develop significant habitat value. Therefore, it is concluded that
the impact, though further reduced from that described in the DEIR, would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation V.D.2 on page V.D-17 and page 11-40 of the DEIR is replaced with the
following mitigation measure:

“Mitigation Measure V.D.2: The project applicant shall submit a revised
reclamation plan to the County. The reclamation plan shall meet all established
County requirements. The plan shall be submitted to CDFG for review and
comment before final approval by the County. The plan shall include a detailed
planting plan, a planting and implementation approach, a detailed monitoring and
remediation plan, management guidelines and schedule, and, if required by the
County, a bond or other funding vehicle whereby final implementation and
reasonable success is assured. A vegetation expert shall be responsible for
developing the procedures for how trees and shrubs shall be planted, fertilized,
irrigated, and monitored, and these procedures shall be incorporated into the final
plan. No mining of the expansion area shall be permitted until the reclamation plan
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has been approved by the County. Finish slopes must be constructed, planting
done, and the satisfaction of the plan’s success criteria demonstrated prior to
approval of the site reclamation by the County. At a minimum the final plan shall
include the following:

(a)  The plan shall indicate the size and locations of planting areas on cut slopes,
benches, berms, and the quarry floor. The target habitat type for each
planting area (woodland, conifer forest, chaparral, riparian) shall be
specified. The plan shall indicate the area where 8 acres of forest/woodland,
0.5 acres of chaparral, and 0.5 acres of riparian/wetland habitat shall be
created.

(b)  The plan shall indicate sediment ponds that will be converted to permanent
pond and riparian habitat. It shall designate areas on the margins of the
ponds that are to be planted with native riparian species.

(c) __ All woody species to be used in the revegetation efforts shall be native
species. Locally indigenous species shall be emphasized. To the extent
possible, the cover to be established on the quarry slopes and benches and on
constructed berms shall be woodland or forest type. Cut slopes having
insufficient soil to support trees shall be planted with native shrubs suited to
chaparral habitats.

(d)  Reclamation shall be completed in phases as the various parts of the quarry
are mined and made available for closure. Since it will take some years for
the woody vegetation to become established and effective as cover on the
reclaimed slopes, in addition to the woody plantings the newly completed
reclaimed slopes and benches shall be seeded with grasses and other
herbaceous plants to provide erosion control.

(e) A final monitoring plan shall be included that describes the parameters to be
monitored, methods, success criteria, monitoring schedule and performance
time frame (five years minimum), contingencies for potential problems such
as erosion and plant die-off, and likely remedial measures to be taken.
Monitoring need not be extensive or sophisticated, but must be sufficient to
measure the degree of success of the reclamation be able to guide
remediation to ensure long-term success. Success criteria should be
specified such that, when achieved, a reasonable amount of habitat has been
established and any significant problems have been addressed. The basic
success criterion may include simple percent cover by live vegetation or
percent survival of actual planted specimens by the end of the specified
monitoring period. Additional criteria should be included to indicate general
health or vigor of the vegetation, species richness, erosion, and invasion by
noxious weeds. The stipulated success criteria should be attained without
any substantial remediation (i.e., replanting) in the final three years of the
monitoring period.

3-25.  With respect to mitigation incorporated into the Reduced Project Configuration
Alternative, please see responses to Comments 3-21 and 3-22. With respect to acreages
of habitat affected by the proposed project and alternatives, and the need to prepare
habitat revegetation plans under the project, please see responses to Comments 3-12 and
3-13.
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3-26.

Certain clarifications and modifications to the DEIR have been provided in this Response
to Comment Document. However, no significant new changes to the project or
environmental setting, or other data or information have been made to the EIR, nor are
any required in response to comments received on the DEIR, that would trigger
recirculation of the EIR under CEQA. Specifically, there are no new significant
environmental impacts, or substantial increase in severity of impacts, that would result
from the project or the EIR mitigation measures that were not already identified in the
DEIR. Furthermore, there are no new feasible project alternatives or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed in the DEIR that would clearly
lessen the environmental impacts of the project that the County is declining to consider
adopting. Moreover, there are no elements of the DEIR that would be considered
fundamentally inadequate or conclusory in nature that meaningful public review was
precluded (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)).

It should be noted CEQA requires that, prior to the County’s decision to approve the
project, the County would need to consider and certify the Final EIR (which is comprised
of the DEIR and the Response to Comments Document).

With respect to the comment that the CDFG is available to assist the County and
applicant in further review, this comment is noted.
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g ¢ | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
< s | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
%, o~ & | NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
e Southwest Region
777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325 :
~ Santa Rosa, California 95404 4
: In Response Reply To: -
June 16,2004 151422SWRO04SR9286:DHH
- Mr. Michael Sotak
".County of Sonoma
'Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403-2829 -

Dear Mr. Sotak:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.on the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Our interest in this project is based on our concern for the -
coho salmon present in Green Valley Creek The quarry site is adjacent to Green Valley Creek,
which is known to support populations of Central California Coast (CCC) coho salmon, CCC
steelhead, and possibly California Coastal Chinook salmon. These three species are all listed as .

threatened under the Federal Endangered Spe01es Act (ESA), and all have the potentlal to be
adversely affected by the proposed project.

Green Valley Creek is particularly important to CCC coho salmon. The population abundance of
the Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) is very low, they have experienced range constriction,
fragmentation, and a loss of both genetic and behavioral diversity. The Russian River
subpopulation itself is in the middle of the CCC coho salmon ESU’s range and represents fully

a third of the ESU by area. Green Valley Creek is one of the last Russian River tributaries to
support coho salmon, contains genetically distinct individuals, and is considered by the

National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to be an essential component of the
survival and recovery of the species in this region.

. NOAA Fisheries has identified several areas of concern based on our review of the EIR including, |
the potent1a1 to deliver sediment to a fish bearing stream, encroachment on the riparian corridor,
and the possibility of physically harming juvenile salmonids in association with road ’ 2
improvements. Previous violations of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(NCRWQCB) Basin Plan Standards with regard to sediment call into question the ability of
Canyon Rock to control sources of sediment with continued and expanded operations.

The EIR states that berms have been established on both sides of Green Valley Creek and portionis
of the quarry facility are within the 100 year floodplain. The proposal contains several laudable .
measures, including a 50 foot setback of the berms and relocation of the ready-m1x batch plant.
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Establishing a wider berth for the stream channel and promoting the develbprrient of mature
riparian features is a good approach to protecting and enhancing salmonid habitat. However, risks
to salmonids and their habitat may be more appropriately reduced if the berm setback coincided

| with the 100 year ﬂoodplam boundary. The long-term maintenance of this habitat could also be

ensured by the re-zoning of the mineral resource district boundary to exclude the area between the
berms. _

NOAA Fisheries agrees with the conclusion of the EIR that: “Neither expanszon opuon, as -
proposed, provides adequate BMP’s [best management practices] to fully mitigate the’ p01:ent1a.1
for continued discharge of pollutants [and riparian encroachment] to Green Valley Creek” '

However, the recommendation to develop a comprehensive water quality protection progra.m as -

described in Mitigation Measure IV.D.1 of the EIR provides reasonable terms to the proposa_l and
NOAA Fisheries supports this approach. ' )

Additionally, the construction of a bypass road and the associated reahgnment and \mdemng ofa
portion of Highway 116 at a point where it crosses a tributary to Green Valley Creek may result in
the taking of Threatened salmonids. If this is likely to occur, the project applicants should obtain
1nc1dental take authorization pursuant to section 7 or section 10 of the ESA.

This quarry expansion proposal presents resource management agencies with the opportunity to
consider the alternative of developing upland sources of aggregate over instream sources.

‘Instream gravel extraction generally presents greater risks to salmonids and their habitats. Short

of reducing the demand for aggregate materials, the development of upland sources may, with
adequate environmental protecuons be one of the best ways to protect sensmve aquaticand
fishery resources.

Thank you for preparing such a thorough and objective EIR. Ifyou have any questxons |

concemning the above comments, please contact David Hines at (707 8.

Sincerely,

Patrick J. Rutten
Santa Rosa Area Field Office Supervisor
- P_rotected Resources Division

——
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LETTER 4. NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC

4-1.

4-2.

4-3.

4-5.

ADMINISTRATION, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES
SERVICE (PATRICK J. RUTTEN, SANTA ROSA AREA
FIELD OFFICER SUPERVISOR, PROTECTED RESOURCES
DIVISION)

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries indicates that
Green Valley Creek supports threatened steelhead, coho salmon, and possibly Chinook
salmon, and that all have the potential to be adversely affected by the proposed project.
Green Valley Creek is considered to be of particular importance to coho salmon, as it is
one of the last Russian River tributaries to support the species.

Please refer to the Master Response No. 14 for a discussion of the status and occurrence
of salmonids in the proposed project area.

NOAA Fisheries lists the potential for delivery of sediment to a fish bearing stream,
encroachment on the riparian corridor, and the possibility of harming juvenile salmonids
in association with road improvements as the primary areas of concern. Please refer to
responses to Comments 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5, below.

The commenter is referred to response to Comment 3-8. The Mineral Resources Zoning
overlay extends to the eastern boundary of the quarry parcel, which includes Green
Valley Creek. However, mining in the creek is not proposed, nor would it be permitted
by the County zoning and mining regulations.

The MR (Mineral Resources) zoning overlay extends to the eastern boundary of the
quarry parcel, which includes Green Valley Creek. However, mining in the creek is not
proposed, nor would it be permitted under the County zoning and mining regulations.
The County’s General Plan also has a specifies a 100-foot restriction.

NOAA Fisheries indicates that the development of a comprehensive water quality
protection program, as identified in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 of the DEIR, provides
reasonable terms to the proposed project, that NOAA Fisheries supports this approach.
This comment is noted.

NOAA Fisheries indicates that the construction of the bypass road and the associated
realignment of Highway 116 may result in the “take” of listed salmonids, and would
therefore require an incidental take authorization pursuant to sections 7 or 10 of the
Endangered Species Act.

The construction of a bypass road is presented under Transportation and Traffic
Mitigation Measure 1VV.A.3e. As discussed on page 1V.A-44 of the DEIR, construction of
the bypass intersection with Highway 116 at the eastern end could require realignment
and widening of a portion of Highway 116 at a point where it crosses a tributary (Jones
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Creek) to Green Valley Creek. Widening or replacing the box culvert at this location
could result in loss of some riparian habitat as well as impacts to potential salmonid
habitat in Jones Creek. Such construction activities would likely require a permit from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and an incidental take authorization from NOAA
Fisheries.

If the County Board of Supervisors were to adopt this transportation mitigation measure,
prior to implementation of this measure, further analysis and a subsequent environmental
document would be required. The County would also be required to prepare a Biological
Assessment of the resources and potential impacts of this activity for consultation with
NOAA Fisheries.

4-6 NOAA Fisheries comments that the development of upland sources of aggregate such as
the proposed project may, with adequate environmental protections, be one of the best
ways to protect sensitive aquatic and fisheries resources, as instream gravel extraction
generally presents a greater risk to salmonids and their habitat. This comment is noted.
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June 18, 2004

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Drive
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Dear Supervisors,

The Sonoma County Fish & Wildlife Commission is recommending that the Board of
Supervisors not support the expansion of Canyon Rock Quarry on Green Valley Creek, as it
is currently being proposed. As you know, our Commission has granted money for a
number of habitat restoration projects on Green Valley Creek.

According to CDF&G creek surveys, Green Valley Creek is the only tributary in the entire
1500 sq/mile Russian River Basin that has been found to support all three-year classes of

- endangered coho salmon. The vast majority of coho salmon currently being raised at the
Warm Spring Dam hatchery as part of the coho broodstock program have come from Green
Valley Creek. Green Valley Creek is considered to be the prime refugia watershed for the
recovery of Russian River coho. Green Valley Creek also supports a significant populatlon
of threatened steelhead trout and the endangered freshwater shrimp. -

It is our Commission’s belief that the broodstock of coho from Green Valley Creek is of
utmost importance to protect and we ask that the Board do everything in its power in th1s
effort.

Sincerely, -

C bLOL& \\DSULM

Crystal Norris, Chair
Sonoma County Fish & Wildlife Commission

133 AviATION BOULEVARD., SUITE 110 ® SaNTA Rosa, CA 95403 e Puone (707) 565-2371 Fax (707) 565-3850
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LETTER 5. SONOMA COUNTY FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMISSION
(CRYSTAL NORRIS, CHAIR)

5-1.  The commenter makes general remarks about the importance of Green Valley Creek to
coho salmon, steelhead, and California freshwater shrimp, and recommends that the
Board of Supervisors not support the proposed project. The comment does not, however,
provide any specific comments on the adequacy of the DEIR.

The commenter is referred to Master Response No. 14 for a discussion of the status and
occurrence of salmonids and California freshwater shrimp in the proposed project area.
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OF COUNSEL

Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail
(707) 565-1103 RECEIVED

June 25, 2004 JUN 2 5 2004

PERMIT AND RESOQURCE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF SONOMA

Michael Sotak

County of Sonoma

Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403-2829

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project
(SCH # 2000072063), May 7, 2004

Dear Mr. Sotak:

On behalf of the applicant, Canyon Rock Company, Inc., this letter comments on the
draft environmental impact report (“Draft EIR”) concerning the above-referenced project.
The Draft EIR generally is well organized and clearly written. In some instances, however,
the Draft EIR appears to have overstated project impacts, perhaps in an effort to justify
excessive mitigation requirements.

- As you know, one of the primary goals of environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) is to promote
informed decision-making. (See Draft EIR, p. I-3.)! To that end, Canyon Rock offers the

'/ “The purpose of an [EIR] is to provide public agencies and the public in general
with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on
the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be
minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project.” (Pub. Resources Code, §

(continued...}
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following corrections and clarifications to information in the Draft EIR as well as in
response to comments made at the Planning Commission’s hearing on June 6, 2004.

Water Quality

Peer review of the Draft EIR’s hydrology analysis was conducted by George

Goobanoff Associates. That review raised the following concerns, among others:

The discussion of “recorded instances of discharged runoff from the existing quarry
site in excess of state and federal storm water pollutant benchmark levels” presents
a skewed view of existing conditions, and is grossly overstated. (Draft EIR, p. IV.D-
9.)) Very few “recorded instances” of such exceedences have occurred. More
importantly, the discussion fails to note that those occurrences do not reflect current
conditions and that Canyon Rock, in consultation with Regional Water Quality
Control Board (“RWQCB") staff, has continued to improve its operations; this
process is the very essence of the notion of “Best Management Practices” or “BMPs,”
with which Canyon Rock always has and will continue to comply. Notably, the
Draft EIR fails to discuss the effectiveness of these efforts and the fact that there is
an improving trend with even fewer exceedences of benchmark parameters.

The exceedences noted above are of “benchmark parameters,” not regulatory
standards. (Draft EIR, p. IV.D-9.) The distinction is important; benchmark
parameters are tools used by the RWQCB to gauge the possible detrimental value of
runoff 1 order to identify situations ~— where exceedences become common or
severe — where additional or different BMPs may be necessary. As noted above,
this ongoing evaluation of runoff is and coordination with the RWQCB is not
unusual, it is a routine part of how the Storm Water Plan and the permit are designed
to function.

The Draft EIR states that “[o]n one occasion (January 21, 2002), “the runoff
contained volatile aromatic hydrocarbons [VOCs].” (Draft EIR, p. IV.D-9.) This
was the only such occurrence since 1996 that these parameters have not been “non-
detect,” and the VOCs were found in very low concentrations, all below 30 parts per

'(...continued)

21061; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553,
576 (Goleta II) (decision whether to approve a development project must be informed,
and therefore balanced).)
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billion. The inspection report for the sampling event did not show any apparent signs
of spills or leaks of gasoline products, and no similar test result has occurred since
(including at least S subsequent sampling events). In short, the Draft EIR describes
an isolated incident, yet fails to note it as such.

Prunuske Chatham data show many of the parameters to be higher upstream of the
site. More importantly, they show the iron levels upstream to be 6-8 times the
benchmark parameter set by the RWQCB.

Recent data compiled by George Goobanoff Associates (Goobanoff 3/2004) show
that following a storm event, total suspended solids upstream were higher than all
three outlets, and iron upstream was higher than all three outlets; pH levels were
higher in outlets, but all were lower than benchmark parameters and within .45 pH
units of the upstream level. Upstream and outlets all were non-detect for diesel, oil
and grease, MTBE, and BTEX.

The Draft EIR notes that the RWQCB file for the project “contains one notice of
violation (No. 177) dated November 10, 1999.” (Draft EIR, p.IV.D-12.) Thisnotice
related to turbidity levels (20% higher in relation to upstream levels) and was not a
significant violation by RWQCB standards. The RWQCB identified the concern,
and Canyon Rock promptly addressed it by redirecting flow to a detention pond. The
problermn was immediately resolved and is not a current concerm.

The Draft EIR contains opinion-laden and unsupported narrative regarding alleged
impacts to Green Valley Creek that is outdated and, in any event, incorrect. The
comments quoted were made more than four years ago, and their nature, context, and
source are unknown. (Draft EIR, p. IV.D-12,93.) Goobanoff Associates confirmed
that Paul Keiran of the RWQCB agrees that the comments attributed to the RWQCB
are outdated and incorrect and bear no relationship to the quarry’s current operations
or its status with the RWQCB. (See Draft EIR, p. IV.D-12, q 4 (discussion more
accurately describes current status of storm water program at Canyon Rock, which
is operating as the regulatory framework intends — no enforcement action, working
cooperatively with the RWQCB, implementing new BMPs, following advice of Paul
Keiran for sediment control, and constantly updating the SWPPP).)

The Draft EIR should recognize that the proposed project will retain all runoff from
the site during storm events and will allow it to settle and “undergo treatment” for a
period of days; the retained water will be discharged during non-storm periods, being
sure not to violate the basin plan 20% turbidity rule. This will allow for repeated
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holding volumes for storms that drop approximately S inches of rain consecutively.
No runoff is anticipated during stoxm events, Previous sampling and data show that | 9
all outflows should be consistently well below benchmark parameters.

. Floodplain Considerations

The Draft EIR states that “[t]he eastmost portion of the project site is located within
the 100-year flood hazard zone (see Figure IV.D-2), as mapped by FEMA.” (Draft EIR, p.
IV.D-5.) While the statement is literally correct in its reference to the FEMA map, it is an
inaccurate statement because it fails to account for the scale of FEMA maps and the lack of 10
precision inherent therein. Careful review of the map in question reveals that the floodplain
in the area is incorrectly identified and, in fact, shows the area in question to be within the
100-year flood zone notwithstanding its upland topography.

. Setbacks

During the Planning Commission hearing on June 6, 2004, Commissioner Furch
inquired as to whether varied setback widths should be considered and how such variations
would affect downstream water quality. As the Draft EIR’s discussion and analysis make
clear, however, all of the project’s potential water quality impacts have been mitigated to
a level of insignificance, (Draft EIR, pp. IV.D-1 - IV.D-33.) Increased sctback widths 11
therefore would bear no relationship to project impacts and for that reason require no further
evaluation. The law on this point is clear, mitigation measures must address only the
impacts caused by a project. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4); see also Nollan
v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987); Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U S.
374 (1994); Ehrlich v. City of Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.)

The County’s ARM Plan establishes setbacks of 100 feet, and the project complies
fully with this standard. In fact, with regard to the northern expansion option, the closest
point of proposed mining activity would occur approximately 400 feet from Green Valley
Creek; in most locations the “setback™ is far greater than 400 feet and extends up to 2500 | 12
feet in some places. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. IV.D-8.) These distances are measured “as the
crow flies,” and do not account for topography and other intervening landscape features that
ensure these setbacks are more than adequate.

*See also CEQA. Guidelines, § 15041, subd. (a) (lead agency has authority to
require feasible changes in a project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant
environmental effects, consistent with constitutional requirements of “nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards established by case law).
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Transportation and Traffic

Peer review of the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis was conducted by Whitlock &
Weinberger Transportation, Inc. Their comments, as well as additional comments
concerning the issnes of traffic circulation and safety, are submitted under separate cover.
Aspointed out in those comments, given two identified alternatives to “mitigate” the effects
of illegal jaywalking, namely (1) a mid-block pedestrian crosswalk, or (2) a $6.5 million
bypass highway circumventing the southern area of Forestville, the County seeks to require
Canyon Rock to subsidize 20% of the cost of the bypass. Under CEQA, however, and
pursuant to the United States and California Constitutions, mitigation measures must address
only the impacts caused by a project.

" “Mitigation measures must be consistent with all applicable constitutional
requirements[.]” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4).) Thus, “[t]here must be an
essential nexus (i.e. connection) between the mitigation measure and a legitimate
governmental interest. Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987).”
(Id., subd. (a)(4)(A).) Furthermore, “[t]lhe mitigation measure must be ‘roughly
proportional’ to the impacts of the project. Dolan v. City of Tigard, S12 U.S. 374 (1994).
Where the mitigation measure is an ad hoc exaction, it must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the
impacts of the project. Ehrlich v. City of Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.” > (Id., subd.
(a)(4)(B) (italics in original).) *

These statements of constitutional principle, added to the CEQA Guidelines in 1998,
essentially provide that, in fashioning mitigation measures, agencies must be careful to

*The Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies also addresses
mitigation measures for traffic impacts. (Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies (December 2002) p. 6.) The guide provides that mitigation measures in
traffic impact analysis “should provide the nexus [] between a project and the traffic
impacts to State highway facilities.” (Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies (December 2002) p. 6, citing Nollan v. California Coastal Commission
(1987) 483 U.S. 825 [108 S.Ct. 314].) The Guide further offers a mathematical method
“for establishing the rough proportionality or a project proponent’s equitable
responsibility for a project’s impacts . . . in [the Guide’s] Appendix ‘B.”” (Ibid.)

*See also CEQA Guidelines, § 15041, subd. (a) (lead agency has authority to
require feasible changes in a project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant
environmental effects, consistent with constitutional requirements of “nexus” and “rough
proportionality” standards established by case law).
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ensure that the mitigation actually relates to impacts caused by the project in question. Thus,
agencies should forego the temptation to try to force an applicant to provide a generalized
public benefit unrelated to those impacts or that would do more than fully mitigate the
impacts of the project, To say that the County’s proposed mitigation scheme fails to comport
with constitutional requirements is an understatement.

Production Rate/Baseline

At the Planning Commission’s hearing on Jupe 6, 2004, Commissioner Furch
expressed confusion regarding the calculation of the 5-year average production rate used to
establish the “baseline” of environmental conditions as directed by the Board of Supervisors.
As weunderstand it, the County identified the average production rate (as fully documented
in records of both the County and the State) for each of the five years immediately
proceeding the date that the Notice of Preparation of the EIR was issued. This baseline
approach is very conservative and is consistent with section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Canyon Rock respectfully reminds the County that it actually is lawfully entitled to
a baseline condition that recognizes the quarry’s currently permitted capacity of 500,000
cubic yards per year. The appellate decision in Fairview Neighbors v. County of Ventura
(1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 238 deals precisely with this point. In that case, in which a group
of residents in the area of an existing mining operation challenged the County of Ventura’s
compliance with CEQA in approving a conditional use permit to expand the mine, the court
noted that the site in question had been mined since 1948. The court further noted that at
the time application was made to expand the mining operation, the permitted level of
production at the facility corresponded to a daily average of 810 one-way truck trips. The
court upheld the agency’s environmental review, concluding that the County of Ventura’s
teview of the expansion proposal pursuant to CEQA properly assumed “the existing traffic
impact level to be the traffic generated when the mine operates at full capacity pursuant to
the entitlement previously permitted.”

The same rationale properly applies in the present situation, in which the Canyon
Rock Quarry has been operating under existing permits since the early 1940s. The County
issued a use permit for quarry operations at this site in 1957, and approved a second use
permit for a concrete batch plantin 1961. In 1981, based on the prior permits, the County’s
Planning Department recognized a vested right to continued operations on APNs 83-130-06
and 83-130-43. This recognition of vested rights allowed a maximum extraction of 400,000
to 500,000 cubic yards per year subject to fluctuations in local demand. Operations have
continued to the present based on those vested rights. Accordingly, the County’s review of
the proposed expansion is limited to the incremental effects of the expansion rather than the
overall impacts of the mining operation at 500,000 cubic yards of extraction per year.

13
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(Benton v. Board of Supervisors (1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1467, 1475-1482; Committtee for
a Progressive Gilroy v. State Water Resources Control Board (1987) 192 Cal.App.3d 847,
863-865; Bloom v. McGurk (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1315; Environmental Planning
and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 352
(“EPIC”); Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 186-187; see
also Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v, Board of Supervisors of Nevada County (1996)
12 Cal.4th 533 (discussing the nature of aggregate mining operations, the expectation that
an operation will expand to utilize resources in reserve before it will shut down, and the
legal effect of vested rights).)

“Fair Share” Contribution Calculations

As noted above, the County’s review of the proposed expansion is limited to the
incremental effects of the expansion rather than the overall impacts of the mining operation
at 500,000 cubic yards of extraction per year. Thus, we question the “fair share” mitigation
calculations that appear to bear little, if any, relationship to the project’s impacts. In
particular, with regard to the County’s proposed bypass road south of the downtown
Forestville area, not only does the “fair share” contribution identified as mitigation lack any
nexus to a legitimate government purpose, it lacks any proportionality whatsoever to the
effects of the project. We can identify no conceivable formula by which the County
properly calculated that Canyon Rock is required to pay over 20% of the cost to fund this
unnecessary and extraordinary generalized public benefit. The proposed “mitigation”
requirement amounts to an unconstitutional exaction and must be withdrawn. (See Nollan
v. California Coastal Comm'n (9187) 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512
U.8.373)°

*/ The Supreme Court in Dolan adopted the reasoning articulated by the Nebraska
Supreme Court in Simpson v. City of North Platte (1980) 206 Neb. 240, observing that
the distinction between a proper exercise of the police power and an improper taking
turns on whether there is some reasonable nexus to the use to which the property is being
made “or is merely being used as an excuse for taking property simply because at that
particular moment the landowner is asking the city for some license or permit.” (Dolan,
supra, 512 U.S. at p. 390 (italics added).)
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Interagency Consultation

A.  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Timber Harvest Plan

Under the Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act, as administered by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, a “timber harvest plan,” or “THP,” is required
only if the proposed project involves the conduct of “timber operations” for “commercial
purposes.” The quarry operations proposed in Canyon Rock’s application involve minimal
timber clearing solely for the purpose of mining and involve no sale of tumber. ®* The
governing statute broadly defines both “timber operations” and “commercial purposes” well
beyond their commonly understood meanings, however, to the extent that the proposed
quarry expansion may require a THP,

Whethera THP is required for the proposed project is determined through application
of the Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act. With regard to timber harvesting, section 4581
of that statute provides:

“No person shall conduct timber operations unless a timber harvesting plan
prepared by a registered professional forester has been submitted for such
operations to the department pursuant to this article. Such plan shall be
required in addition to the license required in Section 4571.”

Accordingly, a THP is required if the project proposes to “conduct timber operations.”
(Pub. Resources Code, § 4581.) Under the Forest Practice Act, “timber operations™ are
defined as:

“the cutting or removal or both of timber or other solid wood forest products,
including Christmas trees, from timberlands "' for commercial purposes,

5/ Notably, as the proposed grading and mining plans for both expansion plans
llustrate, clearing will occur only a few actes at a time, and involves mostly the removal
of invasive ruderal (disturbance-adapted) grasses and forbs such as Italian thistle and
Scotch Broom, comunon manzanita, and a limited number of oak trees from areas that

have already been extensively logged over the years. (See Draft EIR, pp. V.D-2 - V.D-
10))

'/ As defined in the Forest Practice Act, ““Timberland’ means land, other than land
owned by the federal government and land designated by the board as experimental
(continued...)
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together with all the work incidental thereto, including, but not limited to,
construction and maintenance of roads, fuel breaks, firebreaks, stream
crossings, landings, skid trails, beds for the falling of trees, fire hazard
abatement, and site preparation that involves disturbance of soil ox burning of
vegetation following timber harvesting activities conducted after Japuary 1,
1988, but excluding preparatory work such as treemarking, sutveying, or
roadflagging.”

(Pub. Resources Code, § 4527 (emphasis added).)

The Forest Practice Act defines “commercial purposes” to include:

As noted in this definition of “commercial purposes,” cutting trees to convert timberland to

“(1) The cuiting or removal of trees which are processed into logs, lumber,
or other wood products and offered for sale, barter, exchange or trade,
or

— The cutting or removal of trees or other forest products during the
conversion of timberlands to land uses other than the growing of
timber which are subject to the provisions of Section 4621, including,
but not limited to, residential or commercial developments, production
of other agricultural crops, recreational developments, ski
developments, water development projects, and transportation
projects.”

(Pub. Resources Code, § 4527 (emphasis added).)

other land uses requires a THP and a timber conversion permit (“TCP”):

“Any person who owns timberlands which are to be devoted to uses other
than the growing of timber shall file an application for conversion with the
board. The board shall, by regulation, prescribe the procedures for, form, and
content of, the application. An application for a timberland conversion permit

’(...continued)

forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any
commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including

Christmas trees. Commercial species shall be determined by the board on a district basis

after consultation with the district committees and others.” (Pub. Resources Code, §

4526.)

P. 10/13
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shall be accompanied by an application fee, payable to the department, in an
amount determined by the board pursuant to subdivision (b).”

(Pub. Resources Code, § 4621, subd. (a).)

It is not clear whether cutting trees on timberland to use the land as an aggregate mine
constitutes a “commercial purpose,” because although the land is “converted” to another
land use, the conversion is temporary (although long term) and the land ultimately will be
reclaimed. The statute contains no express exemption for mining operations, however.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 4584 (“Exempt activities”).) * The Draft EIR therefore states that
“the applicant will be required to prepare and submit to the California Departruent of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) an application for Timber Conversion, and will need to
prepare and submit a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) in accordance with Subchapter 7, Article
2 of the Forest Practice Rules.” (Draft EIR, p. V.D-15.)

16

As noted above, the requirements of the Forest Practice Act are administered by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. In the present situation, that agency
functions as a “responsible agency” for purposes of CEQA. Accordingly, and contrary to
public comments at the Planning Commission’s hearing on June 6, 2004, the County
reviews and acts on the proposed project first in its role as the “lead agency,” and in that
process has a duty to consult with responsible agencies to ensure that the County’s EIR is
a “comprehensive” environmental document. (Save San Francisco Bay Association v. San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 908,
922.)

B U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act

The Draft EIR states that, “[u]nder the Western Expansion option, the project would
result in filling and excavating the seasonal pond and associated drainages and vegetation
due to grading and quarry expansion.” (Draft EIR, p. V.D-16.) The document goes on to
explain that “[t]hese drainages are potentially subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.” (/bid.) During the Planning Commission’s hearing
on June 6, 2004, public comments on the Draft EIR suggested that Canyon Rock therefore

was required to ensure that Section 7 consuliation between the Corps and the U.S. Fish & 17

% 1f a proposed conversion to a nontimber use involves less than three (3) acres
and occurs no more than once every five (5) years, the activity is exempt from the
requirements of the Forest Practice Act. (Pub. Resources Code, § 4584, subd. (g)(1).)
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Wildlife Service was complete pnor to project approval. This suggestion is incorrect. As
is frequently the case, once the County — as the local lead agency and land use decision-
maker — has completed its review of the project and determined whethber the northem or
western expansion area will be subject to mining, the applicant and the appropriate agencies
will determine whether the jurisdiction of any federal or other regulatory agency is
implicated, and if so, whether any additional permits are required in order for the project to
proceed. :

SCO pe 0! BEZO!!E

Planning Commissioner Furch, during the Planning Commission’s hearing on June
6, 2004, posed a question regarding the scope of the proposed zone change to add 113.71
acres to the MR Combining district to the present 74.12 acres for a total of 187.83 acres in
the MR Comibining district. (See Sonoma County Planning Commission Staff Report, June
3, 2004 (PLP 97-0046), p. 1.) Commissioner Furch suggested that the County consider
rezoning to the MR Combining district only the area of the project site to be mined. As the
project objectives set forth in the Draft EIR make clear, however, the entitlements requested
in connection with Canyon Rock’s expansion application are consistent with and necessary
for effective implementation of the goals of the County’s Aggregate Resource Management
(ARM) Plan. (See, e.g., Drafi EIR, pp. III-1; see also CEQA Guideline, § 15124, subd. (b).)
In particular, the proposed zone change is necessary to:

v extend the life of the existing quarry in such a manner as to increase
production of high quality aggregate in conformance with the goals and
objectives of Sonoma County’s 1994 ARM Plan;

. extend the life of the existing quarry, at ah ARM Plan designated site to
facilitate State and County policy of meeting local demand with local
resOources;

. extend the life of the existing quarry and in doing so assist the County of
Sonoma in meeting its obligations to shift aggregate production away from
terrace mining to hard rock quarries; and

. extend the life of the existing quarry and in doing so assist the County of
Sonoma in its goal to facilitate the local production of high quality aggregate
and reduce the loss of high quality productive agricultural land.

(See Draft EIR, p. I1I-1.)

Jun.25. 2004 3:55PM REMY, THOMAS (916) 443-9017 No.8154 P. 12/13
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Reclamation Plan

Several comments during the Planning Commission’s hearing on June 6, 2004,
expressed concern regarding reclamation plans for the quarry. Pursuant to the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act, city and county “lead agencies” adopt ordinances for land use
permitting and reclamation procedures that provide the regulatory framewotk under which
local mining and reclamation activities are conducted. Consistent with that framework, a
plan for returning the land to a usable condition which is readily adaptable for alternate land
use (known as a “Reclamation Plan”), and financial assurances to guarantee costs for
reclamation, are required prior to initiating mining activities. The Reclamation Plan for the
existing quarry operation is on file with the County as well as with the State Mining and

“Geology Board and is available for public review, as are the proposed plans for both the
northern and western expansion areas. (See also Draft EIR, pp. ITI-13, I1I-23, I11-24, IT1-31,
I1-33.)

Thank you for the opportunity to present these concerns. As we approach the seven-
year anniversary of the date the County accepted the Canyon Rock application as complete
for processing (July 7, 1997), Canyon Rock respectfully requests the Planning
Cominission’s favorable and expeditious consideration of the project.

uly yours,

Andrea A, Matarazzo

cc:  Wendel Trappe
Nick Tibbetts
Zora Welborn

40605018.001.wpd
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1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 6. REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE AND MANLEY, LLP
(ANDREA A. MATARAZZO)

6-1.  The comment that the EIR is well organized and clearly written is noted. With respect to
the commenter’s assertion that the EIR overstates impacts, as discussed in the DEIR, the
EIR presents reasonable assumptions about the overall types and levels of activities that
the County could anticipate under the proposed project and describes their attendant
environmental impacts. The analyses, where necessary, are based on conservative
assumptions that tend to overstate project impacts. For example, as a conservative
“worst-case” approach, it is assumed for this EIR that project impacts for either the
Western or Northern Expansion option would be that which would occur when the quarry
operates at its maximum production rate (500,000 cubic yards). Nevertheless, the DEIR
was prepared in accordance with current State, County and other applicable agency
CEQA Guidelines and professional standards.

6-2.  With respect to the recorded instances of discharge runoff in exceedance of state and
federal storm water pollutant benchmark levels, the discussion presented in the DEIR
reflects information contained in the RWQCB files, and was further based on interviews
with RWQCB staff. The summary of results for exceedances that have occurred are
clearly presented in Table IV.D-1 in the DEIR.

The DEIR does describe a number of improvements and best management practices that
have implemented by Canyon Rock Quarry subsequent to the recorded exceedances. As
discussed on page 1V.D-12 of the DEIR, recently implemented best management
practices at the existing quarry site include installation of a cement weir at the truck
scales, an additional sediment trap at the overburden storage area, and the relocation of
the existing concrete batch plant to a location out of the 100-year floodplain.

It is acknowledged that the Canyon Rock Quarry operator have also made further
improvements to the operation which have occurred since the DEIR analysis was
prepared. At the time of preparation of the DEIR, the quarry included approximately
1.2 acres of detention basins. As of the time of preparation of this Response to
Comments Document, the quarry operator has expanded the area of the ponds to about
1.5 acres. The quarry operator has also regraded the floor of the quarry to slope toward
the quarry face, as recommended by the RWQCB.

6-3.  The County is in agreement with the commenter on the definition and typical use of
benchmark parameters and description of implementation of storm water discharge
permits. For clarification, the following language is inserted after the second indented
paragraph of page IV.D-9 of the DEIR:

“State and federal storm water pollutant benchmark values are presented in
Appendix D-1. These benchmark values are not requlatory limits, but rather, levels
used to determine if storm water discharge from a facility merits further monitoring

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 140 ESA /202697
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6-4.

6-5.

6-7.

and/or evaluation to ensure successful implementation of a facility’s Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or appropriate Best Management Practices

(BMPs).”

Comment noted. Based upon water quality data provided in Table IV.D-1, the
occurrence of BTEX and MTBE appears to be an isolated event. For clarification, the
last sentence of the first non-indented paragraph on page 1V.D.-9 of the DEIR is revised
as follows:

“On one occasion (January 21, 2002), the runoff contained the volatile aromatic
hydrocarbons benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX), and Methyl
Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE). However, this occurrence of BTEX and MTBE
appears to be an isolated event. Previous and subsequent water quality analysis did
not detect these constituents. Because MTBE and BTEX are not routinely detected
in the surface water runoff, it appears that the one detectionwhich may be
indicative of an on-site gasoline release.”

The commenter notes that monitoring data indicates levels of iron well above benchmark
levels upstream of the site. Elevated iron (and specific conductance) concentrations
reflected in the data included in Table IV.D-1 of the DEIR appears to be associated with
regional geology. As stated by the commenter, on the one occasion where water samples
were collected in the creek both upstream and downstream of the quarry, the upstream
sample contained higher concentrations of iron than the downstream sample. Given this
existing regional condition, and considering that treatment of the runoff from the quarry
for iron and specific conductance may be impractical and provide negligible benefit, the
third bullet point under Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1f (2) has been amended. Please see
Master Response No. 10 for all changes made to this mitigation measure. Please also see
response to Comment 3-7.

The comment summarizes recent data collected by the consultant for the applicant, and is
noted for the record.

The opinion of the commenter that the turbidity violation documented in the RWQCB
file was subsequently resolved is noted for the record. However, all written violations in
RWQCB files are important to consider when reviewing the record of the quarry
operator.

All the narrative under “RWQCB Regulation of the Canyon Rock Quarry” section of the
DEIR is based on review of the RWQCB files and interviews with RWQCB staff.
Paragraphs 3 and 4 of page 1VV.D-12 of the DEIR provide a historical and chronological
context for RWQCB oversight at the project site. See also response to Comment 6-2 for
a discussion of improvements made at Canyon Rock Quarry since preparation of the
DEIR.
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6-10.

6-11.

6-12.

6-13.

The comment that the project would “retain all runoff from the site during storm events
and will allow it to settle and ‘undergo treatment’ for a period of days..,” and that “this
will allow for repeated holding volumes for storms that drop approximately 5 inches of
rain consecutively” are the opinions of the commenter. Refer to Master Response

No. 10 for additional discussion of detention pond sizing.

For more information about water quality benchmarks, please refer also to responses to
Comments 6-3 and Comment 6-5.

The DEIR relied on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Insurance Program maps for floodplain mapping of the project vicinity. Given the scale
of their maps, and the scale of the base maps used in the DEIR, the 100-year flood hazard
zone as depicted in the DEIR can be considered conservative, but reasonably accurate.
Historic flooding observations of the quarry operator (as described on page 1V.D-6 of the
DEIR) indicate that the southeastern corner of the quarry site floods frequently.

The DEIR does, in fact, include a number of mitigation measures for mitigating impacts
of discharges of pollutants to Green Valley Creek, including expanding the creekside
buffer (Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1a, page 1V.D-18). Mitigation IV.D.1a would reduce
discharge of pollutants from the existing operation. As described in response to
Comment 6-8, the proposed mining areas with either expansion would be substantially
farther than 100 feet from the creek.

The commenter implies that setbacks are discussed on page 1V.D-8 of the DEIR;
however, page IV.D-8 consists only of a figure showing vicinity well locations, and does
not include measured setback distances from proposed mining activities. The
commenter’s reference to setbacks from mining activities to Green Valley Creek (from
400 to 2,500 feet) should be clarified as the setback distance from the proposed 20-year
limit of grading under the Northern Expansion option to Green Valley Creek. However,
proposed processing and storage of materials would occur on the quarry floor at distances
closer than 400 feet to Green Valley Creek (although outside the creekside buffer area
identified in the mitigation).

The commenter states that the existing condition of pedestrians crossing midblock in
downtown Forestville constitutes illegal “jaywalking.” However, the California VVehicle
Code (CVC) only prohibits the crossing of a roadway at any place except in a crosswalk
when the pedestrian is between two intersections controlled by traffic control signals
(Section 21955).19 Additionally, the CVC states that if a pedestrian is on a roadway at
any point other than within a marked crosswalk or within an unmarked crosswalk at an
intersection, the pedestrian shall yield the right-of-way to all vehicles upon the roadway
S0 as to not constitute an immediate hazard (Section 21954). In addition, there is no
signage in Forestville prohibiting midblock pedestrian crossings. Consequently,

19 None of the intersections in downtown Forestville are currently controlled by traffic signals. In addition, even with
mitigation identified in the EIR, Highway 116 would not contain traffic signals at adjacent intersections in
Forestville.
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pedestrians can legally cross at midblock locations in downtown Forestville, assuming it
is safe and that pedestrians yield to oncoming traffic. The DEIR acknowledges, however,
that midblock crossings by pedestrians have the potential to create conflicts with highway
traffic.

The commenter also misrepresents the impact discussion presented in the DEIR by
implying the midblock locations were the only places on Highway 116 where the
pedestrian significance threshold would be exceeded. In fact, and as discussed in the
DEIR, the threshold of significance would also be exceeded at the intersections of
Highway 116 / Covey Road, and Highway 116 / First Street. The commenter is referred
to Table IV.A-5 in the DEIR (2001 Pedestrian and Bicycle VVolumes), which shows
pedestrian crossings of Highway 116 at the Covey Road intersection; and Tables A-1
through A-4 in the DEIR Appendices (2002 Pedestrian and Bicycle Volumes), which
show detailed data on pedestrian crossings of Highway 116 at the intersections of Covey
Road, First Street and Mirabel Road (in addition to midblock crossings).

It should be noted mitigation measures identified in the DEIR to improve pedestrian
crossings of Highway 116 would be implemented at the intersections. Mitigation
Measures 1V.A.3c would enhance the visibility of the existing crosswalks at Highway
116 / First Street. Mitigation Measure IV.A.1.a would provide pedestrian signals at the
intersection of Highway 116 /Covey Road. Mitigation Measure IV.A.1.b, would provide
pedestrian signals at the intersection of Highway 116 / Mirabel Road. These measures
would reduce the significant impact of pedestrians crossing at these intersections, and
would also serve to reduce (but not eliminate) midblock crossing of pedestrians. (See
also the list of improvements on Highway 116 and Mirabel Road to reduce significant
bicycle impacts.)

Consequently, the mitigation measures as presented in the DEIR do address the
significant impacts caused by the project, and would be consistent with all applicable
constitutional requirements. Nevertheless, the pedestrian and bicycle impact discussion
is revised herein to clarify the pedestrian and bicycle impacts on Highway 116 and
Mirabel Road that would occur under the proposed project. Page IV.A-34 to IV.A-35 of
the DEIR is revised as follows:

“Impact IV.A.3: The proposed project would contribute to cumulative effects
on pedestrian and bicycle flow conditions in the project area. This would be a
significant impact under the Western or Northern Expansion options.

At the Highway 116 / Covey Road intersection, on the basis of data collected in
October 2001, Highway 116 carries about 1,190 vehicles per hour during the a.m.
peak hour when about 55 student pedestrians and 5 student bike riders are crossing
the state highway, and about 1,230 vehicles per hour during the mid-afternoon peak
hour when about 60 student pedestrians and 6 bike riders are crossing the state
highway. Tables A-1 through A-4 in the DEIR Appendices show that in 2002, up
to 31 pedestrians (five adults and 26 children) and 23 pedestrians (including four
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adults and 19 children) crossed Highway 116 at the Covey Road intersection during
the morning commute, and after school peak hours, respectively.

Additionally, Tables A-1 through A-4 in the DEIR Appendices show that in 2002,
up to 15 pedestrians (all adults) and eight pedestrians (including seven adults and
one child) crossed Highway 116 at the First Street intersection during the morning
commute, and after school peak hours, respectively.
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2002 data also showed there were a considerable number of pedestrians crossing at
midblock locations in downtown Forestville. The highest number of pedestrians
crossing_Highway 116 midblock theread is between 1st Street and Covey Road, in
the vicinity of a local market, café and deli, where up to 31 pedestrians an hour
crossed Highway 116 during the morning commute, and up to 21 pedestrians
(including teneight students) crossed during the after school peak hour. Fhe-second

busiestcrossing-location-of Highway 116 was-at- the st Street-intersection:

Traffic volumes would increase under near-term cumulative and cumulative 2021
conditions. The number of pedestrians and bicyclists would also increase as
housing units are constructed near the downtown area. The recently approved
Burbank Self-Help Housing project to the south and recently proposed Crinella and
Thiessen projects to the west would likely add pedestrians and bicyclists, including
students walking or riding bicycles to the schools and people walking or riding
bicycles to the youth park on Mirabel Road.

The threshold of significance developed for this EIR is an increase in peak-hour
traffic volume of 4 trucks or more at an intersection where there are more than 10
adult pedestrian crossings per hour (or more than one child crossing per hour).

Near-Term Cumulative

Project-created increases in traffic volumes would exceed the threshold of
significance on Highway 116 at Covey Road, Highway 116 at First Street, and at
midblock locations on Highway 116 between Covey Road and Mirabel Road, and
on Mirabel Road (i.e., greater than 4 trucks) as early as 2007, which would be a
cumulatively significant impact. The same impact determination would apply to
conditions on “peak” production days (defined above).*®

Cumulative 2021

Under cumulative 2021 conditions, the traffic volume increase generated by the
combined quarry projects would exceed the above-described threshold of
significance on Highway 116 at Covey Road, Highway 116 at First Street, and at
midblock locations on Highway 116 between Covey Road and Mirabel Road,
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which is considered a cumulatively significant impact. The same cumulative
impact determination would apply to conditions on “peak” production days
(defined above).

There are about 500 vehicles per hour traveling on Mirabel Road at the Forestville
Youth Park on an October Saturday from 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 Noon (a period of
high activity at the park). Traffic volumes on Mirabel Road would increase by
2021. While it is unlikely that pedestrians would cross Mirabel Road in the
vicinity of the youth park unless development (unforeseeable at this time) were to
occur on the west side of the road, there likely will be increased bicycle traffic
along Mirabel Road. However, by 2021, six-foot-wide paved shoulders are
expected to be provided along the entire length of Mirabel Road for bike rider use
(see Planned Roadway Improvements, in the Setting). Therefore, the cumulative
impact would be considered less-than-significant if these improvements were
installed by 2021, but significant if those improvements were not in place by 2021.
The same cumulative impact determination would apply to conditions on “peak”
production days (defined above).”

It should be noted the DEIR identifies two alternative sets of mitigation measures to
mitigate the significant pedestrian/bicycle impact: Mitigation Measures 1V.A.3a-d
(construct pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety improvements within Downtown
Forestville), and Mitigation 1VV.A.3e (construct bypass road south of Downtown
Forestville area). The bypass has long been discussed as a mitigation for cumulative
traffic impacts in the downtown area in the Forestville Specific Plan and the County
General Plan. The commenter states that the bypass project will cost 6.5 million dollars,
and that the EIR will require the applicant to pay 20% of the cost of this mitigation. The
commenter notes that there must be both nexus and proportionality, and that the
mitigation satisfies neither requirement. However, as discussed above, Impact IV.A-3 is
a cumulative impact on pedestrian and bicycle safety due to traffic in downtown
Forestville. The DEIR found that traffic increases due to this project would significantly
increase these conflicts, therefore there is a nexus. Recognizing that this impact is a
cumulative impact, and not due solely to this project, the DEIR concluded that the
applicant should pay a fair share of the cost of the mitigation. The DEIR does not
identify the amount of the fair share, but County staff have discussed a 20% share with
the applicant. The actual fair share would be determined by the Planning Commission or
the Board of Supervisors.

The DEIR acknowledges neither the County nor the State has identified funds for the
construction of this road (see page 1V.A-16), and consequently, the DEIR states that if
this mitigation measure was adopted, and the bypass were not in place by 2007, the
impact would be Significant and Unavoidable. The EIR makes no judgment or
conclusion about which mitigation option should be adopted and implemented by the
County. That decision would be made by the County Board of Supervisors when making
their findings.
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Since the DEIR was prepared, additional right of way for the bypass has been acquired
and some funding has become available. To reflect these changes, the following
information is added to the DEIR:

Page IV.A-16, third bulleted item in the DEIR is replaced with the following:
“e  Forestville Bypass: Sonoma County General Plan Policy CT-8b requires
consideration of a bypass for central Forestville. The alignment of the bypass road
shown in the 1975 Forestville Specific Plan would route traffic to the south of the
downtown area. It would intersect Highway 116 at Mirabel Road, extend south and
then east, again intersecting Highway 116 in the vicinity of Packinghouse Road.
This project is identified as a future capital project in the County’s current CPP.

i -Right of
way for the western half of the bypass and a portion of the eastern half of the bypass

has been dedicated to the County. If the bypass is constructed to State highway
standards, the total cost is expected to be approximately $8M. An interim bypass
constructed to County standards would be approximately $4M plus the cost of
intersections at both ends (personal communication, Dave Robertson, Deputy
Director, Sonoma County Department of Transportation and Public Works). The
Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County (Measure M), which was adopted by voters
on November 2, 2004, allocates $2M in sales tax revenue for the bypass project. At
present, the source of the remaining funds needed has not been identified.”

6-14. Comment noted. The DEIR Project Description provides a clear discussion of all
fundamental EIR assumptions regarding baseline and project production levels. Pursuant
to County BOS Resolution 01-0157, the existing conditions baseline, against which
potential environmental impacts of the Western Expansion option are measured includes the
five-year average annual sales level. The environmental baseline for this EIR for both the
Western and Northern Expansion options reflects the most recent five-year period at time
the Notice of Preparation for this EIR was released (i.e., 1998-2002), with a corresponding
five-year average annual sales level of 375,000 cubic yards. As a conservative “worst-
case” approach, it is assumed for this EIR that project impacts for either the Western or
Northern Expansion option would be that which would occur when the quarry operates at
its maximum production rate (500,000 cubic yards).

6-15. The DEIR does not include a formula for determining the fair share cost of the mitigation
measures, other than to say that each heavy truck will count the same as three
automobiles when calculating the fair share. County staff would prepare a proposed fair
share for consideration by the decision makers when the project is considered for
approval.
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6-16.

6-17.

6-18.

6-19.

The commenter provides a discussion of the Z’Berg Nejedly Forest Practice Act,
including Timber Harvest Plans (THPs). A discussion of this act is also included in the
DEIR on page V.A-7 of the DEIR.

The commenter also disputes certain public comments made at the June 6, 2004 public
hearing on the DEIR concerning the timing of a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) in relation to
an EIR. The County concurs with the commenter there is no known legal requirement for
completion and/or approval of a THP prior to, or simultaneously with, the preparation or
certification of an EIR for a project.

See also Chapter Il in this Response to Comment Document for revisions made to the
DEIR with respect to discussion of THPs.

The commenter is correct. Public comments at the Planning Commission hearing on
June 6, 2004 were incorrect with regard to the suggestion that Section 7 consultation
between Corps and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service needs to be completed prior to project
approval. Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 (conduct wetland delineation, and if jurisdictional
wetlands are identified, obtain applicable wetland permits pursuant to Section 404 and
401 of the Clean Water Act, and Section 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game
Code.) would need be implemented prior to proposed mining activities within the vicinity
of the affected wetland area.

This is not a direct comment on the DEIR; rather, the commenter responds to a question
posed by Planning Commissioner Furch at the County Planning Commission hearing on
June 6, 2004 that suggested the County consider rezoning to the MR Combining District
only the area of the project site to be mined. The commenter indicates the proposed zone
change is necessary to meet the basic project objectives, but does not indicate how
rezoning only the portion of the parcel proposed for mining would prevent the project
objectives from being realized. The question of whether to rezone the entire parcel or
only a portion of the parcel is a policy decision to be made by the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors.

This is not a comment direct comment on the DEIR; rather, the commenter responds to
several comments made at the County Planning Commission hearing on June 6, 2004 that
expressed concern regarding reclamation plans for the quarry. The commenter indicates
that pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, city and county lead agencies
adopt ordinances for land use permitting and reclamation procedures that provide the
regulatory framework under which local mining and reclamation activities are conducted,
of which a Reclamation Plan, and financial assurances to guarantee costs for reclamation,
are required prior to initiating mining activities. Please note that Mitigation V.D.2,
requires the applicant to submit a revised Reclamation Plan (please see revision made to
this mitigation measure).
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P.O. Box 15055
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Mr. Mike Sotak _
PRMD
County of Sonoma ' JUN 25 2004
2550 Ventura Ave. : M:EEMéT AND RESOURCE
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 . : S %OGUth'%NgFDES?J%Tm\ENT
Dear Mr. Sotak:

On behalf of Canyon Rock Quarry I am submitting the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Canyon rock Quarry Expansion Project dated May
7, 2004.

Chapter Two: Summary
B. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pp. I[I-1—II-3)

Last sentence above first bullet: “As listed below, certain air quality and noise 1mpacts
would remain significant after mitigation.”

The text suggests the above claim to be in error. Of the 9 bullets listed none suggest air
quality impacts would remain “significant after mitigation.” -Further, the summary chart
on air quality ( pages II-14—II-18), does not show any air quality impacts remaining
significant after mitigation.

On pages II-2 and 3 there is a listing and a brief discussion of the respective categories of
~ analysis and their relationship to the Western and Northern Expansion Options. I bring to
your attention the following:

Hydrology and Water Quality: “No substantial difference between expansion options in
potential impacts to hydrology and water quality of Green Valley Creek.

The following comment comes from Paul Keiran of the RWQCB in his April 21, 2004,
letter to John Short of the RWQCB reporting on a recent site visit to Canyon Rock
Quarry (copy of letter attached). From page two of Keiran’s letter:

Expansion Issues—We were asked to discuss water quality as
related to the proposed western or the northern expansion proposals
might impact Green Valley Creek. A western expansion would




bisect a significant secondary watershed, whereas the northern expansion
would be through an area that does not contain any additional bisecting
watersheds. From a water quality perspective it is far more difficult
to deal with runoff from a secondary source, especially one
that would directly bisect active mining areas, versus dealing
with an expanded mining operation within a single watershed

(emphasis added). ' ’

I respectfully suggest that you confer with Mr. Keiran regarding his opinion as an expert
on water quality issues and his familiarity with the Canyon Rock site. Such a conference
might very well yield a revised opinion from the DEIR on the matter of the northern
expansion option being preferred based on water quality issues.

Chapter [V. D—Hydrology and Water Quality
Project Site Flooding (pg. IV.D—6—2" Péragraph):

The narrative describes the former concrete batch plant as having been “previously
located within the 100-~year flood zone” and “is presently being relocated out of the
zone...” The narrative would be strengthened if it noted that Canyon Rock Quarry moved
the concrete batch plant at the request of the County of Sonoma with the concurrence of
the RWQCB and that the move is completed. Further, the new location is not only out of
the 100-year flood zone, but it is over 750 feet away from Green Valley Creek.
Previously it was about 100 feet away.

Water Quality (pg IV.D-9—3" paragraph):

The narrative employs cavalier language without supporting evidence when it writes that
...”runoff from the existing quarry routinely contains diesel at concentrations in
excess...” There is no evidence tendered that runoff routinely contains excessive diesel.
Such assertions and language misrepresents and distorts the on the ground reality of the
operations of the quarry. It is biased and prejudicial, and invites erroneous and
inflammatory responses and conclusions from the public at large. The language should be
changed to reflect the on going nature of the business operations of the quarry.

RWQCB Regulation of Canyon Rock Quarry (pg IV.D—12 last paragraph):

In its April, 2004 inspection of the quarry, the RWQCB staff person recommended “that
the floor of the quarry be graded so that the floor slopes toward the highwall (active
mining face) of the quarry rather than toward Green Valley Creek.” This
recommendation was made seeking additional runoff protection for the creek. The
narrative not only explained the reasoning behind the request, but failed to mention that
Canyon Rock Quarry agreed with the recommendation and implemented it. The narrative
should so reflect this fact. :

Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pg. IV-D. 15—2"! paragraph):




The narrative states that the “existing mining operation at the project site has a history of
discharging stormwater that exceeds water quality benchmarks..”The narrative in using
the term history suggests repeated offenses or violations. Again, there is no evidence to
support the use of the language. Instead, the narrative notes that there are “numerous
citizen complaints” without informing the reader of the disposition of those numerous
citizen complaints. A single reference was made to a single RWQCB violation and that
seems to suggest that there is a “history”. The language in the narrative needs to be
changed to more accurately reflect the history of the quarry and its compliance
relationship to the RWQCB.

" Page VII—23 (next to last paragraph—3™ line):

Should read “Western Expansion area” rather than Northern....the potentially significant
impact to the red tree vole applies to the Western Expansion area.

Alternative 2: Reduced Production Alternative (pps. VII-4 &5):

Reducing Canyon Rock’s annual potential production from 500,000 cy to 375,000 cy
generates a 2.5 million cy shortfall of aggregate material over the 20 year life of the
project. Note: A denial of the project will potentially create a loss of 10 million cy of
aggregate material from the local supply.

The narrative assumes that the losses of 2.5 and 10 million cy respectively would be
made up by other local existing and new quarries. Additionally, it is suggested that out of
county sources could make up the difference. Such cavalier conclusions do not comport
with the history of permitting local quarries in the last 20 years in Sonoma County. Nor
do such conclusions acknowledge the unexamined environmental impacts of trucking
rock in from out of the county. '

The favorite potential out of county supply source seems to be the Yuba-Marysville area.
Ignoring the prohibitive costs of trucking the material such a great distance, there are
significant environmental reasons as to why such importation is not environmentally
preferable. For example, 2.5 million cy of material represents 176,000 truckloads (trucks
carrying over 21.3 tons of rock per truck) or 352,000 truck trips commuting on Hwy 37, -
Hwy 101, Lakeville Hwy, and/or Hwy 12.

The impacts to the roadways and communities of Sonoma, Kenwood, Petaluma, Cotati,
and Rohnert Park would be significant in terms of traffic congestion alone. The number
of truck trips would significantly add to the county’s air quality problems. The air quality
impacts would be multiplied by the resulting traffic congestlon generated by the trucks -
and attendant cars.

In the narrative concerning denial of the Canyon Rock project it should be noted that a
loss of 10 million cy of aggregate material represents the above negative impacts
scenario, but with dramatically increased truck traffic. If Canyon Rock goes away, there




would be potentially as many as 704, 000 truckloads (1.4 million truck tnps) commuting
on our main highways and through our towns and cities.

Table [I-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures:

Air Quality IV.B.5:
Add the underline phrase in the next to the last bullet on page II-16:
“Cover all quarry operated trucks...... two feet of freeboard, or meet CHP standards.

Noise IV. C. 2:
Add the underline phrase in the second line:
...within 1200 feet of currently existing occupied residences....

Thank you for your review and consideration of these comments.

NICHOLAS R TIBBETTS
CONSULTANT TO CANYON ROCK QUARRY

EnczosuheE
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Memorandum

To: John Short

CC: Janice Gilligan

From: Paul Keiran 57~ 22D

Date: 04/21/03

Re: Industrial Storm Water Inspection, Canyon Rock WDID No. 1495001091

On Thursday, April 10, 2003, Janice Gilligan and I inspected the Canyon Rock
Quarry, located on Highway 116 in Forestville. The inspection was a joint Regional
Water Board/ Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
(PRMD) inspection, to both view present erosion and sediment control, issues
onsite, and to discuss proposed future water quality strategies. We met onsite with
Dave Shiltgen and Mike Sotak, PRMD, Nickolas Tibbets, a consultant representing
Canyon Rock, and Wendall Trappe, owner of Canyon Rock.

We walked the entire active pit floor of the site, noting the additional sediment
controls installed by Canyon Rock over the past year. Two sediment-trapping
installations were noted:

e A 16-inch cement weir has been placed across the truck mud rails. This should
help keep a significant amount of mud within storage trough into which mud of
off trucks discharges. Keeping these solids entrained will help prevent it from
discharging into Green Valley Creek. :

e A large sediment trap has been constructed within the quarry’s north central
area, just downgradient of the large overburden storage area. This trap has
serves to capture much of the sediments coming from both the overburden
storage area and portions of the active pit floor. This trap has reduced much of
the sediment load to pond #2, to which it discharges, whose outfall drains
directly to Green Valley Creek. Plans are to create permanent concrete-lined
sediment trap where the temporary trap now exists.



April 21, 2003

The concrete batch plant relocation has recently been approved by the County
PRMD. The new location for the plant will along the quarry’s northern boundary,
completely out of the Green Valley Creek floodplain. Removing the existing batch
plant not only brings it away from the lowest, and likely the dirtiest area of the
quarry, it will allow additional sediment controls to be installed. The batch plant will
be relocated prior to the 2003/2004 rainy season.

Future proposed plans for this area call for a third larger sediment trap to be built; a
relocating of the berm to a point that will allow creek floodwaters to be more
efficiently controlled; and a pipe connection that will bring runoff from pond
#1/truck tire mud removal area to the new sediment trap. This will allow tor
additional onsite treatment and reduce the number of outfalls from the site from
three to two (see site map with proposed changes).

Pit floor — I suggested to the group that an important and generally accepted storm
water runoff control/treatment strategy is to start to grade the active pit floor back
into the highwall. At present the vast majority of the site flows outward from the
highwall towards Green Valley Creek. Reverse grading of portions of the pit floor
in the vicinity of the highwall can immediately trap sediments that initially come
down off the quarry’s upper elevations. Cutoff ditches can be cut to direct overflow
from the pit floor traps to either of the sediment ponds. These traps can prevent

- excessive sedimentation of the site’s two main settling ponds, effectively extending
their treatment capacity. This strategy does require that quarrying in this area be
curtailed during the winter months, or that trapped storm water be pumped out of the
area after sediments have settled out.

Existing Batch Plant Sediment Trap — Is slated to be pumped to pond No. 2 via pipe
that was recently installed. This strategy can ensure that some of the most turbid
runoff generated onsite can be redirected to the site’s largest sediment pond,
allowing for greatly increased settling potential.

Pond No. 1 - Is slated to be both lengthened and widened as room becomes
available. This additional storage will help further contain and treat runoff from the
sediment-laden mining areas on the quarry’s west side. '

Expansion Issues — We were asked to discuss water quality as related to the
proposed western or the northern expansion proposals might impact Green Valley
Creek. A western expansion would bisect a significant secondary watershed,
whereas the northern expansion would be through an area that does not contain any
additional bisecting watersheds. From a water quality perspective it is far more
difficult to deal with runoff from a secondary source, especially one that would
directly bisect active mining areas, versus dealing with an expanded mining
operation within a single watershed.

——
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LETTER 7. NICHOLAS R. TIBBETTS & ASSOCIATES
(NICHOLAS R. TIBBETTYS)

7-1.  The commenter is correct that there are no significant and unavoidable direct air quality
impacts in the DEIR. However, there are potentially significant and unavoidable
secondary air quality impacts associated with implementation of certain mitigation
measures. As indicated in the third bulleted item on page 11-2 in the Summary, and as
discussed in Impact IV.A.11 on pages 1V.A-42 — I\VV.A-44 of the DEIR, under the
Western or Northern Expansion options, implementation of Mitigation Measure 1V.A.3e
(construction of bypass road south of the downtown Forestville area) could result in
significant long term environmental impacts on transportation and traffic, air quality,
noise, hydrology and water quality, land use, biological resources, aesthetics and cultural
resources. If the County decided to proceed with the bypass road, further analysis and a
subsequent environmental document would be required. That analysis may identify
mitigation measures that will reduce some or all of the above impacts to less than
significant. However, unless and until that analysis is completed, the impacts are
considered Significant and Unavoidable.

In order to provide clarification, the following changes are made to the DEIR:
The third paragraph in the DEIR Chapter 11, Summary, page I1-1, is revised as follows:

“The proposed project, if implemented, could result in a significant adverse
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures proposed as part of the project, would
avoid or reduce most of the impacts to a less-than-significant level. As listed
below, certain direct impacts in the areas of aiguality traffic and transportation,
biological resources, visual resources and noise #mpaets-would remain significant
after mitigation._In addition, certain secondary impacts in the areas of
transportation and traffic, air quality, noise, hydrology and water quality, land use,
biological resources, aesthetics and cultural resources resulting from
implementation of specific mitigation measures identified in the EIR would also be
potentially significant and unavoidable.”

The last paragraph in the DEIR Chapter VI1II, Impact Overview, page VII1I-3, is revised as
follows:

“The following topics of analysis were found to have direct environmental effects
that would be less than significant, or less than significant after implementation of
the identified mitigation measures.”

7-2.  As pointed out in the comment, the Western Expansion option would extend the mined
area through an existing intermittent creek. However, the Northern Expansion option, as
shown in Figure 111-11 in the DEIR, would extend the grading up to that same creek, and
therefore would not avoid water quality impacts on it. Mitigation Measure V.D.1b
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(which would apply to the Northern Expansion option only) would require that this creek
be avoided. With this mitigation measure, the Northern Expansion option could have a
smaller impact on water quality than the Western Expansion option.

For clarification the summary discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts
between the Western and Northern Expansion options on page 11-3 of the DEIR, is
revised as follows:

“Hydrology and Water Quality: Ne—substanﬂaLd#ﬁe#enee—beMeen—e*pansmn

Creek:Both expansion optlons would have 5|qn|f|cant |mpacts on hvdroloqv and
water guality in Green Valley Creek. The Western Expansion option would
necessarily bisect an intermittent creek, which would increase the difficulty of
controlling the off-site release of sediment. The Northern Expansion option could
be modified to avoid this creek. With this modification, the water quality impact of
the Northern Expansion could be less than that of the Western Expansion option.”

7-3.  Comment noted. At the time of preparation of the DEIR (and as discussed in the DEIR)
the existing concrete batch plant was being relocated several hundred feet out of the flood
zone. It is acknowledged in this Response to Comment Document that this relocation has
since been completed, and that the relocation places the batch plant over 750 feet away
from Green Valley Creek.

7-4.  To provide clarification, page IV.D-9 of the DEIR, first non-indented paragraph, second
sentence is revised as follows:

“Surface water runoff at, and in the vicinity of, the project site appears to contain
elevated concentrations of TPH as diesel (see page 1V.D-16 for detailed

mformatlon on monltorlnq results). Lnadémgn—weﬁufremmeemungquawy

Page IV.D-16 of the DEIR, last paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Diesel. Surface water runoff at, and in the vicinity of, the project site appears to
contain elevated concentrations of TPH as diesel. Of the 2728 stormwater samples
collected at, and in the vicinity of, the project site (both the General Permit and
Prunuske Chatham data) and analyzed for diesel, 19 of the samples contained
diesel in excess of the U.S. EPA Suggested-No-Adverse-Response Level (SNARL)
for toxicity other than cancer risk water quality criteria. The SNARL for diesel is
0.10 mg/L. (There are no established state or federal benchmark levels established
for diesel concentrations. SNARL levels are established for evaluating drinking
water standards and are technically not applicable to discharge requirements.)

Of the 27 samples analyzed for diesel, 19 samples were collected in accordance
with the requirements of the General Industrial Stormwater Permit and reflect the
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quality of runoff water from site (only the processing area, quarry, and relatively
undeveloped watershed drain to these sampling locations). Ten of the 19 samples
collected for General Permit compliance contained diesel concentrations in excess
of the SNARL.

Eight of the samples (the Prunuske Chatham data) were collected from the site and
surrounding vicinity (two of the samples were collected on the site and the
remaining six from roadside ditches and Green Valley Creek) to characterize
vicinity water guality conditions. Five of the eight samples (including the two
collected from the site) contained concentrations of diesel that exceeded the
SNARL.”

The preparers of the DEIR acknowledge that many land uses, including highly urbanized
areas parking lots, and roadways would likely produce runoff with diesel concentrations
that exceed EPA SNARL thresholds.

With respect to improvements and BMPs that have been implemented by Canyon Rock
Quarry since those exceedances, including ones implemented since preparation of the
DEIR, please see response to Comment 6-2.

7-5.  As stated on page IV.D-12 in the DEIR (and as indicated in the memorandum from
RWQCB included as an attachment to the commenter’s letter indicates), that inspection
occurred on April 10, 2003, not April 10, 2004.

In any case, it is acknowledged that the quarry operator agreed to the RWQCB staff
recommendation to grade the quarry floor so that the floor slopes back toward the high
wall (this is a mining practice that would reduce erosion and sedimentation). The DEIR
included this action as a mitigation measure because at the time of preparation of the
DEIR the action was not yet completed, and further, was a practice that the DEIR
identified to be continued as mining progresses. It is further acknowledged that the
operator has implemented this measure. This type of grading should be part of on-going
operation, and it is therefore appropriate to retain that requirement in Mitigation
Measure 1V.D.1c.

7-6.  Refer to responses to Comments 6-1 through 6-4, 6-6 through 6-8, and 7-4, above.

7-7.  Comment noted. In the discussion of the biological resources impacts for the Revised
Project Configuration Alternative in the DEIR Chapter VII, page VI11-23, fourth
paragraph, first sentence is revised as follows:

“Potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to the destruction of north coast
conifer forest habitat (either expansion option); and potentially significant but
mitigable impacts to the red tree vole within the WesternNerthern Expansion area
would be similar to the proposed project.”
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7-8.  Asdiscussed under potential indirect impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative on
page VI1I-20 to- 21 of the DEIR, up to 2.5 million CY (3.75 million tons) of aggregate
over the 20-year life of the proposed use permit that would not be produced under this
alternative is assumed instead to be provided by one or more existing in-county aggregate
sources (e.g., Blue Rock Quarry, Bohan and Canelis Quarry, and/or Mark West Quarry),
new in-county aggregate sources, and/or out-of-county aggregate sources.

The DEIR acknowledges that increased aggregate production by other in- and/or out-of-
county aggregate sources to replace the potential production reduction at Canyon Rock
Quarry under this alternative would be expected to result in a shift of potential
environmental effects to those sources, and depending on site, introduction of new
environmental impacts. It is further discussed in the DEIR that out-of-county import
travel distances would be greater than in-county aggregate sources travel distances. If
trucking were to be the predominant form of transport into the County, air emissions
associated with haul trucks, potential increases in traffic, and associated relative increases
in traffic safety risks under this scenario would be greater than that estimated for the
proposed project.

7-9.  Comment noted. Any applicable CHP standards would be required by law, and therefore,
need not be added to the mitigation measure.

7-10. Comment noted. The DEIR Chapter I, Summary, Table 11-1, first paragraph of
Mitigation Measure 1V.C-2 is revised as follows:

“IV.C.2: For any on-site mobile operations, in conjunction with clearing and
initial material removal, that occur within 1,200 feet of existing occupied
residences surrounding the quarry where no shielding by intervening terrain exists,
the applicant shall:”
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On behalf of Canyon Rock Quarry I am submitting the following comments on the traffic
section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Canyon Rock Quarry
Expansion Project dated may 7, 2004.

CHAPTER IV.A TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
General Observations:

The Traffic Section is predicated largely on the CTG’s December 28, 2001, Master
Traffic Impact Report. That document is replete with scores of figures, tables and
appendices. The narrative attempts to explain and make sense of the data. Several items
come to mind.

1. Total CRQ traffic numbers as a percentage of total traffic passing through the
study area are, according to the Initial Study (pg. 27) presented to the Planning
Commission in July/August 2000:

Hwy 116 west of Mirabel Rd. - 6.6%
Hwy 116 east of Mirabel Rd. 1.9%
Mirabel Rd. north of Hwy 116 1.7%

CRQ absolute numbers going into the future will diminish as a percentage of total traffic
because a use permit will cap production volumes at a maximum of 500,000 cy and
correspondingly the total number of truckloads. Total non-CRQ traffic will increase
through time given that between 2001 and 2021 total traffic will increase by 40% (DEIR
pg. A-22). Mitigation measures should reflect this fact.

2. CTG in its traffic study engages in traffic counts in the study area. CTG records
(separately identifies) CRQ trucks during the traffic counts. CTG’s traffic study
does not separate out non-quarry trucks from the remaining total traffic numbers.
The traffic numbers should reflect this fact because it adversely skews the
numbers when calculating the “fair share” contribution formula for mitigation
purposes. W-Trans in its 1998 traffic report for Canyon Rock Quarry counted
total traffic and separated out CRQ trucks and non-quarry trucks. This in effect




created three categories of vehicles. This fact should be taken into consideration
when calculating the “fair share” contribution formula for mitigation purposes.

Rural Roadways, LOS and Significance (pp. A. 10&11):

Tables IV.A-2-&-4 display LOS criteria and existing LOS on rural roadways. The
roads in the study area are defined as Class I and are governed by average speeds
(mph). Does the fact that speed limits of less than 40 mph in the area (25 mph in
downtown and in front of the elementary school & 35 mph on portions of Mirabel
Rd) drive the average speeds down to or below the threshold of significance? In short,
does using the standard of rural roadways make it almost automatic that the LOS is at
or near failure? For example, on Mirabel Road, widening the road will be good for
safety reasons, but can it increase traffic speeds given the speed limit? Will the LOS
still be at a failed level?

Safety and Accidents (pg. A-12):

The DEIR points out accurately that traffic accidents are not caused by truck traffic or
a projected increase in quarry truck traffic. Should not the DEIR clearly state that the
98% of non-truck traffic is the culprit in traffic accidents in Forestville. Would traffic
records show that accidents disproportionately involve drivers from outside the
environs of Forestville (tourists for example)? Table IV.A-5 shows the accident
history in the study area. It shows a total of 5.4 miles of roadway with a total of 216
accidents. The table reports a total of four (4) accidents involving trucks which
represents 2% of the total accidents. Quarry operators believe the accidents involving
the four trucks were not quarry trucks.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Traffic (pp. A. 12-15):

CTG conducted pedestrian and bicycle counts in the study area. Of particular interest
to CTG was the number of pedestrians who crossed back and forth on Hwy 116
midway between the intersections of Hwy 116/Mirabel Rd. and Hwy 116/Covey Rd.
Specifically it was in an area without a crosswalk in the environs of a local market,
café and deli. What the narrative failed to report is that such pedestrian crossings
constitute illegal jaywalking.

Project Trip Generation (pp. A.17-19):

Table IV. A-6 takes the base case for CRQ and the project case and computes a net
change. One assumption that needs re-examination is the future recycle rate of 25%.
In the August 2000 Planning Commission documents the annual recycle number was
50,000 cy. The CRQ operator may wish to limit his recycle loads to that amount. The
column project case should reflect that absolute number and not a number reflective
of an assumed 25% recycle rate as determined by staff and/or the EIR consultants.
The result of an absolute number of 50,000 cy of recycle in the project case column is




that the net change column is dramatically reduced in terms of truck loads and truck
trips.
Intersection Operating Conditions (pp. A. 22-31):

CRQ’s proposed project does not appear in and of itself to contribute to the
degradation of existing healthy intersections in the project area. Intersections at Hwy
116/ Mirabel Rd. and Hwy116/ Covey Rd. currently operate at LOS F during
weekday peak times (pg. A-10). CTG reported that in its 2004 Mirabel Rd/River Rd.
would move from LOS D to LOS E at the Saturday peak with cumulative traffic
added. Because neither CRQ nor BRQ have yet to receive use permits to expand
production, the Saturday cumulative traffic as of 2004 would seem to suggest that the
increases come from tourists and other non-quarry pass through traffic. Keep in m1nd
that CRQ will not likely activate its use permit before 2007.

Nevertheless, given the existing conditions of the intersections, the near term
cumulative impacts of CRQ, BRQ and non-quarry traffic translate into a significant
impact on traffic. If the use permits are issued for the reduced production alternatives,
then the impacts are not significant. Still, the intersections in question would operate
in a failed condition. That fact should be acknowledged and considered when
determining a “fair share” contribution to meet the mitigation measures. In short,
CRQ’s impact contribution to the already failed intersections is minimal.

Another way to understand the minimal contribution of CRQ quarry trucks to future
traffic is to review Figure 13 in the CTG Traffic Report. Figure 13 represents 2021
traffic volumes with no quarries in operation. For example, Hwy 116/Mirabel Rd. at
the am peak hour on an October weekday carries 1244 vehicles none of which are
quarry trucks. Hwy 116/Covey Rd. carries 1814 vehicles none of whlch are quarry
trucks. .

Figure 49 shows 2021 traffic with the above vehicle numbers on the same day at the
same time but adding quarry trucks to the mix. At Hwy 116/Mirabel Rd. add

51 CRQ trucks to the other 1286 non CRQ vehicles. CRQ represents 4% of the total
traffic. At Hwy 116/Covey Rd. add 21 CRQ trucks to the 1262 non CRQ vehicles.
Here CRQ vehicles represent 1.6% of the total traffic. Keep in mind that County of
Sonoma traffic studies show traffic is projected to increase by 40% between 2001 and
2021. :

What is not clear in the studies is the singular impact contribution to traffic in the
study area. Presumably, because mitigations are not required for the projects increase
traffic, there are acknowledged as minimal or less than significant. They are,
however, in conjunction with the Blue Rock Quarry, other project build out in
Forestville, and future increase in pass through traffic to be cumulatively significant.
That being the case, a case can be made that CRQ’s “fair share” contribution should
be closer to its % of total traffic rather than a contribution based on a weighted
formula.




Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions (pp. A. 34-37):

In order to mitigate the project’s cumulative effects on pedestrian and bicycle flow
conditions (Impact IV.A.3), The DEIR recommends two alternative mitigation
approaches. The first, involves mitigation measures 3a-3c. The measures provide:
traffic and pedestrian signals at Hwy 116/Covey Rd intersection (3a);
sidewalks/pathways along both sides of Hwy 116 between Covey Rd. and erabel
Rd. (3b); enhancement of visibility of existing crosswalks at Covey Rd. and 1* Street
(3¢). The second alternative is to build a $6.5 million bypass highway circumventing
the southern area of Forestville taking significant numbers of vehicles out of
downtown Forestville.

The DEIR points out that the mitigations 3a, 3b, & 3¢ do not fully mitigate the
pedestrian problem in downtown Forestville. In other words, even with the
implementation of those three mitigation measures, the Forestville Bypass is
necessary to fully mitigate the pedestrian impacts. '

Upon closer review the pedestrian impact is nothing more than an illegal pedestrian
crossing of Hwy 116 at midblock between Covey Rd. and Mirabel Rd. In non EIR
parlance it is called “jaywalking.” The DEIR is calling upon the applicant (CRQ) to
pay a “fair share” contribution to build a $6.5 million Bypass to cure an illegal
activity in downtown Forestville.

I am not aware that CEQA requires an illegal activity be mitigated at the expense of
a project applicant. Assuming a case can be made for nicking an applicant for
mitigating an illegal activity, the question then becomes the feasibility of the
mitigation and/or the proportionality of the project’s contribution. One might start
with looking at alternatives to the “bypass alternative.” For example, a midblock
pedestrian crosswalk would be sufficient and more feasible as a mitigation for curing
pedestrian “jaywalking.” '

r your review and consideration of these comments.

NICHOLAS R. TIBBETTS
CONSULTANT TO CANYON ROCK QUARRY




1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 8. NICHOLASR. TIBBETTS & ASSOCIATES

8-1.

8-2.

8-3.

8-4.

8-5.

8-6.

(NICHOLAS R. TIBBETTYS)

It is acknowledged that a cap on quarry production levels (set by the use permit), and
increasing traffic volumes in the future, means that quarry-generated traffic as a
percentage of total traffic volumes on study area roadways would decrease. (It should be
noted that the estimated project traffic generation that produced the percentages cited by
the commenter from the Initial Study prepared in 2000 has been replaced by the project
trip generation in Table IV.A-6 on DEIR page 1V.A-18.) At the same time, it should be
noted that trucks such as those used to haul quarry rock would have a larger impact on
intersection congestion than an equal number of cars. The project’s percent contribution
to a significant impact would be a factor in the County’s calculation of the project’s fair
share contribution to the cost of mitigation measures.

As part of the Crane Transportation Group traffic study, vehicles were counted in the
three categories mentioned by the commenter, i.e., quarry trucks, non-quarry trucks and
non-trucks. However, there were very few non-quarry trucks during the counts. The
commenter suggests that the number of non-quarry trucks be taken into consideration in
calculating the fair share. The calculation of the fair share would be a policy
determination by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

The Average Travel Speed used in the level of service criteria for two-lane rural
roadways is based on the free-flow speed that motorists would drive under low traffic
volume conditions, influenced by lane widths, shoulder widths, terrain, and access points
along the road, but not based on the posted speed limit. The absence of continuous
shoulders on Mirabel Road has the effect of decreasing the speed at which motorists
drive, and conversely, providing paved shoulders would have the effect of improving the
level of service by increasing the free-flow speed (and average travel speed).

By stating that about two percent of the reported traffic accidents involved trucks, the
reader can infer that about 98 percent of the accidents did not involve a truck. The
accident records used for the compilation presented in the DEIR do not state where the
drivers reside. See Master Response No. 1 for further discussion of the accident history
in the project area, including additional years of information gathered subsequent to the
DEIR analysis.

Please see response to Comment 6-13.

It is acknowledged that if the quarry were to limit its total recycling amount to 50,000
CY, there would be a reduction in truck traffic and a reduction in the traffic-related
impacts that were identified in the DEIR. The DEIR and traffic study use a figure of 25%
recycling because that is the amount allowed by the ARM Plan, and the mining permit
would therefore allow this amount. The Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors
could decide to place a condition limiting the amount of recycling as a way to reduce

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 163 ESA /202697
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1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

8-7.

8-8.

project traffic, but they would need to weigh this benefit against the potentially
conflicting ARM Plan goal of promoting the recycling of aggregate materials.

It is acknowledged that in some locations the existing levels of service are poor, and that
cumulative growth in traffic volumes without the proposed project would cause level of
service conditions to worsen. However, as described in the DEIR (Impacts IV.A.1

and 1V.A.2), on the basis of the impact significance criteria, project-generated traffic
would have a significant impact on (would make a significant contribution to) traffic
conditions at area intersections (Highway 116 / Mirabel Road, Highway 116 / Covey
Road, and Mirabel Road / River Road) and on area roadways (Mirabel Road). It is
considered reasonable to use a “weighted formula” (i.e., the effect of large trucks is
approximates the effect of three automobiles or small trucks) to determine the project’s
fair-share contribution to mitigation measures.

See response to Comment 6-13.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 164 ESA /202697
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June 18, 2004

w-trans
Mr. Mike Sotak
Permits & Resource Management Department
County of Sonoma _

Whitlock & Weinb
2550 Ventura Avenue Trar:z;:rtztion?ll:c.erger

Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829
Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion DEIR - Comments

Dear Mr. Sotak;

509 Seventh Street
Suite 101
Santa Rosa, CA 95401

voice 707.542.9500
fax  707.542.9590

On behalf of Canyon Rock Quarry, Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc. (W-Trans) has completed
a review of Section IV.A (Transportation and Traffic) of the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project Draft EIR,
ESA. We offer the following comments.

We understand that project would allow an increase in the annual production from 375,000 cubic yards
(cy) to 500,000 cy which represents a 33 percent increase in production. Based on information
provided by Canyon Rock Quarry, the existing production level includes 50,000 cy of recycled material,
which requires 4 trucks trips compared with 2 truck trips for extracted aggregate operation. Canyon
Rock is not proposing to increase the level of recycled aggregate production. '

Table IV.A-6 of the DEIR indicates that the 125,000 cy increase in production would consist of 75,000
cy of extracted aggregate and 50,000 cy of recycled aggregate. The overall truck loads would increase
by approximately 39 percent under this scenario (Peak Daily One-Way Truck Trips shown in Table
IV.A-6). The project truck trip generation shown in Table IV.A-6 should be revised to reflect the
125,000 cy increase in extracted aggregate only. This modification should then resultin an overall truck

load increase of approximately 33 percent rather than the 39 percent shown in the report.

Table IV.A-7 indicates Peak Day in Peak Month Truck Traffic Volumes. The “Base Case” traffic volumes
include a.m. peak hour volumes of either 43 trips (7:00-8:00 a.m.) or 50 trips (8:00-9:00 a.m.) Figure
IV.A-3, however, shows only 41 existing a.m. (7:15-8:15 a.m.) peak hour truck trips for Canyon Rock
Quarry. It appears that Figure [V.A-3 should include an existing Canyon Rock Quarry truck volume
between 43 and 50.

Similar to Comment #2, the p.m. peak hour traffic volumes are not consistent between Figure IV.A-3
and Table IV.A-7.

Table IV.A-7 (Peak Day in Peak Month Truck Traffic Volumes) indicates “Net Change” a.m. peak hour
traffic volumes of either |5 trips (7:00-8:00 a.m.) or 20 trips (8:00-9:00 a.m.), which represent about
a 35 to 40 percent increase in peak day truck traffic. However, Figure IV.A-8 (Year 2021, October,
Peak Production Day) shows 92 a.m. peak hour Canyon Rock truck trips (7:15-8:15 a.m.), for an
increase of 51 peak hour trips over base levels. This translates to a 125 percent increase in truck
traffic. It appears that Figure IV.A-8 has overestimated the a.m. peak hour volume of Canyon Rock
Quarry Truck Traffic.

web  www.w-trans.com




Mr. Mike Sotak Page 2 June 18, 2004

5. Table IV.A-7 (Peak Day in Peak Month Truck Traffic Volumes) indicates “Net Change” p.m. peak hour
traffic volumes of either 18 trips (2:00-3:00 p.m.) or 14 trips (3:00-4:00 p.m.), which represent
approximately a 38 to 39 percent increase in peak day truck traffic. However, Figure IV.A-8 (Year
2021, October, Peak Production Day) shows 89 p.m. peak hour Canyon Rock truck trips (2:30-3:30
p-m.) for an increase of 49 peak hour trips. This represents a 122 percent increase in truck traffic over

base levels. It appears that Figure IV.A-8 has overestimated the p.m. peak volume of Canyon Rock
" Quarry Truck Traffic. '

Please call if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

TR001440
Exp. 12/31/06

Steve
Principal

SIW/sjw/SOX202.L )

¢ Mr. Wendel Trappe, Canyon Rock Company
Mr. Nick Tibbetts, Provencher & Flatt LLP
Ms. Zora Welborn, CarlileMacy




1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 9. WHITLOCK AND WEINBERGER TRANSPORTATION, INC.

9-1.

9-2.

9-3.

9-4.

9-5.

(STEVE WEINBERGER, P.E., P.T.O.E.)

Please see response to Comment 8-6 for the reasons that the traffic study assumed future
quarry operations would include 25% recycling.

As stated on DEIR page IV.A-6, Base Case October weekday a.m. and p.m. peak-hour
volumes presented in Figure IV.A-3 represent existing traffic count data adjusted to
reflect the five-year annual average baseline volumes for both quarries, as described in
the Project Description. DEIR Table IV.A-7 presents an estimated hourly breakdown of
Canyon Rock Quarry trucks using a multi-step process of calculated annual, monthly,
weekly and daily truck traffic. Some differences in numbers produced in these two
manners are not unexpected, but in hindsight, the a.m. peak-hour Outbound trucks in
Figure IV.A-3 should be 23 trucks instead of the 21 trucks shown. However, a two-truck
difference would not affect any of the impact determinations reached in the DEIR.

See response to Comment 9-2 regarding an explanation of differences between the truck
volumes shown on Figure IV.A-3 and Table IV.A-7. However, in the case of the p.m.
peak-hour volumes, the “inconsistency” cited by the commenter does not occur. That is,
Table IV.A-7 shows 48 trips (2:00-3:00 p.m.) and 36 trips (3:00-4:00 p.m.), and

Figure IV.A-3 shows 40 trips (2:30-3:30 p.m.), which falls between the two hourly
volumes in Table IV.A-7.

Figure IV.A-8 is not the relevant figure to compare to Table IV.A-7. The proper
comparison is to Figure IV.A-6, which shows Year 2021 Cumulative October Weekday
volumes on an average production day (as does Table IV.A-7). There is no inconsistency
among the volumes in this proper comparison. That is, the peak-hour volumes in

Figure IV.A-6 falls between the two hourly volumes in Table IV.A-7.

See response to Comment 9-4 regarding a comparison of Table IV.A-7 and
Figure IV.A-8.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 167 ESA /202697
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Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Venture Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Attn: Mr. Mike Sotak RECEIVED
Re: Aggregate Use Permit 00
Canyon Rock Co., Inc. JUN 25 2004
Wendel Trappe PERMIT AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
7525 Hwy 116 COUNTY OF SONOMA

Forestville, CA 95436
Dear Mike Sotak:

We applied for this expansion permit in 1997. This should have been approximately a 2-
year process; we are now at 7 years and counting. I have put in countless time, energy
and money complying with county requirements.

In 1990 we applied for our first reclamation plan on our exisfing quarry and received it in
1991. The entire process took less than a year and cost less than a $100,000.00. To date
this process has cost well over $1,000,000.00.

On applying for this permit we were asked by the PRMD to do the required studies,
including traffic, environment, and noise. We then went to the Planning Commission
with our proposal and they asked us to do a full EIR because the concerns with diesel
emissions and water quality. Concerns were expressed by the planning Commission and
the community, that the western expansion was not identified in the ARM-Plan as a
preferred expansion area. We purchased the 80 acres to the north, which was part of our
reserve area according to the ARM Plan. This also took in one parcel that we already
owned. Again we go back to the Planning Commission with the thought that we have
met all the requirements. Going to all of the public hearings and scoping meetings, I feel
that I have done everything you have asked.

Following the 1991 approved reclamation plan the Sonoma County Tax Assessor
reassessed our land and based values according to our 500,000 cubic yard production
permit. The county has been collecting income for years, when we did not produce this
amount. This board must look at how much money that this small business pays to this
county in taxes alone. If rock were to be imported from out of county or from Canada
where would you make up that lost income????

Canyon Rock services a 10 to 15 mile area. If rock were to be imported think about the
impacts on Hwy 101, Hwy 37, Hwy 12 and Lakeville Hwy. Does this county need more
traffic, I think not. You must think about the county’s needs for local materials so that
we are not depending on materials from a single source. Do you want Sonoma County to




be a county that would be dependent solely on imports? This is a question that the
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will have to answer.

Canyon Rock has been servicing Sonoma County for over 50 years. Canyon Rock is not
a big corporation. It is myself my wife, three children and 20 employees. Our family
bought Canyon Rock in 1972, so this quarry has been in my family for over 30 years.

My father taught me to love what I do. My wife and I were both born and raised in West
County. Growing up on a ranch taught me to appreciate the land and I have learned that
by taking care of it we reap many benefits and all are not monetary ones. Ihave built
Canyon Rock into something that I am proud of, and would like to pass the business on to
our children.

We are not asking the county to expand our production but we are asking that the county
allow us to continue mining more of our own land.

Sincerely,

Wendel Trappe

CC: Sonoma County Planning Commission
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors




1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 10. WENDEL TRAPPE

10-1. The commenter discusses the time and money invested to date pursuing the proposed
expansion permit; however, does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. No
response is required.

10-2.  The commenter discusses some of the project history leading up to the current EIR,
however, does not comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. No response is required.

10-3. The commenter discusses some tax assessment issues not directly associated with the
EIR. No response is required.

10-4. The commenter generally discusses potential traffic effects from importing aggregate
compared with using a local source. This comment relates to the merits of importing
rock versus in-county mining, and not the adequacy of the DEIR.

10-5. The commenter discusses his desire for continued mining on his property. No response is
required.

Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project FEIR 170 ESA /202697
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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June 24, 2004
Mike Sotak
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

RE: Comments of Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth—(GanysnR:

11

CATHERINE C. ENGBERG
MATTHEW D. VESPA
ROBIN A, SALSBURG
AMY J. BRICKER

JENNY K. HARBINE
MADELINE O. STONE

LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP
CARMEN J. BORG

URBAN PLANNERS

° DAVID NAWI
OF COUNSEL

Via FedEx Next Day

Quarry Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Sotak:

This firm represents Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth (“Forestville
Citizens”) on matters related to the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project (“Project™).
Forestville Citizens is an organization of concerned citizens, residing in and around Forestville,
who are committed to preserving the rural character of the Forestville community and protecting
the environmentally sensitive watershed of Green Valley Creek.

Forestville Citizens are concerned about the proposed Project’s extensive
environmental impacts including the devastating effects to Green Valley Creek and its sensitive
aquatic resources, the loss of north coast conifer forest habitat and the resultant impacts to the
Northern spotted owl, as well as the Project’s numerous impacts relating to traffic, noise, and air
quality. This letter, along with the attached Hydrological Review from consulting hydrologist
William Vandivere (“Vandivere letter”), provide Forestville Citizens’ comments on the Project. 1
Individual members of Forestville Citizens will also be submitting comments under separate
cover. In addition, Forestville Citizens are including as attachments to this comment letter
studies by Dr. Phyllis Fox analyzing Project impacts associated with air quality and noise that
were prepared and submitted into the record during the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration phase of this Project. These studies and the shortcomings identified therein are still

relevant to the DEIR as many of these same failings are still present.




Mike Sotak
June 24, 2004
Page 2

The environmental impact report (“EIR”) for this proposal should be of the
highest quality, giving both decision-makers and the public a full opportunity to understand and
analyze environmental repercussions of the Project. Unfortunately, the draft EIR (“DEIR”) fails
entirely to live up to this mandate. Indeed, the DEIR violates the minimal standards of adequacy
under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et
seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq.
(“CEQA Guidelines”).

I. INTRODUCTION

A central problem with the DEIR is that its analysis is skewed in favor of the
proposed Project. This bias is apparent in the DEIR’s systematic disregard of the severity of
most of the Project’s environmental impacts. For example, the DEIR completely fails to analyze
how the removal of vast quantities of topsoil and vegetation in the Green Valley Creek watershed
will affect the flow of water in the Creek throughout the dry season and whether the California
freshwater shrimp and the anadromous salmonids would survive the loss of hydration.
Additionally, the DEIR ignores altogether the cumulative impacts on traffic safety from the
expansion of the current Project combined with the traffic increases resulting from the proposed
Blue Rock Quarry expansion and the expected 40 to 65 percent increase in areawide traffic.
Furthermore, the DEIR fails to consider cumulative increases in criteria pollutants and diesel
emissions.

Moreover, rather than disclose the Project’s myriad environmental impacts, the
DEIR consistently defers the necessary studies and surveys until after Project approval. For
example, the DEIR clearly asserts that expansion of quarrying activities may result in
disturbance, displacement, or mortality to special-status wildlife species, including the Northern
spotted owl. Yet, rather than conduct the necessary protocol level surveys to determine
presence/absence of the Northern spotted owl, the DEIR impermissibly proposes to defer these
studies until after Project approval. Equally disturbing, the DEIR acknowledges that a
geotechnical evaluation should include the “factor of safety” for mining and reclamation slopes,
but again defers the analysis until after Project approval.

In addition, the DEIR fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. Indeed,
the so-called “environmentally superior” alternative— the Reduced Production Alternative—
would do nothing to reduce the Project’s severe impacts on sensitive biological resources. Even
the Revised Project Configuration Alternative would not reduce the area of disturbance and thus
offers no real environmental advantage.

In our opinion, the flaws of the DEIR are so fundamental as to render vulnerable
any approval of the Canyon Rock Expansion Project. Because the DEIR lacks an adequate
Project description, fails to sufficiently analyze impacts and mitigation measures, does not
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identify an acceptable range of alternatives to the proposed Project, and all but ignores the
cumulative impact analysis, a revised draft EIR must be prepared to remedy the DEIR’s many
deficiencies. Only by circulating a corrected document can the public, decision-makers, and the
affected agencies be adequately informed of the environmental repercussions of the Project.

IL THE DEIR DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

A, The DEIR Improperly Segments Review of the Canyon Rock Quarry
Expansion Project and Provides an Inadequate Description of the Proposed
Project.

Under CEQA, the inclusion in the EIR of a clear and comprehensive description
of the proposed project is critical to meaningful public review. County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (1977) (Inyo ). The court in Inyo IT explained why a thorough
project description is necessary:

A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the
objectives of the reporting process. Only through an accurate view
of the project may affected outsiders and public decision-makers
balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost,
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating
the proposal (i.e., the “no project” alternative) and weigh other
alternatives in the balance.

71 Cal.App.3d at 192-93. Thus, “[a]n accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine
qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” Santiago County Water District v. County
of Orange, 118 Cal.App.3d 818, 830 (1981).

An accurate description of the project is one that considers the whole project,
instead of narrowly focusing on a segment of the project. CEQA “mandates ‘that environmental
considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones --
each with a . . . potential impact on the environment -- which cumulatively may have disastrous
consequences.”” - City of Santee v. County of San Diego, 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1452 (1989); see
also McQueen v. Board of Directors, 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1146 (1988) (open space district
“impermissibly divided the project into segments which evade CEQA review”); Plan for Arcadia,
Inc. v. Arcadia City Council, 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726 (1974) (shopping center and parking lot
projects are related and should be regarded as a single project for CEQA purposes).

Here, although the DEIR identifies the Project as the expansion of mining
operations to either the north or the west, the Project proposes to rezone to Mineral Resource
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District all the land within both of these expansion options. DEIR at ITI-17 and III-25.
Moreover, the rezoned area to the north encompasses a total area that is double the area
considered as part of the northern expansion option. DEIR at III-4, Figure III-2. Thus, the actual
Project, rather than being a choice between two distinct options, is actually a Project designed to
accommodate mining in both the northern and western expansion areas as well as a substantial
area outside the proposed northern expansion. Indeed, the DEIR itself acknowledges that
because the new zoning would be placed over a larger area than would be mined under the 20-
year use permit, the owner could apply for a new permit to allow additional mining in other parts
of this rezoned area. DEIR at II-34. It is impermissible to segment the Project in this manner.
See City of Santee and related cases. If the applicant intends to mine only within either the
western or northern expansion area, the necessary rezoning should be limited to that area alone.
Otherwise, a revised DEIR must be prepared to clearly show the entire Project—mining in the
entire rezoned area for an estimated 70 years—and disclose, analyze, and mitigate the resultant
environmental impacts accordingly. '

The flaws in the DEIR’s Project description extend beyond the segmentation of
environmental review. The DEIR omits important information relating to details of the Project
which are necessary to ascertain the validity of the environmental impact analyses. For example,
the DEIR does not disclose the actual average quantity of aggregate currently mined nor does it
present an accurate evaluation of the expected lifespan of the existing quarry. The DEIR uses a
five-year average annual sales of materials of 375,000 cubic yards, which includes materials
mined on-site as well as imported to the quarry. Because this is an all inclusive number, it is
impossible to determine what materials were actually mined in an average year. The DEIR
further confuses the project description by projecting the lifespan of the existing mine at between
four and six years. However, this estimate is based on a calculation using the maximum
permitted sales volume of 500,000 cubic yards—a volume which has never actually been mined
at this site. As a result, the DEIR may have underestimated the remaining capacity of the current
mining operations and made it impossible to evaluate whether an expansion of the mine is
actually necessary at this time to meet County needs for aggregate materials.

Additionally, the DEIR fails to identify the actual acreage of land that would be
affected by this future mining activity. While the DEIR does include information about the size
of the various parcels to be rezoned, it does not state the actual acreage that would be mined
during the 20-year Project. '

The DEIR also fails to include important information relating to the equipment
that would be used for the proposed Project. Specifically, the DEIR fails to identify and describe
the noise-generating equipment or the equipments’ noise source levels at varying distances. The
revised DEIR should include a list of the quarry’s existing and proposed operating equipment,
including but not limited to its crawlers, tractors, conveyor belts, crushers, feeder screens, front-
end loaders, bulldozers, and backhoes. The revised document should identify: (1) how many of
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each will be in operation for the proposed operations, (2) the equipments’ operating assumptions
(e.g., estimated daily hours of operations); and (3) noise source levels for each piece of
equipment.

The inadequacy of the DEIR’s project description contravenes CEQA and
undercuts the legitimacy of the remainder of the DEIR, therefore, a revised draft EIR must be
prepared to remedy these deficiencies.

II. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE AND MITIGATE THE
PROJECT’S SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

CEQA requires that an EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at
full disclosure. CEQA Guidelines § 15151. The document should provide a sufficient degree of
analysis to inform the public about the proposed project’s adverse environmental impacts and to
allow decision-makers to make intelligent judgments. Id. Consistent with this requirement, the
information regarding the project’s impacts must be “painstakingly ferreted out.” Environmental
Planning and Information Council of Western El Dorado County v. County of El Dorado, 131
Cal.App.3d 350, 357 (1982) (finding an EIR for a general plan amendment inadequate where the
document did not make clear the effect on the physical environment).

Meaningful analysis of impacts effectuates one of CEQA’s fundamental purposes:
to “inform the public and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their
decisions before they are made.” Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the
University of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (1993) (Laurel Heights IT). To accomplish this
purpose, an EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just an agency’s bare conclusions. Citizens
of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 (1990). Nor may an agency defer
its assessment of important environmental impacts until after the project is approved. Sundstrom
v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-07 (1988). An EIR’s conclusions must be
supported by substantial evidence. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the
University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 409 (1988) (Laurel Heights I). As documented below,
the Canyon Rock DEIR fails to identify, analyze, or support with substantial evidence its
conclusions regarding the Project’s significant environmental impacts.
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A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Hydrology, Water Quality, and
Water Supply Impacts and Does Not Identify Feasible Measures to Mitigate
the Project’s Significant Impacts.

1. The DEIR Omits Critical Details Relating to the Project’s
Environmental Setting.

An EIR “must include a description of the environment in the vicinity of the
project, as it exists before the commencement of the project, from both a local and a regional
perspective.” CEQA Guidelines § 15125; see also Environmental Planning and Info. Council v.
County of El Dorado, 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354 (1982). Knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. CEQA requires that special emphasis be
placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to the region and would be affected by
the Project. CEQA Guidelines § 15125(c). As will be discussed below, the DEIR’s discussion
of the environmental setting is sorely deficient.

An EIR’s description of a project’s environmental setting plays a crucial part in all
of the subsequent parts of the EIR because it provides “the baseline physical conditions by which
a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a).
“Without a determination and description of the existing physical conditions on the property at
the start of the environmental review process, the EIR cannot provide a meaningful assessment of
the environmental impacts of the proposed project.” Save Qur Peninsula Committee v. Monterey
County Board of Supervisors, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 119 (2001). The failure of the DEIR to
accurately portray the site’s underlying environmental conditions contravenes CEQA and
undercuts the legitimacy of the environmental impact analysis.

The Canyon Rock DEIR fails to adequately describe the existing hydrology of the
site, the quantity of stormwater runoff, the quality of discharge to the Green Valley Creek
(“Creek”), or the amount of water used for operations. The DEIR does not discuss in any
meaningful detail the quantity or quality of water discharged to the Creek from the operation’s
sediment settling ponds or stormwater runoff. Moreover, the DEIR does not disclose that the
portion of the Creek adjacent to the Canyon Rock Quarry is extraordinarily fragile. The 1603
Lake and Streambed Agreement (attached), the permit for restoration activities along Green
Valley Creek, prescribes stringent measures to protect the creek banks from further erosion, such
as construction of willow mattresses to place on the banks, hand placement of logs or rocks, and
prohibition against alteration of any streamside vegetation overhanging the Creek. In addition,
the permit prohibits any habitat restoration along the streambed and property directly across from
the Project site due to the presence of California Freshwater Shrimp (CAFS) and its habitat. See
1603 Agreement, page 8; see also attached map illustrating location of CAFS. While the Creek
adjacent to the Project site has been deemed so sensitive that even habitat restoration activity has
been eliminated, the DEIR completely fails to acknowledge or analyze the significant impacts the
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quarry expansion will have on this extraordinarily delicate streambed and important habitat for
the endangered CAFS. Moreover, with such strict restrictions imposed upon Creek restoration
activities, it seems all but impossible that sufficient mitigation measures could be implemented to
reduce the environmental impacts from the proposed Project on the Creek ecosystem to less than
significant.

Additionally, the DEIR presents only a cursory description of the source of the
quarry’s water supply. It does not quantify current uses or present projections on future water
use due to the expansion of operations and proposed mitigation measures. There is no discussion
regarding the quantity of water supplied by on-site wells or the Forestville County Water District.
Without this critical baseline information the public and decision-makers cannot fully understand
the impacts of the proposed Project on the hydrology, water quality, and water supply of the
community.

2. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Significant
Impacts and Fails to Identify Feasible Mitigation Measures.

The DEIR completely fails to analyze how the removal of vast quantities of
topsoil and vegetation in the Green Valley Creek watershed will affect either the flow of water in
the Creek throughout the dry season or the recharge by infiltration of the underground water
supply which feeds the Creek. The DEIR does not identify this as an impact nor does it present
any mitigation measures to address it. The DEIR does describe the groundwater recharge system
whereby rain water infiltrates deep into the soil and bedrock and is eventually released into the
Creek or recharges the underlying groundwater. DEIR at IV.D-22 - 23. Indeed the DEIR admits
that “[s]urface infiltration . . . plays an important role in providing base flow for Green Valley
Creek during the summer and fall.” DEIR at IV.D-23. However, because the proposed Project
would strip the surface of well developed woodlands and convert these to barren slopes, this
infiltration and recharge function would completely disappear during mining operations and,
even with reclamation activities, would take decades for the soil, forest litter, and forest canopy
to reestablish a functioning and healthy watershed.

The only attempt to address this issue of infiltration is a vague allusion to how the
sediment retention basins will recharge the groundwater system. DEIR at IV.D-24. There is no
scientific study or evidence presented that the water from these sediment ponds will in fact be
able to actually recharge, in even a small way, the groundwater system or release water to the
Creek during the dry months. Additionally, the water in the retention ponds is already slated for
numerous other purposes such as dust suppression and processing activities (Mitigation Measure
IV.D.3a). Because there is no quantitative data presented which describes how much water is
used for these functions or how much water is actually collected in the ponds, it is impossible to
assess how much water, if any, would remain during the dry season to recharge the groundwater
and maintain the summer and fall flows of the Creek.

16

17

18a



Mike Sotak
June 24, 2004
Page 8

The DEIR does discuss how the removal of soil and vegetation will increase the
wintertime runoff from the site by as much as 50 percent and result in increased peak flows into
the Creek. DEIR at IV.D-23. However, the proposed mitigation measure of constructing a series
of detention ponds (Mitigation Measure IV.D.4a) is vague and presents no information to
determine whether the proposed mitigation measure will be effective. The DEIR fails to describe
the location, size, or number of detention ponds to be built and does not identify when these
ponds will be constructed or the environmental impacts associated with their construction. The
text of the mitigation measure refers the reader to seek details “as described above,” and yet the
only other mention of these ponds is in Impact IV.D.3 at DEIR at IV.D-24 where the DEIR
promises further detail in Impact IV.D.4, which, in a circuitous manner, refers the reader back to
Impact IV.D.3. There is no information which allows one to determine whether the size and
number of ponds will adequately address the increase in runoff, nor is there any discussion
regarding emergency measures should a storm event occur which overwhelms the detention pond
system. In recent history, Forestville has had up to 7 inches of rain in a 24-hour period in both
1995 and 1998, and 97.3 and 92 inches of total rainfall in each of those seasons, respectively.
Mining operations in areas of comparable rainfall are often severely restricted, or not allowed at
all, because they cannot create a detention system to adequately retain sediment in a high rainfall
year. Because of the extreme impact further sedimentation to the Creek would have on salmon
and trout habitat, the Project must include mitigation measures to adequately address this
significant environmental impact. Not only does the DEIR fail to address this issue, it admits
that the final drainage plan for the Project is yet to be prepared. DEIR at IV.D-28. This
impermissibly postpones the study and preparation of plans which are critical to assess the
impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed Project.

In addition, the DEIR states that water from these detention basins will be
discharged to the Green Valley Creek such that the peak flow rates of the Creek will be
controlled. DEIR at IV.D-27. The DEIR fails to provide any description of how the applicant
will determine when and how much water will be released. Moreover, there is no discussion of

testing or treating this water for pollutants, turbidity, or suspended solids before releasing it into
the Creek.

Where the DEIR discusses water quality concemns for the Green Valley Creek, the
DEIR expressly admits that the protective measures proposed by the applicant are inadequate.
DEIR at IV.D-17. Specifically, Impact IV.D.1 describes the applicant’s proposed expansion of
existing detention ponds and indicates that the increase in size will be insufficient to allow fine
silt and clay to settle out. DEIR atIV.D-17. It is inconceivable that with the considerable
regulatory concern for sedimentation of Green Valley Creek resulting from Canyon Rock’s
existing operations and from the proposed Project, the applicant is not expanding its settling
ponds to the appropriate size to minimize the release of suspended solids from the increase in
operations. Because the DEIR itself acknowledges that the changes to the settling ponds will be
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insufficient, the applicant should be required to reconfigure the proposed pond expansion to
adequately mitigate this impact.

Moreover, the mitigation measures proposed to address discharge of pollutants
and sediment to the Creek are changes in operation that the applicant should have already
implemented to address its established pattern of non-compliance and discharge to the Green
Valley Creek. DEIR at IV.D-9 - 15. Mitigation Measure IV.D.1 proposes to develop a water
quality protection program including: expanding the creekside buffer area; implementing an
“aggressive” sediment control program that consists of removing equipment and stockpiles from
the creekside buffer zone, developing a final revegetation and grading plan, completing a Spill
Prevention Plan, and stabilizing quarry slopes and floors; implementing best management
practices to contain storm water runoff; and implementing a water quality monitoring program.
It is ironic that these rather modest measures, which should form the very foundation of best
management practices for any such operation, display the efforts this applicant is willing to make
to address these impacts. It is as if the public should trust the applicant to implement measures
that should have been part of on-going operations years ago, but are only now being proposed.

Lastly, the DEIR fails to discuss any impacts associated with water supply for the
proposed Project. The DEIR does not quantify the increase in water usage related to the
proposed expansion and does not adequately analyze the available water supply. The DEIR
briefly presents a discussion of water usage in the context of groundwater level decline and the
negative impacts on local groundwater wells. DEIR at IV.D-25. The DEIR merely states that the
“increase in aggregate production would result in increased water use.” DEIR at IV.D-25.
Although it acknowledges that water usage will increase, it does not even attempt to quantify the
amount. It does not present a comparison of the proportion of water that will be used for
processing activities, dust suppression, or groundwater discharge or the available sources of
water for these uses. The DEIR does not analyze whether the on-site water resources, such as
groundwater wells and water in settling ponds, are sufficient to meet the quarry’s needs or
whether a shortfall can be supplied by the Forestville County Water District. The DEIR must
identify alternative sources of water for the Project should its on-site wells be shut down due to
impacts on local groundwater supply. Additionally, mitigation measures must be proposed to
address the supply of water should the Project result in long-term, unrecoverable groundwater
drawdown. Because the DEIR fails to disclose the amount of water it will be using from its
groundwater wells, the proposed mitigation measure to monitor groundwater drawdown is
completely inadequate as it waits until after the Project is approved to study the impacts of the
Project and then take steps to mitigate these effects.

Deferring the preparation of this critical hydrological evaluation until after Project
approval is impermissible under CEQA. In Sundstrom v. Mendocino County, 202 Cal.App.3d
296 (1988), Mendocino County attempted to satisfy CEQA by approving a project subject to
conditions requiring the applicant to prepare two hydrology studies for planning staff review and
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to adopt mitigation measures recommended in those studies. The court rejected this approach
because by requiring that the applicant prepare the hydrology studies, the county improperly
delegated its legal responsibility to assess a project's environmental impact. Id. at 307. The court
emphasized that CEQA requires the lead agency itself prepare or contract for the preparation of
impact assessments (citing CEQA § 21082.1), that such assessments reflect an agency's
“independent judgement,” and finally, that the Board of Supervisors, not County planning staff,
be responsible for reviewing and certifying the assessment. Id.

The fundamental concern underlying Sundstrom was that even if the required
conditions of project approval had been adequate, the need for post-approval studies
demonstrated the inadequacy of the County's environmental review prior to project approval. Id.
Similarly here, the fact that the DEIR calls for the evaluation of groundwater impacts until after
Project approval highlights the substantive inadequacies of the DEIR. Id. at 306-07. A thorough
groundwater investigation sufficient to address the available groundwater supply must be
prepared now in order to evaluate and mitigate the Project’s hydrological impacts before the
Project is approved.

In sum, the DEIR’s discussion of the Project’s impacts to the hydrology and water
quality of the Green Valley Creek and the availability of a water supply to meet the increased
needs of the proposed Project is incomplete, misleading, and unsupported by the necessary
evidence or analysis. In light of the flaws identified above, the DEIR must be substantially
revised and recirculated before the County can properly consider approving the Project. Given
the nature and severity of potential Project impacts, the County must conduct detailed and
comprehensive studies. An adequate analysis would include specific information about: (1) the
hydrological impacts on the year-round flow of the Green Valley Creek caused by removal of soil
and vegetation in the watershed; (2) the effectiveness of the proposed groundwater recharge
using water collected in the settling ponds, and the ability to maintain water flow in the Creek
and wells; (3) the impacts on the Creek’s water quality by releasing water from the settling
ponds, and the treatment methods proposed to mitigate the pollutants and sedimentation; and, (4)
the quantity and source of water used in the expanded operations. Only this level of analysis
would provide the required substantial evidence to support the DEIR’s conclusions. See Laurel
Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 409 (1988).

B. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze Impacts to Biological
Resources.

The DEIR’s treatment of biological impacts does not meet CEQA’s well
established legal standard for impacts analysis. The document’s analysis both understates the
severity of the potential harm to biological resources on and adjacent to the site and overstates
the effectiveness of proposed mitigation. Given that analysis and mitigation of such impacts are
at the heart of CEQA, the DEIR will not comply with the Act until these serious deficiencies are
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remedied. See Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d at 311 (“CEQA places the
burden of environmental investigation on government rather than the public”).

The Project site provides sensitive habitat for numerous special-status species,
including the Northern spotted owl, numerous raptors and bat species, and the Red tree vole.
Green Valley Creek also supports several sensitive aquatic species including coho salmon,
steelhead trout and California freshwater shrimp. - Additionally, young chinook salmon were
found this winter in the Creek, captured in downstream migratory traps (personal communication
on June 9, 2004 with Derek Acomb, fisheries biologist for the California Department of Fish and
Game). Despite the biologically rich nature of the site, the DEIR fails to specifically describe the
site’s resources (e.g., acreage of north coast conifer forest and wetlands that would be lost as a
result of the Project or the extraordinary sensitivity of this stretch of Green Valley Creek) or to
analyze the effect that the Project would have on the site’s special status species. The most
egregious deficiencies in the biological resources section are discussed below.

1. The Biological Impacts of the Western Expansion Option Are
Insufficiently Analyzed in the Aggregate Resources Management
Plan. ’

The DEIR does not disclose or analyze the impacts to biological resources from
the western expansion option as the County staff was directed to rely on the Aggregate Resources
Management (ARM) Plan and EIR. The ARM EIR’s general analysis, however, is insufficient
and does not adequately address or evaluate the site specific biological resources and the project
specific impacts. Moreover, new information regarding the project site has resulted in changed
circumstances. Pub. Res. Code § 21166. For example, the ARM was prepared in 1994, before
the steelhead trout or coho salmon were listed as threatened or endangered. In addition, chinook
salmon, also listed as endangered and threatened, have just been discovered in the Green Valley
Creek. Lastly, the California Department of Fish and Game conducted the Winter 2003-2004
survey of the Creek and found no adult coho salmon, signaling the extremely dire condition of
this coho stream, one of only two remaining in the area. See attached Report on Coho Salmon in
Green Valley Creek, prepared by Derek Acomb, Regional Fisheries Biologist, California
Department of Fish and Game. Because of this new information and changed circumstances, the
impacts associated with the proposed western expansion option will be more substantial and
significant than previously disclosed and analyzed in the ARM EIR. The DEIR, therefore, must
be revised to include a discussion of the western expansion option’s impacts on biological
resources.

The following comments, while specifically addressing the DEIR’s analysis of
impacts to biological resources associated with the northern expansion option, are equally
relevant and applicable to the western expansion option.
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2. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate Impacts to the
North Coast Conifer Forest Habitat.

The Project site contains coniferous forest which, according to the DEIR, supports
the “highest number of bird species when compared with other forest types.” DEIR at V.D-5.
Although the DEIR acknowledges that the Project would result in the loss of north coast conifer
forest (at V.D-17), the document does not identify how much of this sensitive habitat would be
lost as a result of the proposed expansion plan. Despite the paucity of Project-specific detail, the
DEIR nonetheless accurately concludes that the loss of conifer forest is a significant impact.
Rather than offer feasible measures to mitigate this impact, the DEIR does nothing more than call
for the Project applicant’s strict adherence to implementation of the reclamation standards for
revegetation (Chapter 26A, County Code). Id. Yet, instead of offering any detail as to how the
applicant would adhere to the reclamation standards, the DEIR actually admits that the
applicant’s proposed planting plan includes non-native plant species and therefore would not be
consistent with the standards set forth in Chapter 26A. More importantly, the DEIR provides no
evidentiary support for its conclusion that reclamation alone would mitigate the loss of this
sensitive habitat. Adequate mitigation for the loss of this sensitive habitat should include the
preservation in perpetuity of an on-site or off-site parcel at a mitigation ratio of 2:1
(preserved:impacted).

3. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts to Aquatic Species.

Green Valley Creek runs through the quarry site and provides habitat for coho and
chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and California freshwater shrimp. Although the DEIR should
have provided an extensive analysis of the Project’s impact on these aquatic species, it did not.
Instead, the biological analysis contains one sentence: the Creek is “known to harbor federally-
protected aquatic species including the California freshwater shrimp and anadromous
salmonids.” DEIR at V.D-19. The DEIR does not take into account the following critical facts
that could have dire consequences on the Creek’s aquatic resources:

. The existing mining operation at the Project site has a history of
discharging stormwater that exceeds water quality benchmarks for pH,
TSS, specific conductance, iron and diesel to Green Valley Creek. DEIR
at IV.D-15. Specifically, there are recorded instances of discharged runoff
from the existing quarry site in excess of state and federal storm water
pollutant benchmark levels for pH, total suspended solids (TSS), specific
conductance, and iron. In addition, runoff from the existing quarry
routinely contains diesel at concentrations in excess of adopted RWQCB
objectives. On one occasion (January 21, 2002) the runoff contained
volatile aromatic hydrocarbons (BTEX and MTBE), which may be
indicative of an on-site gasoline release. DEIR at IV.D-9.
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. The RWQCB has indicated that the “existing operations have had a
negative impact on Green Valley Creek due to sediment discharges in
stormwater runoff”’ and “during several moderate rainfall events in late
1999 and early 2000, discharge from Canyon Rock violated permit and
basin plan standards.” DEIR at IV.D-12.

. The site remains highly vulnerable to discharging sediments in violation of
both permit and basin plan standards. DEIR at IV.D-12

. The proposed Project would expand the existing quarry and create
additional disturbed areas that may yield more sediment to runoff relative
to existing conditions. DEIR at IV.D-15.

. The area is prone to flooding, and the existing use contributes to the
release of sediment to the creek during flooding. DEIR at IV.D-15

A 1603 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the California
Department of Fish & Game for Green Valley Creek restoration activities determined that the
property and streambed adjacent to the Canyon Rock quarry has been deemed so sensitive that
even habitat restoration work would have unacceptable environmental impacts and has been
eliminated from the Project area. See 1603 Permit, attached. Moreover, in the latest survey of
the Creek by the California Department of Fish and Game no adult coho salmon were found
returning during the Winter of 2003-2004. See Report on Coho Salmon in Green Valley Creek,
prepared by Derek Acomb, Regional Fisheries Biologist, California Department of Fish and
Game. This devastating finding indicates the extreme fragility of the Creek, and its ability to
continue to support one of the last remaining coho salmon runs in the area. ’

Given the applicant’s pattern and practice of regulatory non-compliance, coupled
with the proximity of the quarry to the Creek and the Creek’s extraordinarily sensitive aquatic
resources, the revised DEIR should include an extensive analysis of impacts to the aquatic
species that rely on Green Valley Creek as habitat. Specifically, the revised DEIR must assess
whether these fish and shrimp would survive if the Green Valley Creek loses hydration as a resuit
of the loss of watershed from Canyon Rock quarrying activities.

4. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Impacts to Numerous Other Special Status
Species. '

The DEIR discloses that the California Natural Diversity Database (“CNDDB”)
records identified the potential presence of 20 special-status animal species on the overlays and
text reports for the Camp Meeker, Duncans Mills, and Guerneville quadrangles. DEIR at V.D-
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10. The DEIR also states that “additional” species were reported on the United States Fish &
Wildlife Service (“USFWS?”) species list for the Camp Meeker quadrangle where the Project is
located. Id. The DEIR then goes onto describe nine of the species which have the potential to
occur on-site purportedly based on habitat requirements and habitat presence. The DEIR does
not, however, do the following:

. disclose the other 11 special-status animal species that CNDDB records
identified as potentially present;

. disclose the “additional” species that were reported on the USFWS species
list for the Camp Meeker quadrangle.

Indeed the DEIR provides no evidentiary basis for concluding that the remaining
species identified by the CNDDB and USFWS databases would not have the potential to occur
on-site. In the absence of this information, the revised DEIR should assume that these species
have the potential to occur on the Project site. Accordingly, the biological analysis should
thoroughly analyze the potential impacts to these species and identify appropriate mitigation
measures.

S. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate Impacts Relating
to the Loss of Nesting/Breeding Habitat.

Although the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to the myriad raptors that
nest and forage on the Project site, the document nonetheless concedes that the proposed quarry
expansion may result in nest destruction or abandonment of nesting birds. Yet, this common-
sense assertion—that birds may abandon their nests if the nests are destroyed—does not
constitute an adequate impact analysis under CEQA. The DEIR does not even identify the raptor
species nor the specific nests that would be impacted by expanded quarry operations. Instead, the
DEIR suggests that if clearing of vegetation occurs between February and August, focused
surveys would be required. Because these surveys have not yet been conducted, the DEIR is
unable to analyze the severity and extent of impacts to raptor species. Moreover, although it
appears inevitable that “take” would occur given that the greatest demand for aggregate would
coincide with the February through August breeding season, the DEIR does not identify or
describe the implications to the individual species if “take” does occur. The revised DEIR
should provide this analysis.

Equally troubling, the DEIR fails to provide any mitigation measure for this
significant impact other than conducting surveys for nesting raptors and recommending that
clearing activities remain outside of the nesting area until nesting is complete. DEIR at V.D-19.
In sharp violation of CEQA, this DEIR simply provides no basis for its conclusion that surveying
and delaying the destruction of individual nest sites would ensure that protected birds are not

39

40



Mike Sotak
June 24, 2004
Page 15

impacted. Moreover the DEIR provides no information on the surveying methods and protocols.
Nor does the document provide any species specific detail on what type of buffer would be
required if nests are identified. Finally, as discussed below, the DEIR contains no analysis of, let
alone mitigation for, loss of raptor habitat.

6. The DEIR Fails to Identify the Loss of Habitat for Nesting Birds as a
Significant Impact.

With the exception of the Northern spotted owl, the DEIR does not analyze the
impacts resulting from the loss of foraging habitat on the following sensitive bird species: (1)
Allen’s hummingbird, (2) California thrasher, (3) Osprey and (4) Vaux’s swift. In addition, other
species, including certain raptors, would be impacted by the loss of foraging habitat. The loss of
foraging habitat is a significant impact of the Project. As discussed above, the loss of raptor
habitat should be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio (preserved:impacted).

7. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze Impacts to the
Northern Spotted Owl and Sensitive Bat Species.

a. Northern Spotted Owl

The DEIR acknowledges that the Northern spotted owl uses the site as a resident
migrant and for nesting and habitat. DEIR at V.D-20. Despite this fact, the DEIR fails to
provide even the most basic information about this species (e.g., how many individuals rely on
the site for habitat and/or nesting and the importance of the site for the owl population). Without
this elementary level of detail, it is simply not possible to evaluate how the Project would impact
the owl. Rather than collect the necessary information that would enable the DEIR authors to
evaluate the Project’s impacts, the DEIR suggests that protocol level surveys may be required.
Id. (emphasis added). In order to understand the severity and extent of impact to this species,
protocol levels surveys should be conducted prior to Project approval.

The 1603 Lake and Streambed Alternation Agreement (attached) presents an
example of the stringent measures that could be imposed to protect the nesting habitat of the
spotted owl. For the property located directly parallel to the proposed Project expansion area, the
Agreement prohibits any habitat restoration work before July 31 in order to prevent disruption of
owl nesting activity caused by the noise of heavy equipment. See 1603 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement, page 10 -11. If such restrictions were imposed upon the Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion area, where even more spotted owl habitat exists, operations could be
prohibited for more than half of the year, making the proposed Project economically infeasible.
Because of this lack of basic information about the presence of spotted owls on the Project site, it
is impossible to propose necessary mitigation measures or predict how these will affect the
viability of the quarry operations.
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The DEIR suggests that California Department of Forestry will require no timber
operations within 500 feet of an active nest site or pair activity center. DEIR at V.D-20. Where
are the active nest sites and/or paired activity centers? Until these locations are ascertained, it
may not be feasible to mine much of the proposed quarry area, rendering much of the Project
infeasible. The DEIR also fails to provide any detail as to the procedure if spotted owls are
identified during the surveys. How would they be captured? How and where would they be
relocated? The lack of analysis, especially given the sensitivity of the Northern spotted owl, is
indefensible.

The DEIR proposes to mitigate impacts to the owl by retaining 500 or more acres
of owl habitat within a 0.7-mile radius of an active nest or pair activity; and 1,336 or more acres
of owl habitat within a 1.3-mile radius of an active nest site or pair activity center. DEIR at V.D-
20. The DEIR does not explain how it would comply with these requirements. Would the land
be preserved in perpetuity? Would the retained land be on-site or off-site? If off-site, would the
lands be in Sonoma County or elsewhere? What would be the criteria for selecting the retained
land? Would a conservation easement be placed on the lands? Would a habitat management plan
be developed for the retained lands stipulating allowable activities (e.g., grazing) and detailing
appropriate enhancements? Would the applicant provide a secure source of funding (e.g., bond)
to ensure completion of the enhancement activities on the site and to provide for its long-term
maintenance? The revised DEIR should provide these critical details.

b. Sensitive Bat Species

Here too, the DEIR provides no evidence to support its conclusion that the loss of
foraglng habitat for the four sensitive species of bats for which the Project site provides habitat -
would be less than significant. Rather than analyze the impact to these sensitive bat populations,
the DEIR simply asserts that the loss of foraging habitat is less than significant because bats are
aerial feeders. DEIR at V.D-20. Since all bats are “aerial’feeders, what is the cause of the
decline in their population, if not land development? With the elimination of habitat, would the
bats’ food source continue to exist? The revised DEIR should: (1) survey the bat population on
and adjacent to the Project site; (2) analyze the impacts to the bat population from habitat
removal; and (3) propose suitable mitigation.

8. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze Impacts to the Red Tree
Vole.

The Red tree vole, a California special concern species, may utilize the site’s
Douglas fir trees for nesting and as a food source. DEIR at V.D-6. Suitable habitat and evidence
of past use was observed in the Western Expansion Area. DEIR at V.D-12. Again, the DEIR
omits critical details that are necessary in order to determine the severity and extent of the
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Project’s impact on the vole. For example, how much of the site provides habitat for the vole?
Do some areas of the site provide more valuable habitat than other areas? What survey protocols
did the DEIR authors rely upon to determine the extent of vole habitat? What is the extent of the
vole population in this area of Sonoma County? The revised DEIR must answer these questions,
and thoroughly examine the Project’s impacts on the Red tree vole and identify appropriate
mitigation.

9. The DEIR Provides No Analysis of Whether the Site Serves as a
Wildlife Corridor.

Many species of wildlife move long distances through the landscape during their
daily and/or seasonal activities. Conversely, many resident, sedentary species move only short
distances within their home ranges or territories. For example, migratory birds and large
mammalian predators, may move great distances during the year. Maintaining connectivity
between large core areas of protected habitat in order to accommodate a spectrum of native
species promotes viable populations and maintains biodiversity. A key concept in regional
conservation efforts is landscape connectivity. Core habitat areas need to be connected, and the
more fragmented and isolated a patch of habitat becomes, the less value it has for the assemblage
of species that depend on it. The Canyon Rock DEIR fails to provide any assessment of the
potential of the site to be used by local wildlife, for dispersal or other movements, based on the
surrounding land use and proximity to regional areas of open space. The revised DEIR must
provide this analysis.

10. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s
Wetlands Impacts.

Although the DEIR clearly discloses that the proposed Project would result in
permanent wetland losses (at V.D-16), the document does not identify the distribution or extent
of wetlands. Instead the impact section merely states that the Project would result in infilling and
excavating the seasonal pond and associated drainages. In Mira Monte Homeowners Ass'n v.
County of Ventura, 165 Cal. App.3d 357 (1985), the court found that an additional, unanalyzed
intrusion of one-quarter acre on a wetland, even when the developer offered to mitigate the
intrusion, required voiding the original EIR. Here, the Canyon Rock DEIR has not even met the
standards that were found insufficient in Mira Monte. The DEIR has not made any attempt to
identify the acreage of wetlands that would be impacted by the Project. Again, the document
suggests that after Project approval, a formal wetland delineation would be conducted. The

wetland delineation should be conducted prior to Project approval.
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11. The DEIR Provides No Analysis of the Project’s Cumulative Effect on
Biological Resources

An EIR must discuss significant “cumulative impacts.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15130(a). “Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(a). “[IJndividual effects may be changes resulting from a
single project or a number of separate projects.” CEQA Guidelines § 15355(a). A legally
adequate “cumulative impacts analysis™ views a particular project over time and in conjunction
with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts might
compound or interrelate with those of the project at hand. “Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”
CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b). The cumulative impacts concept recognizes that “[t]he full
environmental impact of a proposed . . . action cannot be gauged in a vacuum.” Whitman v.
Board of Supervisors, 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408 (1979).

Because the site supports an array of sensitive species and because expansion of
the quarry would significantly impact many of these species, the DEIR should have carefully
analyzed the cumulative impacts of the loss of conifer forest habitat together with other habitat
loss in the County. The need for such analysis is compelling given the concerns about the

changes in native landscapes, habitat fragmentation, disruption of landscape linkages and wildlife

corridors, and biodiversity as a consequence of development and other forms of resource use.
Incredibly, the Canyon Rock DEIR contains no analysis whatsoever of the Project’s cumulative
impact upon biological resources. This omission alone, triggers the requirement that the DEIR
be revised and recirculated.

C. The EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Geology Impacts

After acknowledging that debris slides and rock falls could occur as a result of
mining and reclamation activities and that these slope instabilities could injure on-site workers,
the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate this impact. The DEIR clearly asserts that “if
unstable slopes in weak material are not stabilized during mining and quarrying operations,
landsliding, rockfalls, and debris flows could continue to occur over time, potentially exposing
people and property to injury and damage to equipment or structures.” DEIR at V.B-17. Yet, it
is not possible to understand the severity or extent of this potential impact because the DEIR
does not include a slope stability analysis. It is unclear why such a study was not done as the
DEIR indicates that a qualitative slope stability analysis has been conducted for previous phases
of mining at the Project site. DEIR at V.B-17. '

Moreover, it appears that it is the applicant who has failed to make available
‘pertinent information to allow for such an analysis. Specifically, the DEIR text states: “The
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project application is not specific in its description of the proposed inclination of the working
face of the quarry.” DEIR at V.B-17. A geotechnical analysis for the western expansion option,
presumably prepared for the applicant, confirmed the need for a slope stability analysis, and
specifically an analysis that includes subsurface exploration and laboratory testing. DEIR at
V.B-18, citing Bauer Associates, 1997, p.1.

Instead of conducting a slope stability analysis, the DEIR states that excavation
must be “managed properly.” DEIR at V.B-17 and 18. Here too, the DEIR fails to actually
identify, let alone describes these “proper management” techniques. Moreover, while the DEIR
asserts that the State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations require that cut slopes
and quarry faces have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is suitable for the proposed
end use, the DEIR admits that the Project applicant has not determined the factors of safety for
the cut slopes. DEIR at V.B-17 and 18.

The DEIR’s purported mitigation measure further implicates the inadequacies in
the impact analysis. Indeed, the mitigation measure calls for a site-specific geotechnical
evaluation. The measure goes onto state that the geotechnical evaluation should include the
“factor of safety” for the mining and reclamation slopes and to determine its consistency with
State Board requirements. DEIR at V.B-18. The measure then states that the evaluation shall be
reviewed and approved by PRMD staff. Deferring the preparation of this critical geotechnical
evaluation until after Project approval is impermissible under CEQA. See Sundstrom, 202
Cal.App.3d at 307.

The fundamental concern underlying Sundstrom was that even if the required
conditions of Project approval had been adequate, the need for post-approval studies
demonstrated the inadequacy of the County's environmental review. Id. Similarly here, the fact
that the DEIR calls for the geotechnical evaluation recommendation of the factors of safety after
Project approval highlights the substantive inadequacies of the DEIR. Sundstrom, 202
Cal.App.3d at 306-07. A thorough geotechnical investigation sufficient to address the feasibility
of the quarry operations on these steep slopes must be prepared now in order to evaluate the
Project’s geotechnical impacts prior to Project approval.

D. The DEIR Fails to Identify Analyze and Mitigate the Project Level and
Cumulative Traffic Impacts.

Among the most significant impacts of the proposed Project are those related to
traffic congestion and safety. The two major intersections affected by the Canyon Rock Project,
Highway 116/Mirabel Road and Highway 116/Covey Road already operate at level of service
(“LOS”) F (i.e., gridlock conditions). DEIR at IV.A-29. Moreover, this stretch of Highway 116
currently has an accident rate almost seven times the County average. DEIR at IV.A-12. These
extensive public safety risks are compounded by the fact that Highway 116 lacks paved or gravel
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shoulders in most locations (DEIR at IV.A-4). The roadway also has a 90-degree curve at the
east end of Forestville adjacent to the Forestville Elementary School and a major vertical curve
which crests just to the west of Mirabel’s intersection with Highway 116. DEIR at IV.A-4.

The Canyon Rock Project alone would add 176 one-way truck trips per day to this
section of roadway. DEIR at IV.A-19. The Blue Rock Quarry expansion would add another 424
truck trips.! DEIR at IV.A-21. In terms of roadway capacity, heavy-duty trucks are the
equivalent of two to four passenger cars trips. See American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 2001 page 63
and The Highway Capacity Manual. Therefore, the Canyon Rock Project could add the
equivalent of 528 new vehicles, and the Blue Rock could add 1,272 new trips to Highway 116.
In sum, these two quarry expansion Projects alone would add about 1,800 new trips to
intersections that are already gridlocked and a roadway that already far exceeds the County’s
average accident rate. The DEIR further acknowledges that areawide traffic on this roadway is -
expected to increase by between 40 and 65 percent by 2021. DEIR at IV.A-22.

Remarkably, the DEIR concludes that traffic generated by the Project would have
a less than significant impact on traffic safety. DEIR at IV.A-37. (Its important to note that the
DEIR ignores altogether the cumulative impact on traffic safety from the expansion of the Blue
Rock Quarry and the 40 to 65 percent increase in traffic growth). Given the substantial increases
in traffic, the DEIR must identify traffic safety impacts as significant. Even more disturbing is
the DEIR’s cavalier approach to mitigating for the increase in traffic congestion along Highway
116. The DEIR proposes to “mitigate” these extensive impacts by proposing roadway
improvement projects which even the DEIR admits have neither been funded nor scheduled to
occur during the Project’s lifespan. DEIR at IV.A-16 and Mitigation Measures IV.A.1 - IV.A.3.
CEQA requires more than a vague discussion of mitigation measures that may be taken if
feasible or of plans to be developed in the future, and yet this is precisely the DEIR’s approach.
The DEIR must be revised to include specific, enforceable, and effective mitigation measures for
the Project’s extensive traffic safety impacts.

E. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Identify, Analyze, and Mitigate the Project’s
Noise Impacts.

The Project’s increase in noise is a tremendous source of concern for nearby
residents, especially because the proposed expansion plans would place the quarry’s rock
extraction operations within a few hundred feet of nearby homes. See DEIR at ITI-4 and IV.C-6.
Although the DEIR provides graphics that show the general location of the receptors and the

! It is unclear if these truck generation figures reflect peak production days. If not,
trucking activity could be 50 percent higher than is reflected by these numbers. DEIR at IV.A-
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overall boundaries of the proposed quarry activities, the DEIR text is conspicuously silent about
just how close quarry activities will be to existing residences. The revised DEIR must identify
for each sensitive receptor the following information: 1) the elevation of each receptor in
comparison to the elevation of those quarry operations that could result in any increase in noise
over current levels, and 2) the distance between each receptor and the closest quarrying activity.

Additionally, noise from quarry activities will impact residents and businesses
located further away from the Project site. For example, backup alarms on quarry vehicles can
be heard in homes a mile away. Increased truck traffic through town will raise the noise level in
these commercial areas. More testing receptors need to be placed at a greater distances from the
mine and in the downtown area to adequately measure the noise impacts and assess these prior to
Project approval.

The DEIR acknowledges that with an increase in annual production a resultant
increase of accumulated noise exposure to adjacent sensitive receptors would occur. DEIR at
IV.C-18. While recognizing this as a consequence, the DEIR does not analyze or quantify this
impact nor does it propose mitigation measures to alleviate it. While the DEIR states that the
overall noise level will not be louder with the proposed Project, it does not address that this same
noise level will be generated for longer periods of time each day and for more days per year. See
Impact IV.C.1. Additionally, the DEIR does not address the issue of noise displacement wherein
the noise associated with quarry operations may remain at approximately the same level, but the
sound will now be directed at a previously unaffected area, with potentially significant impacts.
A revised DEIR must identify and analyze these obvious impacts.

The DEIR fails to provide any evidentiary support for its conclusion that noise
impacts resulting from clearing and vegetation removal could be mitigated to a less than
significant level. In fact, all information in the DEIR points to the opposite conclusion. As
discussed above, these operations would occur within several hundred feet of residences. The
DEIR discloses that these operations would involve the use of chainsaws, bulldozers, and
tractors. The DEIR further acknowledges that these activities are likely to occur during the day
which are considered the “least sensitive hours for noise effects for sensitive receptors™ and for a
period of one to two years which the DEIR authors consider to be a “short-term impact.”
According to members of the Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth, many nearby residents
work from home. The increase in noise from bulldozers, tractors, and chainsaws, especially in
conjunction with noise from the quarry’s on-going rock extraction and processing operations,
will severely impact adjacent residents. The DEIR provides no substantive mitigation other than
the suggestion that the operator would use the quietest available equipment and to notify
residents of clearing operations. DEIR at IV.C-23. A purported promise to use the quietest
equipment does not provide the applicant the necessary safe harbor from fully mitigating this
significant impact, as the document implies. The revised DEIR must include additional
mitigation including on-going noise monitoring during these clearing operations, and clearly
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enforceable performance standards that would trigger the requirement for additional measures

(e.g., sound insulation for impacted homes) if noise levels exceed the County’s noise standards.

F. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Project and Cumulative
Air Quality Impacts.

1. Criteria Pollutants

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative air quality impacts focuses exclusively on the
Project’s contribution to exceedences of regulatory standards and makes only passing reference
to the contribution that other projects in the region would have on air quality. Indeed in the
discussion of regional criteria pollutants, the DEIR does not even specifically identify other
projects, let alone analyze the effects of the Canyon Rock Project together with other projects. It
is not as if the County is not expecting additional growth in the area. The traffic section of the
DEIR clearly states that local area traffic is projected to grow 40 percent by 2021, while the
maximum growth along the Russian River is expected to increase through traffic by 40 to 65
percent. DEIR at IV.A-22. Clearly this traffic is being generated by some sort of land use
development in the region.

The DEIR mistakenly assumes it is not obligated to assess the cumulative increase
in emissions of PM10, SO2, NOx, ROG, and CO because the Project generated pollutants
“would all be below the respective regulatory thresholds.” Id. at 25. Such an assumption is in
direct violation of CEQA. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. CEQA Guidelines
§ 15355(b). The revised DEIR must identify the other projects in the region that could result in
increases in criteria pollutants and analyze whether the cumulative increase would conflict or
obstruct implementation of violate an air quality standard.

2. Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the increase in diesel particulate matter
(“DPM”) emissions that would be generated by the proposed Project. Rather than assess the
potential for all DPM sources to impact nearby residents, the DEIR assesses off-site mobile
sources (i.e., trucks) separate from on-site mobile sources (bulldozers). (Moreover, we can find
no evidence that the DEIR includes the DPM from the on-site equipment’s diesel-fueled engines
(e.g., grinders and screens) in its health risk assessment.) The revised DEIR must identify the
combined increase in DPM from off-site mobile, on-site mobile and on-site stationary sources,

model the concentrations and determine whether the Project would result in a significant health
risk.
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In addition, the DEIR relies on unsubstantiated assumptions to conclude that the
proposed Project’s off-site mobile sources would result in DPM emissions that would be below
baseline conditions. Rather than provide detailed analysis, the DEIR simply states that
“projected net decreases in the project haul truck DPMs in 2007 and 2021 are the result of future
decreases in emission factors for project off-site mobile sources as specified by CARB, due to
typical replacement cycles of older equipment, and implementation of the EPA’s HD 2007
program and DPM reduction programs.” DEIR at IV.B-21. The DEIR provides no citation to
CARB or EPA, no quantitative explanation of how or when emission factors are expected to
decrease, no explanation on what the typical replacement cycle is of older equipment or Canyon
Rock’s program for replacing older equipment, no explanation of EPA’s HD 2007 program or its
DPM reduction programs or how these programs would affect Canyon Rock quarry’s generation
of DPM. In short, the DEIR provides no evidentiary support for its conclusion that off-site
mobile sources of DPM from the proposed Project would not significantly impact nearby
receptors.

The DEIR also fails to include adequate mitigation for the Project’s generation of
on-site DPM emissions. The DEIR proposes to purchase “improved performance equipment that
contains DPM reduction controls.” (Mitigation Measure IV.B.4a.) This measure contains no
specific, detailed proposal as to the exact equipment that will be used nor the timeline for
phasing in this control equipment. It also fails to disclose the level to which this new equipment
will reduce DPM emissions. Instead, it lists possible alternatives that might be implemented at
some time in the future. This vague proposal is insufficient to mitigate this significant impact.

In addition to the deficiencies in the Project-specific DPM analysis, the DEIR
concludes, absent any analysis, that there would be no cumulative increases in DPM from
Canyon Rock’s and Blue Rock’s expanded operations. We are skeptical of this assessment given
the 1,272 new truck trips that would be generated by the Blue Rock quarry’s expanded
operations. The revised DEIR should include a comprehensive assessment of the cumulative
increase in diesel emissions (i.e., Canyon Rock and Blue Rock’s off-site mobile, on-site mobile
and on-site stationary sources, as well as any other DPM sources in the vicinity) model the
concentrations and determine whether the cumulative increase in DPM would result in a
significant health risk.).

G. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Address the Aesthetic Impacts of the
Proposed Project.

The DEIR analyzes only the aesthetic impacts associated with the Northern
Expansion Option. It contains a concise description of how viewsheds from different vantage
points will be impacted or shielded from mining operations as these activities extend northward.
However, no such detailed portrayal is presented for the Western Expansion Option. Although
the County is relying upon the Aggregate Resources Management Plan and the Initial Study for

61

62

63

64



Mike Sotak
June 24, 2004
Page 24

such descriptive information for the Western Expansion Option, neither of those documents
contain sufficient explanation of the aesthetic impacts associated with the Western Expansion
Option to allow the public or decision-makers to compare the Northern and Western Expansion
choices. If all else is equal between the Western and Northern Expansion, the one with the least
negative visual impacts would clearly be the preferred option. The DEIR provides no such
information to make such a distinction.

Furthermore, given the dramatic aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed
Project, the DEIR should include drawings depicting how the Project site appears today and then
present renderings of what it will look like during different stages of the Project life, such as five,
ten, and fifteen years into quarry operations, what it will look like at the end of the 20-year
permit, and how the site will change as reclamation activities evolve. These drawings should
also present the site from different vantage points. These renderings are necessary so the public
and decision-makers can accurately visualize the significant impacts the Project will have on the
area’s viewshed.

H. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose and Analyze Impacts from
Hazardous Materials.

The DEIR Hazardous Materials section fails to identify and discuss the use,
storage, and disposal of two hazardous materials. The first is a chemical dust suppressant used to
control airborne particulate matter (DEIR at III-13), and the second is a chemical dust
suppressant used in the quarry’s crusher (DEIR at IV.B-14). Neither of these chemicals are listed
nor are their applications described in the Hazardous Materials section. There is no disclosure as
to the toxicity to humans or the environment, the quantities used, or the possibility of overspray
or runoff polluting the Green Valley Creek. These chemicals must be identified, their impacts
disclosed, and mitigation measures proposed.

IV.  The DEIR Fails to Adequately Describe a Reasonable Range of Alternatives to the
Proposed Project.

Every EIR must describe a range of alternatives to the proposed project and its
location that would feasibly attain the project’s basic objectives while avoiding or substantially
lessening the project’s significant impacts. CEQA § 21100(b)(4); CEQA Guidelines § 15126(d).
A proper analysis of alternatives is essential for the County to comply with CEQA’s mandate that
significant environmental damage be avoided or substantially lessened where feasible. Pub. Res.
Code. § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d); Citizens for Quality
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta, 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-45 (1988). As stated in Laurel
Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of University of California, “[w]ithout meaningful
analysis of alternatives in the DEIR, neither the courts nor the public can fulfill their proper roles
in the CEQA process. . . . [Courts will not] countenance a result that would require blind trust by
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the public, especially in light of CEQA's fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to
the consequences of action by their public officials.” 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988). The DEIR’s
discussion of alternatives in the present case fails to live up to these standards.

As a preliminary matter, the DEIR’s failure to identify and analyze the Project’s
broad-ranging impacts necessarily distorts the document’s analysis of Project alternatives.
CEQA requires that an EIR identify a range of alternatives that are capable of eliminating the
significant effects of the project. Yet, the DEIR here fails to analyze obviously significant
Project impacts, including but not limited to impacts on special-status species, hydrology and
water quality, traffic safety, and noise. Because the DEIR fails to identify many of the Project's
impacts as significant, it does not identify a range of alternatives that are capable of eliminating
these impacts. The alternatives that are identified are evaluated against an inaccurate
representation of the Project. A proper identification and analysis of alternatives is impossible
until Project impacts are fully disclosed.

The DEIR identifies the “Reduced Production Alternative” as the environmentally
superior alternative purportedly because it would prevent the numerous significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project. This alternative, however,
does nothing to decrease or avoid impacts on biological and hydrological resources—it merely
reduces the rate at which these impacts would occur. Moreover, the only other substantive
alternative offered by the DEIR—the “Revised Project Configuration Alternative”—would not
even reduce the relative area of disturbance (See discussion at VII-24 under Cultural Resources).
Therefore impacts to the north conifer forest, special-status species, and Green Valley Creek
resulting from the removal of a significant portion of the Creek’s watershed would be virtually
identical to those of the Project. As explained in Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d 553, 565
(1990), the County must comply with the “rule of reason” in selecting and analyzing alternatives
to the proposed Project. Because the County has failed to present an alternative which avoids
substantially more impacts associated with the Project than any of the other proposed alternatives
(except for the no-project alternatives), the DEIR’s selection of alternatives is not reasonable and
violates CEQA.

Further, the DEIR fails to adequately portray the status of aggregate mining in the
County. It states “it is speculative whether expansion of any existing quarries or development of
new quarries within Sonoma County would occur” in order to replace the supply of aggregate
which would not be produced should this Project not go forward. DEIR at VII-12. However, in
the Cumulative Impacts Summary, the DEIR states that the proposed Blue Rock Quarry
expansion, is currently undergoing environmental review, and this project would increase the
mine’s annual production from 115,000 cubic yards to 400,000 cubic yards. DEIR at VIII-2.
Because the DEIR fails to adequately describe the potential source(s) for aggregate in the County,
1t’s assessment of the indirect impacts for the various alternatives is erroneous and misleading.
Additionally, with other potential sources of aggregate located within the County, the DEIR
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could have presented additional and, arguably environmentally superior, alternatives which could
have decreased production levels even further than the current Reduced Production Alternative
and thereby substantially reduce the associated environmental impacts of the Canyon Rock
Quarry expansion.

The revised DEIR should identify feasible alternatives capable of eliminating or
substantially minimizing the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Specifically, it should
identify an alternative that both reduces the quarry’s production capacity and reduces the size of
the quarry footprint in a manner that best protects the site’s sensitive biological resources and the
hydrology of Green Valley Creek.

Additionally, the alternatives which are proposed and reviewed must be
representative of the actual Project. Here, because the Project appears to be designed to
accommodate mining in the entire area proposed for rezoning, as opposed to the smaller areas
associated with either the western or northern expansion option, the identified alternatives must
present feasible options to reduce or eliminate the significant environmental impacts associated
with mining of this extensive area over a period of more than 70 years.

V. The DEIR Should Be Redrafted and Recirculated.

CEQA requires recirculation of a revised draft DEIR “[w]hen significant new
information is added to an environmental impact report” after public review and comment on the
earlier draft DEIR. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1. The opportunity for meaningful public review of
significant new information is essential “to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an
informed judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom.” Sutter Sensible
Planning, Inc. v. Sutter County Board of Supervisors, 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822 (1981); City of
San Jose v. Great Oaks Water Co., 192 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1017 (1987). An agency cannot simply
release a draft report “that hedges on important environmental issues while deferring a more
detailed analysis to the final [EIR] that is insulated from public review.” Mountain Lion
Coalition v. California Fish and Game Comm’n, 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, 1053 (1989).

In order to cure the panoply of DEIR defects identified in this letter, the County
will have to obtain substantial new information to adequately assess the proposed Project’s
environmental impacts, and to identify effective mitigation capable of alleviating the Project’s
significant impacts. CEQA requires that the public have a meaningful opportunity to review and
comment upon this significant new information in the form of a recirculated draft DEIR.

VI. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, Forestville Citizens urges the County to delay further
consideration of the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project unless and until the County
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prepares and recirculates a revised draft EIR is prepared that fully complies with CEQA and the

CEQA Guidelines. 74

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY, & WEINBERGER LLP

ROBIN SALSBURG

W,(’,Wz/

LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP
Urban Planner

Attachments

cc: Ray Morantz, United States Fish & Wildlife Service
John Short, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1
Andrew Jensen, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 1
Derek Acomb, California Department of Fish & Game
Liam Davis, California Department of Fish & Game
Kiergen Pegg, Sonoma County Water Agency
Darrell Sukovitzen, Sonoma County Fish and Wildlife Commission
Mike Reilly, Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
Sig Anderman, Forestville Citizens For Sensitive Growth
Cam Parry, Forestville Citizens For Sensitive Growth
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Attachments
Exhibit 1:

Exhibit 2:

Exhibit 3:
Exhibit 4:

Exhibit 5:

Exhibit 6:

Hydrological Review from consulting hydrologist William Vandivere

Dr. Phyllis Fox’s Comment Letter and Study on Public Health Impacts from
Diesel Exhaust

Dr. Phyllis Fox’s Comment Letter on Noise Levels
1603 Lake and Streambed Alternation Agreement

California Freshwater Shrimp Presence— Map prepared by Derek Acomb,
Regional Fisheries Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game

Report on Coho Salmon in Green Valley Creek, prepared by Derek Acomb,
Regional Fisheries Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game
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June 22, 2004

Laurel Impett, AICP

Shute, Mihaley & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes St.

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Hydrologic assessment of the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the
Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion Project Draft EIR

Dear Laurel,

At your request, I have reviewed the referenced section of the Draft EIR (DEIR), as well
as the Project Description. Additional materials reviewed included Appendix D
“Hydrology and Water Quality” of the DEIR and the 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement Notification letter for the Green Valley Creek Martinelli- Hartford Court
Restoration Project, dated June 9, 2003. The following assessment is based solely on this
document review and was not informed by a site inspection of existing conditions on the
quarry property or Green Valley Creek.

In general, the DEIR Hydrology and Water Quality discussion addresses the considered
impacts in dctail and incorporatcs on-sitc water quality data and supplemental hydrologic 75
analyses to support its impact assessment. Specifically, the DEIR section was less than
adequate in its discussion of potential water quality impacts and of groundwater-stream
interaction and related impacts to sensitive aquatic species in Green Valley Creek. The
discussion that follows addresses these deficiencies in more detail. 76

Water Quality Issues

Stormwater Quality

Impact IV.D.1 of the DEIR recognizes the elevated concentrations of water quality
constituents Fe, Tss (total suspended solids), turbidity, specific conductance and pH in
quarry site stormwater runoff. The mitigation measures proposed are substantial and
appear to include many of the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are available for
stormwater source control and treatment. However, given the acknowledged sensitivity
of the receiving waters in Green Valley Creek, the text should discuss the expected
treatment efficacy for each of the proposed mitigation measures relative (o (he targeted 71
contaminants.

Depending on the type of detention basin and the configuration of the basin, suspended
and entrained sediments can be effectively settled and therefore, removed from
stormwater ultimately discharged to the receiving waterway. Actual guidelines for state-
of-the-art design of detention basins to maximize removal of the finer sediment fractions
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(fine silts and clays) can be accessed from USEPA documents and should be outlined in
the mitigations. Poorly performing sediment basins can often be traced to ineffective
basin configuration, inappropriately designed inlet/outlet structures, or inadequate
retention times. Moreover, specific dissolved contaminants may or may not be removed
from a sediment detention basin. It may be necessary to construct wet retention basins, 77
perhaps in series with the planned primary detention basins, to chemically treat on-site
stormwater and thereby reduce harmful concentrations of iron and diesel or its additives.
While the addition of wet basins is mentioned as a possible corrective measure
(Mitigation IV.D.1g), this discussion also excludes information on the specific benefits of
the mitigation actions on targeted water quality contaminants.

The elevated concentrations of iron noted in the water quality sampling synopsis could be
a reflection of higher background concentrations of iron in local groundwater that is
intercepted by the quarry operations. It is also possible, as noted in the DEIR discussion,
that thcsc concentrations result from stormwater (combined runoff and intercepted 78
groundwater) contact with quarry products. Inclusion of a groundwater quality sampling
program in the proposed water quality monitoring program could provide some
additional data in this regard. This wonld be helpful in targeting specific source control
and/or treatment actions to address the high iron levels in quarry stormwater runoff.

Surface and Groundwater Interaction

The DEIR discussion of Impact IV. D.3. explains in some detail the relationship of
infiltration to groundwater recharge, the maintenance of springflow in upland tributaries,
and its importance in providing base flow for Green Valley Creek during the summer and
fall. In fact, according to the CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement for the Green
Valley Creek Martinelli-Hartford Court Restoration Project, the docamented presence of
California freshwater shrimp (CAFS) in pools along the affected (Canyon Rock Quarry) | 79
reach of Green Valley Creek prompted CDFG biologists to eliminate creek restoration
actions that could have a detrimental impact on this pool habital. Impact IV.D.3 and its
associated discussion recogaizes the potential impact of groundwater conversion and/or
withdrawal (by expanded pumping for quarry watcr supplics) on nearby groundwater
wells. However, the DEIR fails to adequately discuss the impact on these groundwater
withdrawals on seasonal flows in Green Valley Creck. By virtue of its absence as a cited
impact, even a less-than-significant one, the effects of this conversion on streamflow
were apparently considered negligible.

The discussion cites anticipated increases in seepage losses at the proposed detention
basin sites as a counteracting influence to groundwater conversion and loss of aquifer
recharge. The extent of groundwater seepage occurring in the proposed detention ponds
is likely overstated, since the primary function of such ponds is clarification of
stormwater inflows via scttling of entrained and suspended sediments. The hydraulic 30
conductivity of trapped sediments is not discussed, nor are any rough quantitative
estimates of seepage losses presented. Typical hydraulic conductivities for such fine
sediments, particularly in the presence of a moderate clay fraction, can be orders of
magnitude lower than coarse-grained sediments (e.g. sands and gravels). Therefore,
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minimizing TSS concentrations and turbidity in basin outflows and concurrenty
maximizing recharge via bottom seepage are somewhat contradictory design objectives.
At any rate, quantification of the seepage losses/recharge from these detention basins, in
addition to an asscssment of the cffects of increased groundwater pumping on aquifer- 80
stream interaction, is required to justify any finding of no impact, or its inference. The
presence of CAFS in the adjoining reaches of Green Valley Creek and its habitat
requirements should be considered in the groundwater conversion/pumping assessment.

Groundwater Withdrawal/Groundwater [ .evel Decline

Impact IV.D.3 describes the potential impact of project-related increases in groundwater
pumping ou groundwater level decline and neighboring wells. It correctly cites the
potentially deleterious effect of pumping from on-site wells on the other local wells that
draw on the shallow aquifer. The problems this may pose for seasonal flows in Green
Valley Creek and its tributaries are discussed in the previous section above. Regarding
the prescribed mitigation measures, the discussion recommends a contingency action in 31
the event, the groundwater pumping is determined to create unacceptable conditions for |
neighboring wells. The contingency- purchase of alternative water supplies from the
Forestville County Water District- is not supported by any evidence that such a request
could or would be met by the District. Some formal indication of acceptance by the
District should be presented as evidence that quarry operations could be maintained in the
absence of the groundwater supply.

I trust that this assessment will assist all parties involved in the EIR to come to a full
disclosure of potential impacts and to implement effective mitigation measures.

Yours truly,

William Vandivere, P.E.
Principal -

Clearwater Hydrology
2974 Adeline St.
Berkeley, CA 94703
(510)841-1836
(510)841-1610 (fax)
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1V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

LETTER 11. SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER, LLP

11-1.

11-2.

11-3.

11-4.

11-5.

11-6.

11-7.

11-8.

(ROBIN SALSBURG; LAUREL L IMPETT, AICP)

The commenter introduces the comment letter and makes a general comment that the
DEIR does not meet CEQA Guidelines standards, but offers no specific comment on the
adequacy of the DEIR. However, as the responses to each comment show, the DEIR was
prepared in accordance with all applicable State CEQA Guidelines, other CEQA
standards adopted by the County and other applicable agencies, and professional
standards. The commenter is referred to other responses that follow.

With respect to potential project topsoil and vegetation removal effects on flow of water
in Green Valley Creek in the dry season and effects on freshwater shrimp and
anadramous salmonids, please see responses to Comments 11-18a, and 11-36 to -38,
Master Response No. 12, and Master Response No. 14.

With respect to potential cumulative impacts to traffic safety, please see responses to
Comments 11-52 to -53, and Master Response No. 1.

With respect to potential cumulative impacts to cumulative criteria pollutants and diesel
emissions, please see responses to Comments 11-58 through -63, and Master Response
No. 6.

With respect to biological resources, including special status wildlife species, please see
responses to Comments 11-30 to -48.

With respect to potential impacts to slope stability, please see responses to Comments 11-
49 and -50.

With respect to the DEIR’ reasonable range of alternatives, please see responses to
Comments 11-67 through -72.

Certain clarifications and modifications to the DEIR have been provided in this Response
to Comment Document. However, no significant new changes to the project or
environmental setting, or other data or information have been made to the EIR, nor are
any required in response to comments received on the DEIR, that would trigger
recirculation of the EIR under CEQA. Specifically, there are no new significant
environmental impacts, or substantial increase in severity of impacts, that would result
from the project or the EIR mitigation measures that were not already identified in the
DEIR. Furthermore, there are no new feasible project alternatives or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed in the DEIR that would clearly
lessen the environmental impacts of the project that the County is declining to consider
adopting. Moreover, there are no elements of the DEIR that would be considered
fundamentally inadequate or conclusory in nature that meaningful public review was
precluded (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)).
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11-9. Please see response to Comment 3-23. The Planning Commission or the Board of
Supervisors could, as suggested by the commenter, choose to re-zone only that portion of
the applicant’s property that would be mined under either the Western or Northern
Expansion option. This would not preclude additional future mining on the site; future
applications for mining could be submitted, in which case they would be subject to
environmental review and decisions by future decision makers.

11-10. As a conservative approach, the EIR assesses environmental impacts associated with all
activities at the project site, which includes on-site mining, concrete production, recycling
and import of materials. The environmental analysis conducted in the DEIR addresses
the potential environmental impacts associated with all proposed elements of the quarry
operations and sales.

As discussed in the Project Description, the five-year average annual sales level was
established by the County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors (Resolution 01-0157) as the
existing conditions baseline, against which potential environmental impacts will be
measured. Actual quarry production varies from year to year with economic conditions.
The DEIR conservatively evaluated impacts based on maximum permitted production. If
actual production is less, then projects impacts will be smaller than described in the EIR.

For purposes of impact analysis, the County assumed that the quarry had a 4 to 6 year
remaining life span as of 2002. This was based on a review of aerial photos, past mining
activity, and market demand. If there is actually a longer life remaining than estimated
by the County, then the impacts in the EIR would tend to be overstated. The DEIR
assumes that project impacts would begin as early as 2007; if there is a longer life
remaining under the existing permit, then project impacts would occur later. In any case,
the project impacts would not be larger than already described in the DEIR.

For discussion of future demand for aggregate materials, please see Appendix | of the
DEIR.

11-11. Please see response to Comment 3-1.

11-12. A detailed list of all of the quarry’s existing equipment is presented in the DEIR Project
Description, Table 111-2. As described in the Project Description, under “EIR
Assumptions Common to Both Expansion Options,” it is stated, among other
assumptions, that the quarry hours of operation would not change from existing
conditions, no new additional quarry equipment over existing conditions would be
required (beyond that which normally occurs as a result of wear and tear), and no
increase in employee staffing would occur. As indicated in “Noise Levels on the Quarry
Floor,” in Section IV.C, Noise, in the DEIR, and as supplemented in the DEIR Noise
Appendix F, noise measurements were taken at 12 locations in the vicinity of the quarry
equipment while those equipment were operating. The results of those measurements are
presented in Figure 1V.C-3 in the DEIR. As a worst-case assumption, the EIR assumes a
full production day at the quarry.
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11-13.

11-14.

11-15.

11-16.

Please see responses to Comments 11-8 through 11-12, above. The information
requested by the commenter was either already in the DEIR or has been presented in the
above responses to comments. As stated in the response to Comment 11-8, none of the
new information presented above would change the analysis of impacts in any substantial
way, nor would any of this information trigger the need to recirculate the DEIR.

The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 (Standards for Adequacy of
an EIR) and a number of court cases. In addition, the commenter offers a broad comment
about the DEIR failing to identify analyze or support with substantial evidence its
conclusions regarding the Project’s significant environmental effects. However, this
comment offers no specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is
referred to other responses that follow.

The commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (Environmental Setting) and
a number of court cases. In addition, the commenter offers a general comment that the
DEIR’s discussion of the environmental setting is deficient and inaccurate. However,
this comment offers no specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter
is referred to responses to Comments 11-16 and 11-17.

The commenter claims the DEIR fails to adequately describe the existing hydrology of
the site. However, the existing conditions of the project site in regards to hydrology and
water quality is explained fully in Chapter 11, Project Description, and Chapter 1V.D,
Hydrology and Water Quality section in the DEIR. A discussion of the regional and
local surface water drainage is provided on DEIR pages IV.D-1 and 2 and Figure IV.D-1.
Site drainage is described in detail on pages 1V.D-2 through 5 and Figure 1V.D-2. There
are no records available to determine the existing use of groundwater on the site. Please
see Master Response No. 13 for further discussion of this point. The quantity of runoff
from the existing site as well as estimates for increased runoff for both expansion options
are shown on Table 1V.D-2. Water quality for Green Valley Creek is described on

pages IV.D-7 through 9, and water quality of the site discharge is described in

Table IV.D-1 and on pages 1V.D-15 through 17. As discussed in the DEIR, water quality
sampling under the General Permit from the RWQCB extends back to 1996. The DEIR
discusses and summarizes all of the water quality data for Green Valley Creek near the
project site that was available for review from different governing agencies.

The commenter also asserts that the DEIR does not disclose the fragility of Green Valley
Creek. The DEIR notes that the creek contains both the federally protected California
freshwater shrimp and anadromous salmonids. The Initial Study (Appendix C of the
DEIR) notes that the creek is a designated riparian corridor in the County General Plan
and that tributaries of the Russian River were designated Critical Habitat for the Coho
Salmon. This information is adequate to indicate the sensitivity of the creek, However,
in response to this and other comments about the sensitivity of the creek, additional
information about sensitive aquatic species in the creek has been added to the DEIR (see
Master Response No. 14). This information does not change the impact analysis in the
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11-17.

DEIR, which concluded that the project could have a significant impact on creek habitat
(see Impacts 1V.D-1 and V.D-4).

Finally, the commenter indicates that the conditions of a recent CDFG Streambed
Alteration Agreement (SAA) prohibit in-channel restoration activities due to the presence
of California freshwater shrimp in Green Valley Creek in the vicinity of the proposed
project. The commenter reasons that if the stream is deemed too sensitive for even
restoration activities, it would be impossible to sufficiently mitigate the environmental
impacts of the proposed project on the creek ecosystem.

The referenced SAA specifically prohibits in-channel restoration activities at two
locations (Martinelli Sites #2 and #3) downstream of the proposed project, as well as at
all Hartford Court sites adjacent to the proposed project area, due to the known presence
of California freshwater shrimp (CAFS) at these locations. These SAA conditions are
aimed at avoiding take of listed species through direct mortality or habitat disturbance.
The SAA allows in-channel restoration activities in all areas of the stream where no
CAFS or their habitat were observed.

The reasoning in the commenter’s comment is faulty, because the SAA in question was
issued for a restoration project that would involve work directly in the creek. Any work
directly in the creek, whether for stream restoration or any other purpose, would
necessarily be subjected to very strict conditions. This is not comparable to the work
involved in the proposed project, because the proposed project does not involve any work
in the creek.. Direct impacts to the species are therefore not expected to occur during the
implementation of the project.

The proposed project, if unmitigated, may result in indirect impacts to California
freshwater shrimp through deterioration of water quality or adverse effects to the
hydrology of Green Valley Creek. These potential impacts are discussed in Impact V.D.4
of the Biological Resources section and Impact IV.D-1 of the Hydrology and Water
Quality section of the DEIR. The identified mitigation measures would mitigate all
potential downstream aquatic impacts from the project to a less than significant level.

Please see also Master Response No. 14 for an expanded discussion of aquatic resources;
and Master Responses Nos. 10 through 13.

The commenter claims the DEIR does not provide enough information associated with
the source of the quarry’s water supply, specifically from the Forestville Water District.
The commenter is referred to Section V.F, Public Services and Utilities, which provides a
full description of FWD associated information, including a description maximum water
use within the FWD service area, where FWD receives its water from, FWD water
allotment, and how much FWD water is used by the quarry, and potential impacts to the
FWD from the proposed project. The FWD were consulted regarding potential impacts
of the project on the FWD. The FWD currently has an allotment of 1.5 million gallons
per day (mgd) from the Sonoma County Water Agency, but is currently only using about
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11-18a.

11-18b.

half that (0.8 mgd) on a maximum day. The quarry currently uses 358,000 gallons per
month, which amounts to an average of about 12,000 gallons per day (gpd). Under
worst-case conditions, the quarry expansion project could generate an increase in public
water demand by about 1/3 above baseline conditions. This total projected demand
would amount to approximately one percent of the FWD’s total allotment.

Consequently, and as concluded in the DEIR, any potential increase in demand for FWD
water would not be considered a substantial new demand for water or substantially affect
the FWD’s existing or planned unused allotment of water from the Sonoma County
Water Agency. As such, the project’s impact to public water supply, including potential
cumulative contribution to public water supply impacts, would be less than significant. It
should be noted the FWD has annexed the project site, indicating its intention to serve the
quarry.

Chapter 11, Project Description, and Chapter IV.D, Hydrology and Water Quality section
in the DEIR provides a full description of how many private wells are located on the
project site, which of the wells have been used for quarry related activities, and what
quarry activities on-site water has been used for. The project applicant has indicated it
has not used well water for quarry related uses in the past five years. As discussed in the
DEIR, well water use at the project site has not been monitored; consequently, the
amount of use of these water sources cannot be quantified. Potential impacts and
mitigation associated with groundwater are discussed in Impact 1V.D.3 in the DEIR.

The DEIR describes how the proposed project may affect groundwater recharge by
removing surface soils (which absorb rainfall) and creating exposed rock surfaces (which
would be expected to absorb less rainfall) (pages 1VV.D-22-25). The commenter raises the
concern that this potential localized decrease in infiltration, which could result in a
localized decrease in groundwater levels, might impact summertime baseflows in Green
Valley Creek. The DEIR concludes that the loss of infiltration caused by mining would
not significantly affect the baseflow of Green Valley Creek because infiltration from the
sediment ponds would be increased. Additional support for this conclusion is provided in
Master Response No. 12.

The commenter claims the DEIR does not provide enough detail of the detention basins
identified in Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.4a. For elaboration on Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4,
the commenter is referred to Master Response No. 11. The commenter asserts that the
DEIR fails to identify the impacts that would be associated with the construction of the
sediment ponds. As described in the DEIR, the sediment ponds would be constructed on
the quarry floor, in areas in which mining has already occurred or in areas in which
mining will occur. It is not clear from the comment what types of environmental impacts
the commenter believes could result from excavating these ponds. The ponds would be
constructed in highly disturbed areas. Their construction would be a very minor activity
when compared to the day-to-day mining operations that are analyzed in the DEIR. They
would involve excavation of relatively small amounts of rock and soil by the same types
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of equipment already in use in the quarry. Their construction would not cause any
discernable change in the impacts already identified for the quarry operation.

As discussed in Master Response No. 11 and incorporated in Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4,
all on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed according to Sonoma County Water
Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria and the Sonoma County PRMD standards and
requirements, and shall be operated in accordance with the prepared drainage plan. The
sizing of the ponds would be dependent in part on the progress of the project, and would
be expanded as appropriate to adapt to the changing conditions of runoff as mining
progresses throughout the life of the project. However, Mitigation Measure 1V.D.4 as
revised, ensures that detention basins would be of adequate size to accommodate the peak
flows identified in Impact 1V.D.4 in the DEIR.

It would be premature to prepare a detailed drainage plan at this time, particularly in the
absence of adoption of a specific expansion option by the County. However, the
mitigation measures included in the DEIR provide the necessary framework and level of
specificity required under CEQA for preparation and implementation of runoff detention
facilities if and when an expansion option is approved by the County.

11-19. With respect to how water will be discharged to Green Valley Creek, please refer to
Master Response No. 11. The portion of the comment that states that “no discussion of
testing or treating this water for pollutants, turbidity, or suspended solids before releasing
it into the creek” is provided in the DEIR is incorrect. The commenter is referred to
Mitigation Measures 1V.D1f(1) and (2) in the DEIR for the monitoring and corrective
action program.

11-20. As the commenter asserts, the DEIR found that the applicant’s sediment control measures
would be inadequate. Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 was proposed to correct those
deficiencies. Please see Master Response No. 10 for further discussion of this issue and
modifications to Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1 to further increase its effectiveness.

11-21. The comment indicates that a certain amount of “trust” is required of the public that the
mitigation measures to protect water quality is required. However, Mitigation Measure
IV.D.1 in the DEIR requires that the applicant “demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
RWQCB and the County that discharges from the site consistently meet the specified
water quality benchmarks for stormwater discharges prior to proceeding with mining
under the proposed expansion.” Quarry expansion would not be permitted until these
measures were implemented and the water quality benchmarks for the discharge met.
The measure also requires on-going water quality monitoring and reporting to ensure
continued compliance with the benchmarks.

11-22. Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding existing and project groundwater use
and potential project effects on groundwater supply. Please also refer to response to
Comment 11-17, above, for information on existing and project FWD water use and
potential effects on FWD water supply. In a worst case scenario with the quarry
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operating at maximum permitted annual production values, and projecting future water
usage proportionately with past usage rates, water demand is still well within the
capabilities of the public water supply without any need for groundwater usage at all.

11-23/24. The commenter refers to the groundwater monitoring program as a hydrological
evaluation. This is an inaccurate description and a misinterpretation of the purpose and
intent of this mitigation measure. The groundwater monitoring program is an adaptive
management measure to ensure that a long term impact to the groundwater table is
avoided. As described in Master Response No. 13 and the response to Comment 11-17,
significant impacts to either the groundwater or to the public water system are unlikely to
result from groundwater use by the quarry.

11-25-29. The commenter asserts that the DEIR must be revised and recirculated to provide
further analysis on several issues related to hydrology that the commenter raises in
comments 11-15 through 11-24. The commenter did not provide any new data not
already disclosed in the DEIR to indicate that any hydrology impacts would be more
severe than described in the DEIR.

With regard to the effect on base flow in Green Valley Creek, the DEIR found that this
impact (Impact 1V.D.3) could be reduced to less than significant with the proposed
mitigation measures. Master Responses Nos. 12 and 13 provide additional discussion of
this issue supporting the DEIR’s conclusion.

With regard to the effectiveness of groundwater recharge from the sediment ponds, see
Master Response No. 12 for further discussion and analysis supporting the DEIR’s
conclusion.

With regard to the impact on water quality, the DEIR describes the impact fully, and
Mitigation Measure 1VV.D.1 includes nine separate subsections that outline specific
measures to reduce sediment production, increase sediment containment, and monitor
performance to ensure discharges do not exceed water quality benchmarks. The
mitigation goes farther; it also addresses an existing water quality problem by requiring
that Best Management Practices be implemented for the existing operation prior to
beginning any mining in the expansion area. See Master Response No. 10 for additional
discussion of this issue.

Regarding use of groundwater by the project, please see the response to Comment 11-17
and Master Response No. 13.

11-30. The commenter offers a broad comment about the DEIR understating the severity of
potential biological effects and references a court case. However, this comment offers no
specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to other
responses that follow.
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11-31. The Setting of Section V.D, Biological Resources, provides a detailed discussion of
special status species and habitat on the project site, including the northern spotted owl,
raptors, bats, and the red tree vole. See also response to Comment 3-14.

11-32. Please refer to the Master Response No. 14 for a discussion of the status and occurrence
of salmonids and freshwater shrimp in the proposed project area.

11-33. Please refer to response to Comment 3-12 for a discussion of acreage numbers for
existing plant communities within the area proposed for grading under the Northern
Expansion option, including seasonal wetland and North Coast conifer forest.

All species status species identified by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service official lists of
species status species, CNDDB overlays, CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants of California, and field reconnaissance surveys by qualified biologists
were evaluated in the DEIR. These are outlined in the Special-Status Plant and Animal
Species sections (V.D-9 through V.D-13) and in Table G-3 (see Appendices).

The commenter is referred to the following impact discussions in the DEIR:

Impact V.D.1 in the DEIR addresses potential project impacts to riparian and wetland
resources; Impact V.D.2 addresses the loss of North Coast Conifer forest; impacts to
Green Valley Creek from discharges of pollutants in stormwater are evaluated in
Impacts IV.D.1 and V.D.4 in the DEIR (see also Master Response No. 14); and Impact
V.D.5 through V.D.7 address all potential impacts to protected and/or special status
wildlife species, including raptors, Northern spotted owl, bat species, and the red tree
vole.

11-34. The commenter states that the DEIR does not include a discussion of the potential
impacts of the western expansion option on biological resources. The commenter also
indicates listed salmonids occurring in the project area are not discussed in the DEIR.

The commenter misrepresents the environmental review history, and scope of analysis of
the DEIR as it relates to the Western Expansion option of the proposed project. As
discussed in the Project Description in the DEIR, the Sonoma County Board of
Supervisors concluded in 2001 that the Western Expansion project fell within the scope
of the ARM Plan EIR. However, the impact analysis did not rely solely on the ARM
Plan EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the Western Expansion (see Appendix C of
the DEIR), and that Initial Study included analysis of biotic impacts. Furthermore, the
DEIR addressed other specific environmental issues for the western expansion option,
where appropriate. Note that the DEIR concludes that the impact on aquatic species
(Impact V.D.4, page V.D-18) is significant for both the Western and Northern expansion
options.

Impacts V.D.1 through V.D.7 in the Biological Resources in the DEIR cover both the
Western and Northern Expansion options. Specifically, Impact V.D.4 in the DEIR
discusses the potential impacts of both expansion options on aquatic species. Please also
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refer to Master Response No. 14 for an expanded discussion of the status and occurrence
of salmonids in the proposed project area. In addition, see responses to Comments 11-35
through 11-48, below. The commenter asserts that the listing of salmonid species as
threatened or endangered constitutes new information not considered in the DEIR, and
that the DEIR must be revised to disclose impacts that are more severe than analyzed in
the ARM Plan EIR. As stated above, the DEIR did not rely on the analysis of biotic
impacts in the ARM Plan EIR. The Initial Study prepared for the Western Expansion
disclosed the listing of the salmonids (pages 11-13, Appendix C), and found that erosion
or spills of pollutants on the quarry site could adversely affect the species or their habitat.
Based on this analysis, the DEIR assumed the creek to be sensitive and provided
considerable analysis of the activities associated with the project that could affect water
quality in the creek. The DEIR noted the existence of the federally protected California
freshwater shrimp and anadromous salmonids on DEIR page V.D-19 as part of the
discussion of Impact V.D.4. The fact that the salmonids were not federally protected
when the ARM Plan EIR was prepared is not relevant to the analysis in the DEIR. Please
see Master Response No. 14 for additional discussion of impacts to sensitive aquatic
species.

11-35. Please see response to Comment 3-12 for an estimate of the amount of north coast conifer
forest habitat that would be lost. The DEIR identified a deficiency in the applicant’s
proposed reclamation planting plans, in that the plans contain non-native species.
However, Mitigation Measure V.D.2 in the DEIR corrects this deficiency by requiring
that only locally occurring native species shall be used, and also requires that the
reclamation planting plans comply with the requirements of Chapter 26a of the County
Code. Please see the response to comment 3-24 for discussion of improvements to
Mitigation Measure V.D.2 that will further reduce the project’s impact on wildlife
habitat. The commenter incorrectly asserts that the DEIR concludes that reclamation
alone would mitigate the loss of sensitive habitat. The DEIR found (page V.D-18) that
the impact of the loss of North Coast conifer forest would remain significant despite the
reclamation plan.

The commenter’s opinion that the project should include preservation of North Coast
conifer habitat at a 2:1 ratio will be considered by the decision makers. However,
preservation of existing habitat would not be true mitigation for the loss of habitat caused
by the project. Please see the response to comment 3-24 for discussion of revisions to
Mitigation Measure V.D.2 to increase the amount of habitat to be created on the quarry
site when it is reclaimed.

11-36. The commenter indicates that potential impacts to aquatic species are inadequately
analyzed in the DEIR. The comment also cites portions of Section 1V.D. Hydrology and
Water Quality of the DEIR related to potential discharges from the quarry to illustrate
that impacts to aquatic resources are likely, and incorrectly concludes that the DEIR did
not take those facts into account in evaluating the impact on aquatic resources.
Section IV.D, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR includes a detailed discussion
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11-37.

11-38.

11-39.

of potential discharges from the quarry and identifies mitigation measures to reduce the
potential impact on the creek to less than significant. Please see Master Response No. 10
for further discussion of improvements to this mitigation measure.

This comment is essentially the same as Comment 11-16. Please refer to response to
Comment 11-16 above.

The commenter requests a specific analysis of the effects of potentially reduced
streamflows on these species. The project proposes to implement several extensive
mitigation measures (e.g., Mitigation Measure 1V.D.1) aimed at minimizing potential
impacts to the water quality, and thus the aquatic species, of Green Valley Creek.

Please refer to Master Response No. 14 for additional information on aquatic species; and
Master Response No. 12 for additional information on the effect of quarry operations on
baseflows in Green Valley Creek. As the impacts of this loss on the baseflows of Green
Valley Creek are expected to be less than significant, the potential impacts to aquatic
species are also expected to be less than significant.

The CNDDB records identified the potential presence of 19 special-status animal species
on the overlays and text reports for the Camp Meeker, Duncans Mills, and Guerneville
quadrangles. These include California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), foothill
yellow-legged frog (R. boylii), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), Russian River tule perch
(Hysterocarpus traski pomo), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), red tree vole (Arborimus
pomo), northwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata), California freshwater shrimp
(Syncaris pacifica), northern spotted owl (Strip occidentals carina), double-crested
cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus), rhinoceros auklet (Cerorhinca monocerata), tufted puffin (Fratercula cirrhata),
bank swallow (Riparia riparia), tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), Myrtle’s
silverspot (Speyeria zerene myrtieae), monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), Navarro
roach (Lavinia symmetricus navarroensis), and coastal brackishwater snail (Tryonia
imitator).

Of these species, 12 were considered in the DEIR (see Table G-3 in the DEIR
Appendices). Double-crested cormorant, western snowy plover, rhinoceros auklet, tufted
puffin, tidewater goby, and coastal brackishwater snail were not considered in the
evaluation of the project due to lack of suitable habitat within the project area and
surrounding habitats, and habitat requirements of the species.

In addition to species recorded on the CNDDB, USFWS official lists indicate the
following species on the Camp Meeker quadrangle. These include coho salmon - central
CA coast (Oncorhynchus kisutch), Central California Coastal and Central Valley
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California coastal chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus marmoratus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), western yellow-
billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), Sonoma arctic skipper
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11-40.

(Carterocephalus palaemon ssp.), Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentate), Sacramento
splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), Northern red-legged frog (Rana aurora aurora),
California horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum frontale), tricolored blackbird
(Agelaius tricolor), Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxi), black swift (Cypseloides niger),
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite (Elanus leucurus), little willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii brewsteri), American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum),
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus),
Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum),
Pacific western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii), greater western
mastiff-bat (Eumops perotis californicus), long-eared myotis bat (Myotis evotis), fringed
myotis bat (Myotis thysanodes), long-legged myotis bat (Myotis volans), and Yuma
myotis bat (Myotis yumanensis).

Of these species, 13 were not considered in the evaluation of the project due to lack of
suitable habitat within the project area and surrounding habitats, and habitat requirements
of the species. These include California tiger salamander, marbled murrelet, bald eagle,
western yellow-billed cuckoo, Sonoma arctic skipper, Sacramento splittail, California
horned lizard, black swift, little willow flycatcher, loggerhead shrike, long-billed curlew,
Pacific western big-eared bat, and greater western mastiff-bat.

In summary, the DEIR considered all the species listed by the CNDDB and USFWS.
The DEIR provides detailed information on those that could be present. Those not
described in the DEIR did not require specific surveys because the site does not contain
suitable habitat for them, as described in DEIR Appendix C. Lastly, the commenter does
not provide any new information indicating that the DEIR was in error on this point.

All bird species, raptors included, known to occur or potentially occurring within the
project area are provided in Table G-2 in the DEIR Appendices. An extensive biological
evaluation of resources within the proposed project area was completed, the results of this
survey are provided in the DEIR (see Existing Wildlife Communities starting on V.D-5
and Table G-2 in the DEIR Appendices).

Mitigation Measure V.D.5 requires surveys at the appropriate time of the year and
establishment of buffer areas around any nests that are found. It is not practical to do the
surveys now, because it may be several years before the clearing takes place, and
conditions might change by that time. The proposed mitigation measure would ensure
that raptor surveys are done when they will provide meaningful results, and that, if
nesting raptors are found, that sufficient buffers will be in place to avoid significant
impacts.

The commenter erroneously concludes that disturbance to nesting birds would necessarily
coincide with the February through August breeding season because the commenter
believes that peak demand for aggregate would be in that time period. However, the time
of peak demand for aggregate is not necessarily relevant to the disturbance of nesting
birds. Disturbance to nesting birds would occur when the forest is cleared, which is done
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11-41.

11-42.

in advance of the actual mining. Forest clearing could be done outside the breeding
season.

Mitigation Measure V.D.5 requires that surveys be done by a qualified biologist. The
required buffer distance that would avoid disturbance varies by species, and will be
determined by the biologist at the time of the survey. In general, a buffer zone of 50-

500 feet would adequately shield nesting birds from noise, vibrations and dust if the
buffer zone is vegetated. Smaller zones may be appropriate for bird species accustomed
to breeding near human disturbance. The larger distance would be for sensitive species
such as raptors, including northern spotted owl, where no intervening topographic feature
would shield the nesting birds from disturbance. The loss of raptor habitat is included in
Impact V.D.2, loss of natural communities. Mitigation Measure V.D.2, as modified in
the response to Comment 3-24, would replace raptor habitat, however, as described in the
DEIR, the impact would still remain significant after mitigation.

The potential loss of foraging habitat for identified species is not, in itself, a significant
impact. It should be noted that the loss of foraging habitat is difficult to quantify due to
the lack of species distribution and abundance data for Allen’s hummingbird, California
thrasher, osprey, and Vaux’s swift. Allen’s hummingbird is a common summer resident
in Sonoma County and is widely distributed. They feed primarily on nectar and favor red
long tubular flowers. The California thrasher is a year-round resident in Sonoma County
occurring primarily in chaparral or dense low brush habitats. Their diet consists mostly of
insects and berries. Vaux’s swift can be found in Sonoma County during the breeding
season nesting in forested habitat, primarily old-growth fir and redwood forests, and
foraging in the open sky on flying insects above lakes, rivers, and woodland habitats. As
described on page V.D-12 of the DEIR, “suitable breeding and foraging habitat for the
Vaux’s swift occurs within the project area and surrounding habitats.” Vaux’s swifts
utilize coniferous forested including Douglas-fir forests for breeding which is found on
the project site. In addition, they forage over forested habitats (such as those found on the
project site) and over water (such as those found in the surrounding area. i.e. Russian
River and possibly Green Valley Creek). Osprey typically require large open water
bodies for foraging. They are not likely to forage along Green Valley Creek as it is
densely wooded, and there is no foraging habitat on the project site.

The DEIR conservatively assumed that the northern spotted owl uses the project site for
foraging and nesting habitat. As described in the response to comment 3-14, a spotted
owl habitat analysis for both the Western and Northern Expansion areas was conducted
subsequent to the completion of the Draft EIR. Based on the habitat requirements as
described by USFWS, the analysis concluded that suitable foraging habitats exist within
and surrounding the project site, however, there is low potential for spotted owls to breed
on the site or in the area immediately surrounding the site. The USFWS reviewed this
analysis and visited the site. Following the site visit, the USFWS prepared a technical
assistance letter (included as Appendix C to this document), which concluded that the
Northern expansion area contains marginal foraging habitat, and the Western expansion
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area contains much higher quality northern spotted owl habitat. The technical assistance
letter recommended that owl surveys be conducted in association with the conversion
permit.

With respect to text in the DEIR that protocol surveys would be required, please see
Chapter I1 in this Response to Comment Document; the referenced text has been changed
from “may” to “will.” As identified in Mitigation Measure 1V.D-1, and clarified in this
Response to Comments document, focused surveys for the northern spotted owl shall be
required prior to commencement of any mining activities in the expansion area.

The commenter references a Streambed Alteration Agreement issued for a different
project that prohibits work prior to July 31 to avoid disturbance to owl nesting. The
commenter asserts that similar restrictions placed on the quarry project would make it
economically infeasible. The commenter’s opinion is noted. Please see the response to
comment 3-14 for further discussion of consultation with the USFWS regarding potential
impacts to spotted owls. It should be noted that the USFWS did not indicate that a
prohibition on work such as described by the commenter would be necessary. Mitigation
Measure V.D.6, as presented in the DEIR and clarified in this Response to Comments
document, provides the necessary framework for mitigating all potential impacts to
potential disruption to nesting owl habitat.

11-43 The commenter indicates that the locations of spotted owl active nest sites and paired
activity centers should be disclosed. Specific locations of spotted owl sightings in the
region are not given because of the potential for harassment of the owls. As described in
the response to comment 3-14, the closest sighting (made in 1990) for a single owl
occurred within the Green Valley Creek watershed approximately one mile from the site.
Sightings of owl pairs were made in the Dutch Bill Creek and Pocket Canyon Creek
watershed in 2002 and 2000, respectively. These sightings are over two miles from the
project site. There are no recent known sightings within the immediate vicinity of the
project area.

The commenter requests information on survey procedures. This information is provided
in DEIR Mitigation Measure V.D.6a. Protocol surveys do not require capture or
relocation of owls, and this was not proposed in the DEIR.

Mitigation Measure V.D.6a further specifies actions to be taken in the event that the
surveys find spotted owls that could be affected by the project, specifying setbacks from
nesting sites and other measures that would require acquisition and preservation of
additional owl habitat. This mitigation measure has been re-written to clarify how it
would be implemented. Simply put, if the surveys find owls, the mining operation must
maintain certain minimum setbacks from any nesting site. If the mining plan will not
maintain the required setbacks, either the mining plan will be revised to satisfy the
setback requirements, or the operator will acquire and preserve certain minimum acreages
of owl habitat.
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The last paragraph on DEIR page V.D-20 is revised to read:

“Any activity that would constitute “take” of northern spotted owl (as defined by
the Endangered Species Act) is not allowed under this mining permit.
Modifications to the project shall be required to avoid harassment or direct
impacts to nesting owls if such species are identified in the surveys. In
particular, the project shall meet specific standards including: no operations
within 500 feet of an active nest site or pair activity center, and maintenance of
suitable owl habitat (as defined by Thomas et al., 1990) between 500 and 1,000
feet of an active nest site or pair activity site. If the proposed mining plan does
not comply with these standards, then the operator shall submit a revised plan
that does meet the standards to the County, and the mining permit shall be
revised accordingly.

If it is not feasible to revise the mining plan to satisfy the standards, the operator
shall complete other measures acceptable to the USFWS, which may include
identification and acquisition or retention of 500 or more acres of suitable owl
habitat within a 0.7-mile radius of an active nest site or pair activity center, or
1,336 or more acres of suitable owl habitat within a 1.3-mile radius of an active
nest site or pair activity center (including lands acquired or retained within a 0.7-
mile radius). Areas acquired or retained may be adjusted after consultation with
USFWS and CDFG to conform to natural landscape attributes such as draws and
stream courses. Under such circumstance, a parcel shall be identified for fee
purchase or acquisition of conservation easement within Sonoma County under
the stewardship of a responsible land management entity. Such retained land
would need to be partially or completely offsite to accommodate acreage
requirements. Any dedication of land shall necessarily be in perpetuity to be
considered adequate. If land or easement is acquired, the operator must develop
a habitat management plan and long-term funding source for management of
those lands subject to approval by the USFWS and the CDFG.”

11-44 The commenter suggests that the bat population be surveyed now, rather than just prior to
removal of the trees as required by Mitigation Measure VV.D.6b. This is not practical
because the tree removal may not occur for several years, and could take several more
years to complete. Since habitat conditions and animal populations could change over
that time, a survey done now would not necessarily determine bat presence when the
actual tree removal would take place. For the purposes of the DEIR, the project site was
evaluated to determine whether suitable habitat is present for sensitive bat species. Field
surveys were conducted by qualified biologists according to industry standards. Based
on the field investigation, the DEIR concluded that suitable foraging and roosting habitat
was present on the site. The DEIR concluded that the direct loss of roosting trees would
be significant, and proposed to reduce this impact to less than significant with Mitigation
Measure V.D.6b, which would prevent the removal of occupied roosting trees. The
DEIR further concluded that the loss of foraging habitat would be less than significant,
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and therefore would not require mitigation. As described in the DEIR, bats are aerial
feeders that tend to concentrate their efforts in and adjacent to watercourses. The
principal watercourse in the project area is Green Valley Creek, and the creek and
adjacent riparian vegetation would not be affected by the project. It should also be noted
that Mitigation Measure V.D.2 (as revised in the response to comment 3-24) would add
pond and riparian habitat to the reclamation plan, and in the long term this would result in
a greater amount of bat foraging habitat than exists on the site now.

11-45. Surveys for the red tree vole were conducted in the Western and Northern Expansion
areas. The Western Expansion area contained a higher concentration of Douglas fir
dominant habitat in comparison to the Northern Expansion Area. No large old Douglas
fir specimens with large side branches (“wolf trees”) were observed within the Northern
Expansion. Red tree voles typically prefer old-growth Douglas-fir forests but can occur
in younger stands. Within the Western Expansion area, a majority of the Douglas fir
trees are 20 to 40 years old and 12 to 24 inches at breast height. Along the steep
northwestern drainage, several older growth trees (80 to 100 years old and greater than 36
inches at breast height) occur in small numbers. Alternatively, the Northern Expansion
area contains marginal habitat and is not likely to support this species in the future.
Surveys for the red tree vole followed Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole, Version
2.0, November 1999 by Biswell et al. (2002). According to the CNDDB for the Camp
Meeker USGS Quadrangle, there are several sightings of red tree vole approximately 4.0
miles from the project near Camp Meeker and near the towns of Occidental and
Freestone.

Based on a review of local resources, there are no known comprehensive surveys of the
existing population of red tree voles within Sonoma County. However, since the red tree
vole has sensitive species status, the DEIR conservatively assumed that any impact to the
vole would be significant. Habitat for the red tree vole was only found in the Western
Expansion area. Mitigation V.D.7 would provide conservative buffers around any habitat
trees, and would avoid a significant impact to voles.

11-46. The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not identify the potential of the site to be used
for wildlife movement or dispersal. However, Impact V.D.2 states that reduction of
habitat would have adverse effects on distribution and activities of local plant and animal
species by creating a barrier to movement. Further discussion of this effect is given
below.

The existing resources within the proposed project area provide nesting opportunities,
food, and shelter and may serve as corridors or islands during migration for a variety of
wildlife species. Aerial species (i.e., birds and bats) can access the site with relative ease
as their movements are not restricted to the same degree as less mobile species (i.e.,
amphibians, reptiles, and other mammals). The project would not change access for
aerial species.
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11-47.

11-48.

Dispersal and/or migration to/from the site are severely hampered by traffic on

Highway 116 to the south and Martinelli Road to the east. The largest tracts of open
space surrounding the quarry occur to the west and southwest. Movements to/from the
west are only restricted by smaller residential roads and the quarry face; movements to
the southwest are restricted by Highway 116. With the Western Expansion option
movements to the west would be further restricted, because the quarry face would move
in that direction. Movements to the southwest would not be affected, as Highway 116
would remain as the principal barrier. To the north of the quarry, movements to and from
the site are restricted by smaller residential roads and the quarry face. With the Northern
Expansion option movements to the north would be further restricted, because the quarry
face would move in that direction. Green Valley Creek, to the east of the existing quarry
and proposed expansion area, likely serves as a migratory corridor into surrounding
habitats. This would not be changed by the project.

The extent of seasonal wetlands is identified on Figure V.D-1. The total acreage of
seasonal wetland within the proposed project area is 0.10 acres. During the biological
evaluation of the project area, potential wetlands were estimated consistent with the
“routine, on-site determination method” described in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual (1987). The impact to wetlands would be unavoidable with the
Western Expansion, but could be avoided by implementing Mitigation Measure V.D.1b if
the Northern Expansion is approved. If the Western Expansion is approved, Mitigation
Measure V.D.1a requires a formal wetland delineation be verified by the Corps of
Engineers. Since the wetland was identified with the procedures specified in the Corps of
Engineers wetland delineation manual, it is expected that the formal delineation would
not be substantially different from the preliminary delineation that was already done. It
would be premature to request a wetland verification from the Corps until it is known
which expansion option would be approved.

North coast conifer forest is not designated as a sensitive natural community; however,
the DEIR found that the loss of forest caused by the quarry expansion would be
significant because it would result in a barrier to wildlife movement between Green
Valley Creek and upland areas and would also result in the temporary loss of habitat
values associated with this habitat type. Projects that could contribute to cumulative loss
of forest are Blue Rock Quarry and the Crinella property in downtown Forestville. Only
the adjacent Blue Rock Quarry project site contains forest habitat that supports biological
resources comparable to those found at Canyon Rock Quarry project site.
Implementation of both projects would result in the loss of 25 acres on the Blue Rock site
and 30 to 35 acres (depending on which expansion is selected) on the Canyon Rock site,
resulting in an overall cumulative loss of 55 to 60 acres of north coast coniferous forest.
In addition, regional projects, including commercial and residential development and
timberland conversion for agriculture, could further reduce the overall acreage of this
plant community and associated habitat values. At the same time, it_should be noted that
this north coast coniferous forest is expanding into areas that historically supported
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chaparral, oak woodland/forest, redwood forest and grassland communities as a
consequence of logging, fire prevention and suppression.

Although alterations (timber harvest activities) and eliminations (agriculture, land use
changes) of north coast conifer forest are expected to continue in the future, the
cumulative loss of habitat values associated with north coast conifer forest is not
considered significant. The loss of 55 to 60 acres of forest would equal only about 0.02
percent of this common forest type, which is estimated to be 230,000 acres in Sonoma
County (Planning Commission Staff Report Responses, Schiltgen, May 5, 2005).
Further, reclamation of the Canyon Rock site to the standards described in Mitigation
Measure V.D.2 will reduce the project’s contribution to the cumulative loss of forest over
the long term by redeveloping north coast conifer forest and its attendant habitat values
on the project site.

With regard to creating a barrier to wildlife movement, the only project identified in the
immediate area that could affect wildlife movement similarly to the Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project would be the proposed Blue Rock Quarry expansion project.

However, Highway 116 has historically created a physical barrier for wildlife movement
between the Canyon Rock and Blue Rock quarries, and this condition would not be
changed by the quarry expansion. Consequently, any restriction of wildlife movement
caused by the Canyon Rock quarry expansion would not be cumulative with a similar
restriction caused by Blue Rock Quarry, and there would be no significant cumulative
effects identified with barriers to wildlife movement.

11-49. The commenter indicates that the DEIR does not adequately analyze and mitigate the
impact of debris slides and rock falls, which could injure on-site workers or expose
people and property to injury and damage. The commenter also asserts that the extent of
the impact cannot be determined because a slope stability analysis has not been included
in the DEIR, that the DEIR does not identify proper management techniques to be
implemented, and does not identify the factors of safety for the cut slopes.

Regarding the safety of on-site workers, it should be noted that quarrying at this site is an
existing operation that already entails a certain amount of risk to workers from rock falls.
The quarry expansion would not change this condition, as mining in the expansion area
would be conducted in the same manner that is presently employed in the existing quarry.
The risk to workers is managed by compliance with Mining Safety Health Administration
and Occupational Safety Health Administration standards for worker safety. With the
guarry expansion, continued compliance with these standards would be required by law,
and this would be sufficient to avoid a significant impact to workers.

The DEIR discusses slope stability issues and the available geotechnical information in
the description of the setting in Section V.B and in the analysis of Impact V.B.2. As
discussed in the DEIR, there is a potential for slope failure along the active mining slopes
in both Northern and Western expansion areas. People and property could be exposed to
damage from slope failure, but, as described below, this potential is reduced by the
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orientation of the quarry slopes, the proposed setbacks from property boundaries, and by
a revision to Mitigation Measure V.B.2.

The potential to expose people and property to damage from slope failures is determined
in large part by the orientation of the active rock faces during mining. Under both
expansion options the active mining faces would face away from adjacent properties and
away from public roads. Consequently, any slope failures would be directed toward the
center of the project site. Any landslide debris would be deposited on the quarry floor,
and not on adjacent properties or on public roads.

The potential for damage to adjacent properties would exist for those properties located
near the northern or western property boundaries, as these properties are generally at high
elevations relative to the quarry floor, and the quarry excavations would proceed in a
direction toward those properties. To the south and east, the quarry is bounded by
Highway 116 and Green Valley Creek. The potential for damage in these directions is
small, as the property boundaries are at approximately the same elevation as the quarry
floor, and mining excavations would generally not proceed in a direction toward them.

In the initial stage of mining the excavations would occur at distances of 1,500 to 2,000
feet from the nearest point on the western or northern property boundaries. Therefore,
there would be low risk of damage to adjacent properties during the initial stage of
mining. The risk of damage to adjacent properties would increase as the excavations
become closer to the property boundaries.

The potential for damage to adjacent properties is reduced by the proposed setbacks from
property lines and public access points, which would be well in excess of the setbacks
required by the ARM Plan. For the northern expansion option, it can be seen from Figure
I11-11 that even at the completion of the quarry expansion substantial setbacks would
exist. Setbacks from the western or northern property lines would range from over 400
feet to over 1000 feet. Setbacks from the eastern property line would be about 200 feet.
With Mitigation Measure V.E.1b the setback from the southern property line (Highway
116) would be 100 feet. For the Western expansion option, Figure 111-6 indicates final
setbacks of over 1200 feet from the northern property line, over ¥ mile from the eastern
property line, and (with Mitigation Measure V.E.1c) 100 feet from the southern property
line and 50 feet from the western property line.

The commenter is correct in noting that the factor of safety was not specified in
Mitigation Measure V.B.2. That mitigation measure has been revised (see Chapter Il in
this Response to Comments Document) to specify slope stability performance criteria,
which are a pseudo-static factor of safety of 1.1 or greater, and a static factor of safety of
1.3 or greater. The pseudo-static factor of safety was derived from the California
Division of Mines and Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic
Hazards [CGS Special Publication (SP) 117, 1997]. The static factor of safety is based
upon an acceptable engineering standard for stability of temporary slopes. These factors
of safety are considered appropriate for slopes that present a hazard to structures or public
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safety. If these factors of safety are maintained on the quarry slopes, the hazard to
structures and public safety would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure V.B.2 has also been revised to require periodic evaluation of the
slopes to ensure that the performance criteria are being met. Slope stability analyses must
be prepared by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist in
the second year of mining, and at 5-year intervals after that. Requiring a slope stability
analysis in the second year allows an inspection of freshly exposed rock very early in the
mining process, when the cut faces are still a long distance from the property lines.
Requiring the subsequent slope stability analyses allows an on-going evaluation of slope
stability, and provides opportunities to revise the grading plan as mining progresses if
slope stability problems are indicated. If any slope stability analysis indicates that the
slopes would not satisfy the minimum factors of safety, the operator would be required to
revise the final grading plan to ensure that the final slopes will satisfy the factors of
safety.

To summarize, risks to adjacent properties or to the public would be reduced to less than
significant by the orientation of the mining slopes, by the proposed setbacks from
property lines and public roads, and by Mitigation Measure V.B.2. The mitigation
measure establishes performance criteria for slope stability, a process which will
determine whether the criteria are being met, and the means to correct the grading plan if
the criteria are not being met.

11-50. As discussed in the response to Comment 11-49, Impact V.B.2 of the DEIR identifies
potential slope failures on existing slopes as a significant issue and provides mitigation
for the impact. The project proposes the removal of material that is most prone to slope
failure (i.e., soil, colluvium, and weathered bedrock). The proposed mining and
reclamation would reduce the slope steepness and provide benching of the slopes; these
are features of the project that would reduce slope instability.

The commenter asserts that a critical geotechnical evaluation is deferred. This is not the
case. There has been sufficient evaluation of the site to determine that both the Western
and Northern expansions are feasible. Potential slope stability problems have been
identified, but, as discussed in the response to Comment 11-49, these slope stability
problems would not result in a public safety hazard. As further described in Chapter 2 of
this document, modifications have been made to Mitigation Measure V.B.2 to specify the
slope safety factor and further clarify the means by which maintenance of the slope safety
factor will be ensured during mining. Regardless of which expansion is approved,
periodic slope stability analysis would be done to ensure that the slope safety factor is
being maintained.

11-51. The commenter cites information from the DEIR regarding road and traffic conditions,
but does not make a specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR.
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11-52.

11-53.

11-54.

11-55.

The commenter cites information from the DEIR regarding additional cumulative traffic
and asserts that the additional truck traffic would be equivalent to 1,800 new trips per
day. It should be noted that impacts on traffic flow are determined by the number of trips
during the peak traffic hour, rather than trips per day. The commenter does not make a
specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR.

The commenter asserts that the DEIR found a less than significant impact on traffic
safety. This is not completely accurate. Although there is no evidence that quarry traffic
would cause an increase in vehicle accident rates, the DEIR recognized the
incompatibility of truck traffic with bicycle and pedestrian traffic in the downtown area
and found a significant cumulative impact (Impact 1V.A.3)._ As stated on DEIR

pages IV.A-37 and IV.A-38, the proposed project would neither change the physical
characteristics of the street network surrounding the site, nor generate traffic that is
incompatible with existing traffic patterns; in addition, the number of truck-related
accidents has been low. See Master Response No. 1 for further discussion of the accident
history in the project area, including additional years of information gathered subsequent
to the DEIR analysis.

The commenter misrepresents Mitigation Measures 1V.A-1 to IV.A-3 as being vague. In
fact, these measures are detailed in specifying the specific improvements that would be
required to mitigate the significant traffic impacts. The DEIR does, however, recognize
the various funding and timing considerations that are associated with each of these
measures, and further, identifies where applicable that if full funding was not present to
implement a mitigation measure, that the impact would remain Significant and
Unavoidable. The DEIR alternatives analysis describes reduced production alternatives
that would reduce traffic impacts.

The topographic map presented in Figure 1V.C-1 shows the relative elevations of the
project site and of the nearby sensitive receptors; the scale on the map shows the relative
horizontal distance from the Canyon Rock property boundary to each residence.

Section IV.C, Noise, in the DEIR provides an extensive discussion of all potential noise
impacts of the project to nearby residents, including noise effects from operation of on-
site stationary equipment (IV.C.1), noise effects from mobile equipment for intermittent
clearing operations (IV.C.2), and on-going rock extraction (I1V.C.3), occasional blasting
(IV.C.4), quarry trucks (IV.C.5), and cumulative effects (1VV.C.6 through 1VV.C.7). The
DEIR (pages IV.C.24 - 26) identifies five residences that could be adversely affected by
quarry noise. Both operational and performance —based mitigation are identified as
appropriate to mitigate all noise impacts to the extent feasible.

Potential noise effects from project quarry trucks, and contribution to cumulative noise,
are addressed in Impact IV.C.5 and IV.C.7 in the DEIR. The three off-site sensitive
receptors selected in the DEIR for evaluating quarry truck noise effects are representative
of the worst-case noise that would be experienced at nearby receptors from quarry trucks.
As discussed in Impact 1V.C.5, under the worst-case production scenario, the project
quarry trucks would have a less than significant effect on roadside noise levels.
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However, it is acknowledged in Impact 1VV.C.7 that the project quarry trucks would
contribute to a significant cumulative noise effect. Because of the topography, setting,
and low vehicle speeds involved, traditional means of traffic noise abatement such as
road side barriers or quiet pavement are not viable. As stated in the DEIR, the Sonoma
County Aggregate Resources Management Plan (ARM Plan) and EIR identified
cumulative noise to be potentially significant where residences, schools, or other noise-
sensitive uses are close to busy haul routes in rural areas. When the ARM Plan was
adopted, the Board of Supervisors made a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
this significant unavoidable impact.

Noise from backup beepers was included in the ambient noise measurements of the
quarry operations that was done for the DEIR analysis. However the noise from the
beepers is very short in duration and contains distinctive tonal characteristics. As a
result, even though many people find the beepers to be quite noticeable, beepers
contribute little to the overall noise levels measured relative to County General Plan noise
standards. Although noise from backup beepers would be audible under the proposed
quarry expansion, their usage and noise level would remain essentially the same as they
are under current quarry operations.

Adding additional testing receptors, as the commenter requests, would not yield any
different conclusions than those already presented in the DEIR.

11-56. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the DEIR did quantify the increase in
accumulated noise exposure over a year. As discussed in Impact 1VV.C.1 in the DEIR, the
magnitude of the potential increase in yearly CNEL as a result of increase in yearly
production at the quarry was calculated. Under all potential operating scenarios, the
increase in yearly averaged CNEL would be less than 1 dB; this increase would be
considered less than significant. The effect of increase in annual quarry trucks on yearly
CNEL roadside noise levels was also assessed in Impact 1VV.C5, and determined to be less
than 1 dB, a less than significant effect. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the DEIR
also addresses the issue of noise displacement, including from changes in topography that
would occur on the site and from the movement of certain equipment closer to certain
nearby receptors in Impacts IV.C.1, IV.C.2, IV.C.3, and IV.C.6 in the DEIR.

11-57. As discussed in the DEIR, clearing operations would be temporary and would occur
relatively infrequently (i.e., maximum of five to ten workday duration each year).
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the impact would not continue for a period of one
to two years.

The infrequency of clearing operations does not merit on-going monitoring for this
specific operation. Mitigation Measure 1V.C.2 identifies a variety of specific measures
that would be subject to review and approval by the County PRMD. As stated in that
mitigation measure as determined feasible by PRMD, clearing equipment would be fitted
with high performance mufflers and special engine noise control packages. In addition,
clearing operations shall be planned so that any on-site terrain features that may provide
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11-58.

11-59.

11-60.

shielding to the residents is removed last, as determined feasible by PRMD. Clearing and
initial material removal mobile operations shall be conducted on Mondays through
Fridays, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. only. Finally, a 30-day advanced
notification shall be provided to PRMD for PRMD to notify the occupants of residences
within 1,200 feet of the clearing and initial vegetation material removal. This measures
would ensure all potential temporary impacts from clearing operations would be
mitigated to a less than significant level.

The commenter asserts that the DEIR did not properly analyze cumulative impacts, and
that the DEIR should have considered all projects that will contribute to the anticipated
cumulative traffic increases. The projected traffic increases would be due to regional
growth and increased recreational traffic (Highway 116 provides access to the Russian
River area and the coast), and not necessarily due to growth expected in Forestville. In
any case, the traffic projections were based on regional growth projections and not on an
analysis of specific projects.

The air districts analyze criteria pollutants on a basin-wide level and not on the basis of a
list of projects; cumulative impacts occur when the basin does not meet State or federal
air quality standards. As described in the DEIR, the Northern Sonoma County Air
Pollution Control District is considered to be in attainment status for all criteria pollutants
except PM10. Therefore, from a basin-wide standpoint, there is a significant cumulative
impact for PM10, but not for other criteria pollutants. The DEIR discusses the potential
for a cumulative PM10 impact in the form of fugitive dust emissions with the nearby
Blue Rock Quarry. The DEIR also describes the reasons that the quarry project would
not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to other PM10 emissions, which are
primarily from wood stoves.

Because of the concerns expressed by Forestville residents regarding cumulative
emissions from the two quarry projects, additional analysis was done to support the
DEIR’s conclusion that there would not be significant cumulative impacts. Please see
Master Response No. 9 for additional discussion.

Please see response to Comment 11-58, above. As the EIR shows, with measures
proposed as part of the project, or those identified as mitigation in this EIR, the project
would not conflict or obstruct implementation of, or violate, any air quality standard.

The estimated DPM emissions generated at the quarry presented in Impact IV.B.1 in the
DEIR, and the modeled DPM concentrations at off-site receptor locations estimated in
Impact 1VB.4, accounted for all DPM-generating equipment and vehicles at the quarry,
including off-site haul trucks that would be on the quarry property (e.g., idling, loading,
etc.).

With respect to the DPM concentrations estimated at sensitive receptors near the quarry
studied in the EIR, off-site haul trucks in transit on Highway 116, Mirabel Road, etc.
would not have any meaningful effect on estimated DPM concentrations at the receptors,
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when considering the 1) distance [sensitive receptors studied were primarily at locations
west of the quarry (near the expansion areas) while Canyon quarry haul trucks are
coming from and going to the east], 2) as discussed in Impact 1V.B.3 in the DEIR and in
Master Response No. 8 in this Response to Comments Document, project DPM
emissions from haul trucks are anticipated to decrease compared to baseline conditions.

The commenter incorrectly assumes the grinders and screens used at the quarry are all
diesel powered; in fact, the quarry’s stationary processing equipment, including crushers,
screens, conveyers and concrete plant are all electrically powered (only a small portable
screening plant occasionally used at the quarry is diesel powered).

In summary, whether considering the project effects at those nearby subject receptors
from just the on-site equipment moving closer to those receptors, or in combination with
off-site haul trucks, no conclusions reached, or mitigation identified in the EIR, would
change. Conversely, when considering the project effects at receptors in Forestville from
off-site haul trucks, in combination with on-site equipment, no conclusions reached, or
mitigation identified in the EIR, would change.

11-61. Information about EPA’s adopted HD 2007 program as well as adopted CARB programs
focused on reducing emissions of DPM were discussed in the Diesel Exhaust Control
Program section of the DEIR (page 1V.B-9 and 10). The reduction in DPM brought on
by both these programs and the retirement of older engines is reflected in the decrease in
emissions indicated in Table 1V.B-6 of the DEIR (page IV.B-18). Specifically, emissions
of DPM drop from 3.71 tons per year (tpy) in the baseline period (1998-2002) to 3.11 tpy
in 2007 to 1.69 tpy in 2021. Additional information on CARB and U.S. EPA regulations
and how these regulations in conjunction with the retirement of older engines will lower
emissions of DPM over time are presented in Master Response No. 5.

Please see Master Response No. 8, which includes supplemental information to support
the conclusion reached in the DEIR.

11-62. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Mitigation Measure 1V.B.4a is specific about the
equipment modifications. It allows two options: (1) installing CARB-certified catalysts
and using low sulfur fuel on all of the quarry’s loaders/backhoes; or (2) installing
CARB-certified filters and catalysts and using low sulfur fuel on five of the quarry’s
loaders/backhoes. The DEIR states that either option would achieve approximately 50%
control efficiency, which would be sufficient to reduce the incremental health risk below
the significant level.

The commenter is correct in noting that the mitigation measure is not specific about the
time at which the measure must be implemented. As described on DEIR page 1V.B-22,
the impact would occur when mobile operations move farther to the west or north. It
may not be practical to determine the precise time when the equipment would be
operating close enough to residences to increase the health risk. Therefore, to avoid the
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11-63.

11-64.

impact, the mitigation measure should be implemented when the quarry expansion
begins. Mitigation Measure IV.B.4a is revised by adding the following sentence:

“This measure shall be implemented prior to the time that the quarry loaders/
backhoes begin operating in the quarry expansion area.”

As described in the DEIR, total DPM emissions generated by the proposed project
(including both on-site and off-site emissions) would decrease below baseline levels in
2007, which would be the first year of project operation. Consequently, the project
would not have a DPM impact compared to the baseline condition, and could not
contribute to a significant cumulative impact. However, because of the high level of
concern over DPM emissions that has been expressed in comments on the DEIR,
supplemental analysis of cumulative DPM emissions to support the DEIR conclusion of
no significant impact has been prepared and is presented in Master Responses Nos. 8 and
9.

In brief, this analysis indicates that both the cancer and non-cancer health risks associated
with the DPM emissions from haul trucks from the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry
expansion project, and its contribution to cumulative effects, would be less than
significant.

As discussed in the DEIR, in February of 2001, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
(BOS) concluded that the Western Expansion project did fall within the scope of the
ARM Plan and that the Western Expansion option Initial Study and the ARM EIR
adequately assessed aesthetics impacts of the Western Expansion option. Nevertheless, a
discussion is provided in Chapter 11, Summary, of the DEIR briefly summarizing relative
differences in level of environmental impact between the proposed Western and Northern
Expansion options. As discussed in the Summary, the Northern Expansion option would
result in less overall alteration in the vicinity of, and therefore less overall visual impacts
from, Highway 116 (although still significant), as mining would ultimately move in a
direction away from the highway. The Northern Expansion option would, however, have
a larger visual impact from Martinelli Road. This would contrast with the mining plan of
the Western Expansion option which substantially alter the topography along the entire
length of the property frontage along Highway 116, but would have a smaller impact on
Martinelli Road.

Mitigation is identified in the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion project DEIR to apply to
both the Northern and Western Expansion options. Appendix A in this Response to
Comments Document provides supplemental discussion describing the visual impacts on
Highway 116 and Martinelli Road in greater detail, identifies additional mitigation
measures, and discusses the principal visual differences between the northern and western
expansion options.

The DEIR and this Response to Comments Document acknowledge the quarry expansion
would be significant and unavoidable for both the Western and Northern Expansion
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11-65.

11-66.

11-67.

11-68.

11-69.

options. Even with measures proposed by the project sponsor and in this EIR, and
implementation of conditions contained in the ARM Plan and SMARO, visual impacts
would not be reduced to a level of insignificance. It should be noted the ARM Plan also
identified potential visibility of mining and processing operations for mining facilities
within the County as significant and unavoidable.

A detailed description of the potential visual impacts is presented in Impact IV.E to
IV.E.3 in the DEIR. The preparation of renderings would not reveal any substantial new
information not already disclosed in the DEIR. However, additional visual detail
regarding views is included in Appendix A in this Response to Comments Document.
The visual detail consists of additional photographs of the existing quarry, cross-sections
of the quarry under existing conditions and under the Northern Expansion option, at
interval points along Highway 116 (including the project entrance) and Martinelli Road.

The chemical the commenter refers to is identified in the DEIR as CDS 8040, and is a
water-soluble dust suppressant currently used at the quarry. The applicant maintains
Materials Safety Data Sheets for the proper storage and use of this material. As stated in
the DEIR, the applicant has a Business Plan on file with the Sonoma County Department
of Emergency Services (SCDES), which provides a hazardous materials inventory, and
the facility’s Emergency Response Plan. The SCDES periodically inspects the facility’s
hazardous materials management activities.

The commenter references CEQA Guidelines requirements for alternatives, but offers no
specific comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to other
responses that follow.

With respect to potential project and/or cumulative impacts to special-status species,
please see responses to Comments 11-18a, and 11-30 through 11-48, and Master
Response No. 14. With respect to potential project and/or cumulative impacts to
hydrology and water quality, please see responses to Comments 11-16 through 11-29,
and Master Responses Nos. 10 through 13. With respect to potential project and/or
cumulative impacts to traffic safety, please see responses to Comments 11-51 through 11-
53, and Master Response No. 1. With respect to potential project and/or cumulative
impacts to noise, please see responses to Comments 11-54 through 11-59. With respect
to how the DEIR addressed other environmental impacts, please see the balance of other
responses in this response to the commenter’s letter. As these responses show, all
potential project impacts and project contribution to cumulative impacts have been
adequately addressed in the DEIR.

Of the alternatives assessed in this EIR, the alternative with the least direct environmental
impact is the No Project — No Subsequent Development Alternative.

Section 15126.6(¢e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that if the environmentally superior
alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives. Among the other alternatives, the
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Reduced Production Alternative is determined to be the environmentally superior
alternative. As discussed in Section VII in the DEIR, the operation of the quarry at
baseline levels under this alternative would avoid a number of significant project effects,
including avoidance of the project’s contribution to effects associated with increases in
traffic in Forestville (e.g., level of service effects at off-site intersections and on roadway
segments, potential effects on bicycle and pedestrian flow, increases in road maintenance;
and secondary impacts associated with implementation of off-site transportation
improvements identified in mitigation measures that would occur with the proposed
project); and would avoid potentially significant contribution to cumulative increases in
off-site ambient noise levels due to quarry trucks. In addition, this alternative would not
increase criteria pollutant emissions compared to baseline conditions. Since the overall
rate of production would be lower than the proposed project over the 20-year life of the
use permit, it could result in less dust nuisance issues, biological resources and well as
fewer effects to Green Valley Creek (including water quality effects) than the proposed
project.

It should be pointed out that CEQA does not require alternatives to avoid or substantially
lessen every project impact. Rather, CEQA requires an evaluation of the comparative
effects of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most
of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). The range of
alternatives presented in the DEIR fulfill this requirement of CEQA.

The commenter also claims that the Revised Project Configuration Alternative would not
reduce the relative area of disturbance but did not suggest an alternative that should be
considered. However, as discussed in the DEIR, this alternative incorporates Mitigation
Measures 1VV.D.1a and V.D.1 into the project design. These measures are designed to
protect and reduce potential impacts to particularly biologically sensitive areas (i.e.,
seasonal wetland and riparian areas, and Green Valley Creek). Under this alternative, no
future mining would occur in, and adequate buffering would be included around, the
wetland and riparian habitat areas of the Northern Expansion variant of this alternative.
Please also see response to Comment 3-21.

Furthermore, as part of the Revised Project Configuration Alternative, all aggregate
storage facilities and processing facilities would be moved out of the Green Valley Creek
floodplain (Western or Northern Expansion variant). The floodplain boundary at the
project site would be demarcated to prevent potential encroachment of site activities into
the floodplain area. The buffer zone would be reconfigured so that flood water flowing
across Highway 116 could enter the floodplain buffer zone at the site and flow
unobstructed back into Green Valley Creek. The southeast portion of the site that is
currently subject to flooding and used as an unimproved parking area would be paved,
and the buffer area would be expanded and vegetated to reduce erosion.

11-70. As the commenter points out, the proposed Blue Rock Quarry expansion project is
currently undergoing environmental review. Furthermore, the DEIR considers the Blue
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Rock Quarry project in its cumulative analysis. Consequently, the statement that “it is
speculative whether expansion of any existing quarries or development of new quarries
within Sonoma County would occur” does not include the Blue Rock Quarry expansion
project.

For clarification, page VI1I-12 of the DEIR, fourth paragraph, first sentence, is revised as
follows:

“As discussed in Appendix I, it is speculative whether expansion of any existing
quarries_(other than the proposed Blue Rock Quarry expansion, which is assumed
in the cumulative analysis) or development of new quarries within Sonoma County
would occur.”

Note this revision does not change any conclusions reached in the Alternatives section of
the DEIR.

Chapter VII, Alternatives in the DEIR provides an extensive discussion of potential
indirect impacts under the No Project Alternative, and Appendix | in the DEIR provides a
detailed discussion of future demand for aggregate materials. Under the No Project
Alternative, up to 500,000 CY of material that could be produced each year at the
Canyon Rock Quarry under the proposed project would not be produced. This would be
enough to satisfy approximately 14% of the total annual anticipated demand for
aggregate supplies in Sonoma County in 2007. Over the long term, up to 10 million CY
(15 million tons) of aggregate that could be produced at the quarry over the 20-year life
of the proposed use permit would not be produced.

If the project were not approved, the amount of aggregate available for future
construction in the County would be reduced. For purposes of this discussion, it is
assumed that even if aggregate required for new construction must be hauled from more
distant sources (thereby increasing its cost), the potential lack of locally-produced
aggregate and the potentially increased cost of acquiring that aggregate would not be
sufficient to slow or reduce future development in the county or its cities. This reduction
in aggregate reserves could have a number of effects, including:

o Additional incentive to expand production or the area being mined in other existing
hard rock quarries in the County;

o Additional incentive to develop new hard rock quarries in the County;
. Turning to out of County sources to meet some of the County’s aggregate demand.

Under the No Project Alternative, and assuming no out-of-county import, other existing
guarries within Sonoma County would need to increase production (to the extent allowed
in their use permits) to replace the deficit at Canyon Rock Quarry after its existing
permitted aggregate supplies are depleted in 2007. However, most of the large quarries
are already producing at or near their permitted limits, and it is not likely that an
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additional 500,000 CY per year can be produced without permit revisions and/or quarry
expansions.

The increases in production that would be required at these quarries would be expected to
result in shift of potential environmental effects (e.g., quarry traffic effects, air emissions,
noise) of a similar nature and magnitude to those that would otherwise occur at Canyon
Rock Quarry. Thus, many of the potentially significant impacts identified in the EIR
would likely be shifted to other areas of the County near other existing quarries.

If the County must rely solely on existing permitted aggregate sources within the County,
it would have insufficient aggregate supplies to fulfill demand for aggregate as early as
2009, and thus, would require other in-county and/or out-of county aggregate sources to
supplement the aggregate demand. Importation of aggregate from outside the County is
already occurring to a limited extent, and this will probably increase once terrace mining
in the County is terminated. The aggregate that is produced in the terrace mines is high
quality rock that is used primarily for aggregate in concrete. This requires rock that is
hard and relatively free of silt and clay particles, and very little of this rock is produced in
Sonoma County hard rock quarries. Therefore, as the terrace mines close, high quality
aggregate rock for concrete will likely be imported in greater quantities from outside the
County.

The rock produced by the Canyon Rock Quarry is not suitable for concrete aggregate. It
is used for road base and similar applications in which a lower quality and much less
expensive product is appropriate. However, there is a high demand for this product for
construction. Because this type of rock can be produced easily and inexpensively in hard
rock quarries in Sonoma County, and because transportation adds significantly to the
cost of this rock, it is more likely that the demand would be met by expanding existing
quarries and developing new quarries within the County than by importing from outside
the County.

It would be speculative to say which quarries will be approved for expansion or whether
any of the potential new quarry sites identified in the ARM Plan will be developed.
However, any potential expansion into undeveloped and natural areas not currently
permitted for mining would have the potential to result in new environmental effects to
biological resources, hydrology and water quality, geology, land use conflicts and
cultural resources, depending on the physical characteristics of each site. Furthermore,
under the No Project Alternative, and assuming County approval of one or more quarry
expansion or new quarries, aggregate production that would occur at those sites to replace
the deficit at Blue Rock Quarry would be expected to result in a shift of potential
environmental effects (e.g., quarry traffic effects, air emissions, noise) of a similar nature
and magnitude to those which would have otherwise occurred at Canyon Rock Quarry.

As described above, it is not likely that this type of quarry rock would be imported from
outside Sonoma County to satisfy any shortage caused by the closure of Blue Rock
Quarry. However, if such importation were to occur, there would be associated
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environmental impacts. It is reasonable to assume that importing from outside the
County would involve greater travel distances. If trucking were to be the predominant
form of transport, air emissions associated with haul trucks, potential increases in traffic
congestion and traffic noise would be greater than estimated for the proposed project, but
would occur in some place other than Forestville.

Aggregate could be imported by rail into the County if potential sources for train-hauled
aggregate are developed and if the rail lines into and through the county are improved to
be able to haul aggregate. There would be air emissions and noise associated with the
trains, and site-specific impacts at the off-loading site(s). Trucks would be used to haul
aggregate from these off-load locations thereby generating traffic, noise, and air quality
impacts similar to those described for the proposed project. Depending on the off-
loading site(s) and the destination, truck hauling could involve as much distance as from
Canyon Rock Quarry.

To summarize, the provision of rock to satisfy the construction demands will have
environmental effects whether the rock is produced at Canyon Rock Quarry or some
other quarry. Because of transportation costs, the type of rock produced by Canyon Rock
Quarry is more likely to be produced within Sonoma County than to be imported from
outside the County. Without knowing the exact source, it is speculative to compare the
impacts of extracting that rock at other quarries with the impacts that would result from
expanding the Canyon Rock Quarry. In all cases, the rock would be hauled some
distance by trucks. The traffic, noise, and air quality impacts would potentially be
significant and unavoidable along the routes these trucks used from the aggregate source.

11-71. Please refer to response to Comments 3-21. CEQA does not require alternatives to avoid
or substantially lessen every project impact. Rather, CEQA requires an evaluation of the
comparative effects of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).
The range of alternatives presented in the DEIR fulfill this requirement of CEQA.

11-72. The project assessed in this EIR does not propose mining in the entire area proposed for
rezoning. Rather, the EIR Project Description describes the limits of the proposed 20-
year limit of grading under the project. Any new request to mine beyond the proposed
20-year grading limits in the use permit and reclamation plans would require a new
application, new use permit, new Reclamation Plan, and would entail new environmental
review under CEQA of potential environmental effects. Furthermore, implementation of
any additional use permit or reclamation plan to permit potential further mining would
not commence until after the 20-year life of the proposed use permit expires.

Chapter VI in the DEIR presents a discussion of potential environmental effects that
could be expected if a subsequent use permit and reclamation plan were sought at some
point in the future to permit mining within the remainder of the Mineral Resources
District. Given the speculative nature as to the specific production levels and timing of
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11-73.

11-74.

any future mining activities, potential effects are described in Chapter VI in the DEIR
qualitatively. Given the speculative nature of potential effects, no alternatives need to be
identified in the EIR to avoid speculative impacts.

It should be noted the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors could choose to
re-zone only that portion of the applicant’s property that would be mined under either the
Western or Northern Expansion option. This would not preclude additional future
mining on the site; future applications for mining could be submitted, in which case they
would be subject to environmental review and decisions by future decision makers.

Please refer to response to Comment 11-8, above. All potential impacts of the proposed
project are adequately addressed in the DEIR, or as clarified in this Response to
Comments Document.

Please refer to response to Comment 11-8, above.

11-75t0 -76.  There are introductory comments only, please see responses to specific

11-77.

comments in Master Response Nos. 10 through 13, and responses to Comments 11-77
through 11-80 for the specific issues raised by the commenter.

Master Response No. 10 expands on the DEIR’s discussion of detention basin sizing,
performance of the forebay and maintenance of the pond and references the California
Stormwater BMP Handbook guidelines and performance standards for Sediment Basins.
Treatment efficiency provides increased emphasis on source control measures designed
to prevent erosion. This shall include a combination of specific measures to protect bare
slopes with the application of seed, mulch, erosion control fabrics or chemical soil
binders. The operator shall use the Erosion and Sediment Control BMPs presented in
Section 3 of the California Stormwater BMP Handbook - Construction to control, prevent
and reduce erosion and sedimentation. The BMP erosion and sedimentation control shall
include:

e A program that includes greater emphasis on establishing temporary and permanent
protection of disturbed slopes and stockpile areas where loose weathered rock and
soil or spoils are exposed.

e To the extent practical, benches should be back-sloped or provided with rock or straw
bale checks so that sediment is trapped on the benches rather than washed into the
sediment ponds.

e Reclamation or stabilization of all quarry slopes and the quarry floor (excluding the
working/processing/stockpile/loading/access areas and the acreage of the
sedimentation ponds) be completed each year prior to the rainy season which
includes the use of stabilization measures such a the hydraulic application of surface
stabilizing compounds, hydroseeding, and mulching.

The program shall include a detailed description of annual stabilization measures,
including specifications of the types of seeding and mulching that will be applied to
slopes that can be revegetated and the types of polymers (chemical soil binders) that
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11-78.

11-79.

11-80.

11-81.

will be applied to other slopes where revegetation is not practical along with the
application rates for the erosion control materials. A schedule for completion of
stabilization shall ensure that all controls are completed by October 15 each year.

e The applicant shall submit to the County a site plan or aerial photograph clearly
depicting the extent of mining and reclamation on the site every year during mining
and reclamation and at the completion of reclamation. The site plan shall show
previously mined and reclaimed areas, indicating the year the initial reclamation
occurred, active mining, stockpiling, work areas, and areas to be mined the following
year. The site plan shall show erosion and drainage problem areas, proposed
stormwater runoff flow directions, and ponding and treatment areas.

Ground water sampling is not warranted because the performance criteria would ensure
that the quarry discharge did not increase the iron levels of Green Valley Creek. Please
refer to responses to Comment 6-5 for additional discussion of the iron benchmark value.
Master Response No. 13 discusses the corrosive nature of the groundwater due to the
high iron content.

Refer to responses to Master Responses Nos. 12 and 13.

Please refer to Master Response No. 12 for additional discussion of seepage and Green
Valley Creek.

As discussed in the DEIR, Master Response No. 13 and responses to Comments 11-17,
the quarry is currently being supplied with water from the Forestville Water District on
an as needed basis as is any other business or residential user. Canyon Rock Quarry
operations have not used groundwater for quarry related operations for at least the past
five years.

The commenter attached the following materials to comment letter 11:

Letter from William Vandivere to Laurel Impett dated June 22, 2004.

Letter from J. Phyllis Fox, Ph.D. to Laurel Impett dated August 6, 2000.

Report “Public Health Impacts From Diesel Exhaust” by J. Phyllis Fox (undated)
Letter from J. Phyllis Fox, Ph.D. to Laurel Impett dated January 8, 2000.

1603 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement between California Fish and
Game and Cam Parry/Forestville Chamber of Commerce dated July 28, 2004
(Notification Number R3-2001-0602).

6.  Page 1 of an email from Derek Acomb (CDFG) to Cam Parry dated June 23, 2004.

o &~ 0D oE

Of these attachments, only the first (letter from William Vandivere) made any reference to the
DEIR. That letter commented on the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the DEIR. The
letter is reproduced in this document as part of comment letter 11 (see comments 11-75 through
11-81), and responses are given above.
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None of the other attachments make comments on the DEIR, and therefore specific responses are
not made. However, the following general responses are offered:

Attachments 2 and 3 were prepared to offer comment and additional information related to the air
quality analysis in a Mitigated Negative Declaration that was prepared for the quarry expansion
in 2000. That Mitigated Negative Declaration was not adopted by the County; the DEIR was
prepared instead. The DEIR contains new analysis that was not in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration. The information in the letter and report was considered during the preparation of the
DEIR. See Master Response No. 7 for additional discussion.

Attachment 4 offered comment and additional information related to the noise analysis in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The DEIR contains new analysis that was not in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. This noise analysis refers to attached figures. No figures were included
with Attachment 4.

Attachments 5 and 6 relate to a Streambed Alteration Agreement for a stream restoration project
that is being undertaken on sections of Green Valley Creek on the Martinelli and Hartford Court
Winery properties downstream from the Canyon Rock Quarry. The restoration project and
agreement are not related to the quarry expansion project, but the project conditions that are listed
in the agreement are mentioned in several comments on the DEIR. Specific responses are made
to those comments, and additional response is not given here.
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-exposures of diesel emissions and dust at ground level where children

AMERICAN
LUNG

ASSOCIATION:.
of California

June 22, 2004 12

Mike Reilly, Chairman

Members, Board of Supervisors
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Drive, 100A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Chairman Reilly and Members of the Board,

We are writing to urge your thorough review of the exposure levels and
health impacts of increased particulate emissions from the proposed
expansion of the Canyon Rock Quarry in Forestville. The draft
environmental impact report on this project examines air quality impacts.
Increasing the number of heavy trucks on roads near schools and
neighborhoods means increased diesel and particulate emissions at
ground level breathing zones and potential health impacts on children and
other exposed populations.

‘While the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District found
no exceedances of pollution levels for federal and state standards when it
conducted representative sampling for the community, it is important to
distinguish-ambient monitoring from ground-level breathing zone '
monitoring, where children may be exposed to greater levels than on &
rooftop. “Ambient” air monitoring does not measure potential high level

play, walk to school, or reside.

Recent studies on the relationship between asthrnatic responses and
proximity to major roadways add to concerns about djesel's contribution
to asthma. Studjes have shown that the proximity of a child's school or
home to major roads may be linked to asthma, and the severity of
children's asthmatic symptoms increases with proximity to truck traffic.
Studies are ongoing in this area of research. Locally, we know of local
residents who have suffered asthma attacks from breathing in diesel
fumes. » _ 2

Children are among those most vulnerable to the health risks of diesel
exhaust exposure. Constant, significant exposure to diesel exhaust,
coupled with a child’s heightened vulnerability to pollution, is widely
recognized as a potential cause of severe health problems in children.
Childhood asthma is on the rise and is, among chronic conditions, the
leading cause of absenteeism from school.
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The Sonoma County Asthma Coalition has recently completed a
comprehensive survey of schools in Sonoma County to determine the
incidence of asthina. The most recent statistics from school nurses
indicate that 10 percent of the school population has asthma in Sonoma 2
County, including schools in West Sonoma County. Reducing
environmental triggers of asthma is the goal of the Sonoma County
Asthma Coalition.

Since 1990, diesel exhaust has been listed as a known carcinogen under
California’ Proposition 6S, and in 1998, the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) formally listed diesel particu]ate as a toxic air
contaminant. The extensive scientific literature demonstrates that
exposure to diesel exhaust increases the risk of developing lung cancer
and other non-cancer health problems. 3

Diesel exhaust contains hundreds of constifuent chemicals, including
many that are human toxicants and carcinogens. Dozens of studies link -
airborne fine particle concentrations to increased hospital admissions for
respiratory diseases and heart disease. Exposure to children is critical,
since exposures are cumulative and children live long enough for lung
disease to present.

Older diesel engines pollute more than newer trucks. Quantifying the
emissions from the quarry trucks at Canyon Rock Quarry will provide
important information regarding the impacts of increased truck traffic.
Due to the conflicting evidence regarding exposures in Forestville, and
the lack of ground level monitoring for diesel and particle pollution along | 4
roadways where children and residents attend school, live and work, we
urge your board to carefully review the exposure data studies, and require
additional studies if appropriate to verify pollution levels in the breathing

B

Barbara Beedon,
Asthma PIO_] ect Director Executive Director
Sonoma County Asthma Coalition American Lang Association

zone,
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AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION STATE OF THE AIR: 2004
PARTICLE POLLUTION FACT SHEET

In 1957, the U.S, Epvironmiental Protection Agency (EPA) set new National Ambient Air Ouality Standards (NAAQS) for
a form of air pollution known as “fine particles,” or PMz s — particulate matter Jess than 2.5 microns in diameter.’ Fine
particles can cause serious health cffects at relatively low concentrations. Tens of thousands of prematuxe deaths each year
are attributed to fine particle air pollution.” .

The Clean Air Act requires EPA to review and update the National Ambient Air Quality Standards every five years in light
of new scicntific and medical studics.™ In May 2003, the U.S. District Court settlement between the American Lung
Association and nine envitonmental groups and the EPA puts EPA on an enforceable schedule to complete the review of
the fine particle standard by December 2005.

e  Fine particles in the air are made up of a variety of microscopic substances: acid acrosols such as sulfates and

nitrates, organic chemicals, metals, and carbon soot.”
. ’

«  Combustion of fossil fuels is the major source of fine particle emissions itito the atmosphere. Fine particles can be
emitted directly into the air as smoke from wood stoves or agricultural burning or as soot from the exhaust of '
diesel trucks, buses and heavy equipment. Fine particies can also be formed from gaseous emissions of sulfur and
nitrogen oxides and organic compounds that are transformed in the atmosphere jnto sulfate, nitrate, and
carbonaceous aerosols. The major sources of these emissions are coal-fired power plants, factories, and cars.
Prevailing winds can transport fine particles lundreds of miles in the atmosphere.

»  Fine particles are easily inhaled deep into the lungs where they can remain embedded for long periods of time.”

»  Hundreds of community health studies have linked daily increascs in fine particlc pollution to reduced lung
function, greater use of asthma medications, and increased rates of school absenteeism, cmergency roem visits,
hospital admissions, and premature death.™ ‘

»  In people with heart discase, very short-term exposures of one hour to elevated fine pasticle concentrations have
been linked to irregular heart beats and heart attacks.™

+  Long-term epidemijological studies have repeatedly demonstrated that people living in areas with high fime particle
concentrations have an increased risk of premature death compared to those in cleaner cities.® The risk of dying
early from cardio-respiratory diseases and lung cancer is higher in more polluted areas.™ Lives might be shortened
by one to two years on average.™ :

*  Fine particle pollution is especially harmful to people with lung diseases such as asthma and chronic obstructive
pulmonary discase (COPD), which includes chronic bronchitis and emphysema, because particles can aggravate
these diseases.™ Exposure to fine particle air pollution can trigger asthma flare-ups and cause wheezing,
coughing, and respiratory irritation in individuals with sensitive airways.*" People with heart disease such as
coronary artery discase and congestive heart failure and people with diabetes are at risk of serious cardiac
effects.™”

= Iore -
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e The elderly are at increased risk from fine pamcle air pollution. Numerous community health studies have shown
that when particle levels are hngh senior citizens are more likely to be hospitalized for heart and lung problems,
and some may die prematurely.™

 Infants and children may be especially susceptible to the health effects of fine particle pollution, because theix

- lungs are still developing. Children have greater exposure to air pollution because of their faster breathing rates
and the increased amount of time spent playing cutdoors.™ In addition to aggravated wheezing and coughing and
reduction in lung function, over the long term, particle air pollution conld stunt lung function growth in
children.”™"

«  Some studies suggest that pregnant women may be another sensitive group- A limited number of studies report
that high particle conccntrauons arc associated with Jow birth weight in infants, pre.-ten‘n delivery, and increased
risk of infant mortality.™

e The current federal standard for PM, s is 65 pg/m’ measued over a 24-hour period, and 15 ug/m on an annual
average basis. California has established a mote stringent anual average standard of 12 u1g/m> Many arcas of
the United States have unhealthy concentrations of fine particle pollution.

*  Areas where fine particle concentrations exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards must be designated
as “nonattainment areas” under the Clean Air Act. States must develop “State Implementation Plans™ with
enforceable strategies to reduce air pollution in order to attain the health standards.

»  To limit exposure to fine particle air pollution, the American Lung Association offers the following tips:

Avoid exercising near high-traffic ateas

Do not exercise outdoors when particle levels are lugh or substitute an activity that requires less exertion
Eliminate indoor smoking

Reduce use of fireplaces and wood-burning stoves

00QGO

For 100 years, the American Lung Association has been the lead brganizatiou working to prevent lung
disease and promote lung health, Lung disease death rates continue to increase while other leading
causes of death have declined. The American Lung Association funds vital research on the causes of
and treatments for lung disease. With the generous support of the public, the American Lung
Association is “Improving life, one breath at a time.” For more information about the American Lung
Association or to support the work it does, call 1-800-LUNG-USA (1-800-586-4872) or log onto

www.lungusa.org.

1U.S. EPA. 40 CFR Part 50 National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter; Final Rule; Federal Register
Vol. 62, No. 138, pp. 38651-38701, July 18, 1997. :

i Abt Associates. Death, Disease and Dirty Power: Mortality and Health Damage Due to Air Pollution from Power Plants.
Report prepared for the Clean Air Task Force, October 2000; and Shptentz, DS, Bryner, GC, and Shprentz JS. Breath-
Taking: Pretature Mortality Duc to Particulatc Air Poflution in 239 American Citjes. Natural Resources Defense Council
Report, May 1996.

% Section 109(d)(1) of the Clean Air Act.

¥ .8, BPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standardls for
Psrticulate Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information; OAQPS Staff Paper, EPA452\R-96-013,
July 1996,

¥ U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Latest Findings on National Air Quality: 2001 Status and
Trends. EPA 454/K-02-001, Scptember 2002,

vi17.8. EPA, Office of Rescarch and Development. Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter. Chapter 10: Dosimetry of
Inbaled Particles in the Respitatory Tract. EPA/GO0/P-95/001bF, April 1996,

vil California Air Resources Board and the Qffice of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Staff Report: Public
Hearing to Consider Amendments to the Ambijent Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter and Sulfates. May 3, 2002.
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Vil peters A, Liu B, Verrier RL, Schwartz J, Gold DR, Mittleman M, Baliff I, Oh JA, Allen G, Monahan K, and Dockery
DW. Air pollution and incidence of cardiac arrhythmia. Epidemiology 2000 Jan; 11(1):11-7; and ,

Peters A, Dockery DW, Muller JE, and Mittleman MA. Increased particulate ajr pollution and the triggering of myocardial
infarction. Circulation 2001 Jun 12; 103(23):2810-5.

% Krewskd, D. et al. Reanalysis of the Harvard six cities study and the American Cancer Society study of particulate air
pollution and mortality. Health Effects Institute, July 2000.

* Pope CA 31d, Burnett RT, Thun MJ, Calle EE, Krewski D, Ito K, and Thurston GD. Lung cancer, ¢atdiopulmonary
mortality, and long-term exposure to fine particulate air pollution. JAMA 2002 Mar &; 287(9):1132-41.

i Brunckreef B. Air pollution and life expectancy: is there 4 relation? Occup Environ Med 1997; 54: 781-84.

i 7anobetti A, Schwartz J, Gold D. Are there sensitive subgroups for the effects of atrtborne particles? Environ Health
Perspect 2000 Scp; 108(9):841-5; and Sunyer J, and Basagana X. Particles, and not gases, are associated with the risk of
death in patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Int J Epidemiol 2001 Oct; 30(5):1138-40.

*if Ostro B, Lipsett M, Mann J, Braxton-Owens H, White M. Air pollution and exacerbation of asthma in African-
American children in Los Angeles. Epidemiology 2001 Mar; 12(2):200-8; and Norris G, YoungPong SN, Koenig JQ,
Larson TV, Sheppard L, and Stout JW. An association between fine particles and asthma emergency depariment visits for
children in Seattle, Environ Health Perspect 1999; 107:489-493, ‘

* Goldberg MS, Bailar JC 3rd, Burpett RT, Brook JR, Tamblyn R, Bonvalot Y, Emst P, Flegel KM, Singh RK, Valois
MF. Identifying subgroups of the gcneral population that may be susceptible to short-term increases in particulate air
pollution: a time-series study in Montreal, Quebec. Res Rep Health Eff Tnst 2000 Oct;(97): 7-113; discussion 115-20; and
Zanobetti A, Schwartz J. Cardiovascular damage by sirborne particles: are diabetics more susceptible? Epidemiology 2002
Sep; 13(5):588-92.

=~ Pope CA Kl Epidemiology of fine particulate air pollution and human health: biologic mechanisms and who’ at risk?
Environ Health Perspect 2000 Aug; 108 Suppl 4:713-23; and Samet JM, Zeger SL, Dominici F, Curriero F, Coursac |,
Dockery DW, Schwartz J, and Zanobetti A. The National Morbidity, Morality, and Air Pollution Study. Part II: Morbidity,
Mortality and Air Pollution in the United States. Health Effects Institute Research Report 94, Part I, June 2000.

=i Bates DV, The effects of air pollution on children, Environ Health Perspect 1995 Sep; 103 Suppl 6:49-53.

™ sauderman W, Gilliland GF, Vora H, Avol E, Stram D, McConnell R, Thomas D, Lurmann F, Margolis HG,
Rappaport EB, Berhane K, and Peters JM. Association between air pollution and lung function growth in Southern
California children: Results from a second cohort. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2002 Jul 1; 166(1):76-84; and Horak F Jr,
Studnicka M, Gartner C, Spengler JD, Tauber E, Urbanek R, Veiter A, and Frischer T.. Particulate maiter and Jung function
growth in children: A 3-yr Follow-up Study in Avstrian Schoolchildren. Eur Respir J 2002 May; 19(5):838-45.

=it Ritz B, Yu F, Chapa G, and Fruin, S. Effect of air pollution on preterm birth among children bora in Southern
California between 1989 and 1993, Epidemiology 2000 Sep; 11(5):502-11; and Woodruff TJ, Grillo J, Schoendorf KC.,
The relationship between sclected causes of postneonatal infant mortality and particulate air pollution in the United States.
Environ Health Perspect 1997 Jun; 105(6):608-12. »
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LETTER 12. AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA (KATE
LORENZEN, ASTHMA PROJECT DIRECTOR, SONOMA
COUNTY ASTHMA COALITION; BARBARA BEEDON,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN LUNG
ASSOCIATION, REDWOOD EMPIRE BRANCH)

12-1. The DEIR concluded that DPM emissions due to truck traffic would decrease below
baseline levels in the future due to new regulations on fuels and engine emissions.
Additional discussion supporting this conclusion has been provided in Master Response
No. 5. Over the life of the project DPM emissions at ground level would not increase
over baseline levels.

The information from the Air Pollution Control District’s monitoring was included in the
DEIR to provide complete information related to the existing setting. However, the DEIR’s
conclusion that sensitive receptors would not be significantly impacted by DPM emissions
did not rely on this monitoring. Please see Master Response No. 6 for additional discussion.

12-2.  The potential health effects of diesel exhaust noted by the commenter, including the
vulnerability of children, were also discussed in the section on Criteria Pollutants, under
the subsection Particulate Matter of the DEIR (page IV.B-5). Epidemiologist Jenny
Mercado (Sonoma County Asthma Coalition) is not aware that the Forestville Elementary
School nor the Forestville area has a higher rate of asthma than anywhere else in Sonoma
County (June 22, 2005). Additional information on these health effects is provided in
Master Response No. 4.

This information cited by the commenter supplements information in the EIR. However,
this information cannot be directly applied to yield conclusions different than those already
reached in the DEIR or this Response to Comments Document. The commenter identifies
no alternate health-based exposure standard that can be used for evaluating potential health
effects of the proposed project. As discussed in Master Response No. 4, the most stringent
established criterion for evaluating risk is the cancer risk criterion, used in the EIR.

12-3.  The DEIR included information about the toxicity of DPM, and Master Response No. 4
includes additional information on health risks associated with DPM. Master Response
No. 8 provides supplemental analysis to support the DEIR’s conclusion that the project
would not result in a significant health risk due to DPM emissions.

12-4.  Additional quantification of project-associated DPM effects at sensitive receptor
locations was completed in this Response to Comments document, and included in
Master Response No. 8. In brief, this analysis indicates that both the cancer and non-
cancer health risks associated with the DPM emissions from haul trucks from the
proposed Canyon Rock Quarry expansion project, and its contribution to cumulative
effects, would be less than significant.
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See also Master Response No .7 for additional consideration of previous studies
conducted in Forestville.
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JUN 03 2004

AND RESOURCE . ,
MR ASEMENT DEPARTMENT Allan G. Tilton, P.E.

COUNTY OF SONOMA

Sonoma County Planning Commission
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Commission Members

As a recent resident of Forestville, just 20 years, I present these preliminary observations of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion. I have several
initial issues I am bringing forward to the Commission at this time which I feel are relevant to the
discussions about the traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed Canyon Rock Quarry
Expansion.

The first issue I present is a basic issue which causes me concern about the thoroughness of the
Circulation Section of the Draft EIR. I refer to page IV.A-4 of the Draft EIR and the last
sentence of the paragraph titled “Mirabel Road”. The Draft EIR presents “4 sidewalk is provided
along the east side of Mirabel Road between Highway 116 AND THE Forestville Youth Park.”.
This statement is incorrect as there are gaps in the sidewalk system as shown in the following
photographs which show clearly that sidewalks are not continuous. This could be a simple
oversight. However, further in the EIR on page IV.A-34 a detailed discussion of pedestrian
activity is presented although the observers did not observe the lack of sidewalks which should
be an essential part of a pedestrian activity study. :

The second issue is the data presented in Table IV.A-5 on page IV.A-13. In the first heading
within the table “Highway 116 Guerneville Rd -Covey Rd,” there are no reported truck related
crashes in 1998 and this is incorrect. The data shows that there was a reported crash of a truck on
October 8, 1998 at 11:30 a.m., 213 feet easterly of Covey Road on Highway 116, which listed the
primary collision factor as ‘Unsafe Speed.” Again, when I'look further at the data I find further
inconsistencies.

I also question the time period upon which the Draft EIR authors rely. The collision data
reported in the Draft EIR is from 1996-2000 and ignores collision data which is readily available
for the years 2001 and 2002. These data suggest that collisions that have occurred on the study
segments are increasing and should be of concern to County staff and the Planning Commission.
Summary collision data is provided as an attachment to document these omission.

Even though the Draft EIR fails to accurately document collisions, the conclusions on page IV.A-
12, Safety and Accidents, remain relevant. The Draft EIR authors points out the all of the study




segments have an above average collision rate and that the segment of Front Street (Highway
116) from Mirabel Road to Covey Road has a collision rate which is seven times the expected
collision rate of a similar facility. Yet the EIR authors conclude this is insignificant as truck
involved collisions comprise such a small number that it is unimportant. I professionally
disagree with this conclusion as the number of truck collisions used to draw this conclusion is
incorrect.

I remain at odds with the stated significance criteria used for streets and roadways in the
community. The use of service levels based upon 55 mile-per-hour speeds, as presented in Table
IV.A-2 is inappropriate for evaluations in a community setting adjacent to an elementary school
within a community street which has a posted speed limit of 25 miles-per-hour.

An initial assessment of the mitigation measures proposed finds them lacking as well. The
mitigation measure for the conditions at Front Street (Highway 116)/Mirabel Road is
signalization. Signalization as reported in the Draft EIR will improve service levels at this
intersection from LOS F to LOS C. This, in my professional opinion, is a mediocre mitigation
measure as there are better solutions available to the community other than signalization. A
modern roundabout can be constructed at this location with less impacts and provide better
service level, LOS B. A preliminary concept of a roundabout at Front Street/Mirabel Road is
provided, together with calculation work sheets.

If you, the Planning Commission, go forward