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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter AA. Ken Delpit 

AA-1 	 The commenter indicates that the quarry will disturb the ground violently and repeatedly, 
and inquires what are the possible consequences to the landfill and its contents. The 
commenter is referred to response to Comment U-21 for a response to this issue.  

AA-2 	 The commenter indicates that quarry operations related to heavy industrial machinery for 
processing, loading and hauling operations would create vibrations that would disturbed 
the landfill. 

The Draft EIR analysis of vibration effects at the landfill focused on blasting at the 
quarry site in the Draft EIR because blasting is the project activity with the greatest 
vibration potential.  Any vibration effects from onsite processing, loading or truck 
movement at the landfill property would be far less.  For context, according to reference 
vibration levels for heavy construction equipment (e.g., pile drivers, caisson drilling, 
large bulldozers, loaded trucks and vibratory rollers) published in Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment (April 1995), only the upper limit of pile driving at a 
distance of 25 feet (1.5 ppv [in/sec]) is equivalent to blasting vibration levels at 400 feet 
as calculated in the Draft EIR. It should noted that no activity such as, or similar to, pile 
driving would occur on the quarry site. All the other equipment is less than 1.0 ppv 
(in/sec) at a distance of 25 feet, which is closer than any activity would occur from the 
project and still below the level of blasting considered at 400 feet.  Consequently, 
vibration from quarry operations would not result in any impact on the landfill or other 
nearby properties. 

AA-3 	 The commenter inquires where is the protection of local public health and safety, such 
that the blasts and sustained vibrations will not disturb the landfill, so as to leak toxins 
into the local water table. As discussed in Impact G.3 in the Draft EIR and response to 
Comment O-16, impacts associated with blasting to the landfill are not expected to occur 
with mitigation measures incorporated.  In addition, as discussed in response to Comment 
AA-2, above, no significant vibration impacts are identified associated with on-going 
operations, including processing, loading and hauling activities. 

AA-4	 The commenter inquires where the Draft EIR addresses blasting-associated generation of 
particulates, including asbestos fibers or other carcinogens into the atmosphere.  The 
commenter is referred to Impact F.4 in Section IV.F, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR, for a 
discussion of potential effects regarding the generation of fugitive dust during the 
operational phases of the project, including from blasting.  Mitigation Measure F.4 in the 
Draft EIR requires all blasting activities be conducted by using water injection when 
drilling to control drilling dust, using sequential delay timing schemes to generate effective 
rock fragmentation and vibration control to minimize blasting dust, remove loose 
overburden to prevent mixing of soil with mined rock, which lessens the amount of fine 
material that can become airborne by blasting, and as needed, during dry summer periods, 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

water onto blast areas to further mitigate dust.  With implementation of this mitigation, 
potential blasting effects on fugitive dust generation would be less than significant. 

With respect to asbestos, the commenter is referred to Master Response AQ-2 in 
Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter BB. Karen Slissman 

BB-1 	 The commenter expresses her admiration for the beauty of her property, which is located 
in proximity to the project site; and expresses her amazement that the proposed project is 
the third proposal for a quarry on the project site.  These opinions do not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR; consequently, no response is required.  However, the opinions 
of the commenter will be made available to County decisionmakers for their 
consideration. 

BB-2	 The commenter inquires if quarry trucks would line up on Roblar Road as cattle from 
adjacent dairy are herded across Roblar Road.  Any potential herding of cattle across 
Roblar Road would be an infrequent occurrence.  In any case, there would be no 
substantial difference in potential impacts associated with the need for quarry trucks to 
slow, stop and wait for a farmer to herd cows across Roblar Road as any other vehicle 
that may be on the road during such an occurrence. 

BB-3	 The commenter inquires whether flooding conditions on Roblar Road would require 
quarry trucks to take an alternate route.  First, it should be noted that quarries typically 
operate at their lowest production levels of the year in the winter time, due to lowered 
demand for aggregate during winter.  Furthermore, adverse rainy conditions at a level 
great enough to result in flooding on local roadways would also coincidentally adversely 
affect mining production/processing and associated truck hauling of aggregate to occur 
on those days.  However, in any case, any potential infrequent flooding of any roadway, 
including Roblar Road, would affect all traffic on the roadways, including project traffic, 
and for safety purposes, all traffic would be obliged to follow any potential temporary 
detours established by law enforcement.  In addition, design for a widened Roblar Road 
to meet County standards (Draft EIR-identified required mitigation measure) would 
address drainage of rain off the road, lessening the instances of flooding. 

BB-4 	 The commenter expresses disbelief that people would enjoy living in a “sound-insulated 
home.”  These opinions do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the 
Section IV.G, Noise, in the Draft EIR evaluates all potential project and cumulative noise 
impacts of the project and identifies feasible mitigation measures to mitigate the project’s 
contribution to noise impacts, where appropriate.   

BB-5 	 The commenter indicates wildlife in the area includes farm animals, as well as a myriad 
of wildlife, including hawks, ravens, vultures, swallows, badger, deer, coyotes and 
bobcats. All potential project effects to biological resources, including effects to special 
status wildlife species (e.g., badger, special-status birds and raptors) and their habitat are 
addressed in Section IV.D in the Draft EIR. All potentially significant impacts to 
biological resources are mitigated to a less than significant level. 

The commenter also indicates the project vicinity is very windy. The commenter is 
referred to Section IV.F, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR, for a discussion of potential 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

effects generation of fugitive dust during the construction and operational phases of the 
project, and design features and on-going practices proposed by the applicant and/or 
required by the County Surface Mining and Reclamation Ordinance (SMARO) mining 
and reclamation standards to minimize erosion of exposed surfaces and generation of 
dust. The Draft EIR establishes a formal comprehensive dust control program for 
implementation during initial construction and on-going operation to ensure all potential 
dust emissions would remain less than significant.  The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response AQ-1 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document for 
additional data on wind conditions in the area, and expanded mitigation measures to 
further minimize project generated dust, including wind screening and a wind monitoring 
program. 

Please see also Master Response GEN-1 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments 
Document regarding issues related to the approval process for this project. 

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-272 ESA / 204334 
Response to Comments Document 



Comment Letter CC

IV-273

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-2

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-3

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-4

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-5



Comment Letter CC

IV-274

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-6

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-7

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
CC-8



Comment Letter CC

IV-275



 
 

   
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter CC. Gary Reed 

CC-1 toCC-2 The commenter identifies three other projects within three miles of the proposed 
quarry, including the closed Roblar Road landfill, the Stony Point quarry, and the Central 
landfill and recycling center.  The commenter asks if the Draft EIR for the proposed 
project considered the other three projects.  The commenter also inquires if the Draft EIR 
took into account the impact of all four projects as a whole.  The Draft EIR, as required 
by CEQA, considers both the project environmental effects, as well as the potential 
cumulative effects of the project in combination with past, present and probable future 
projects causing related impacts.  For instance, the cumulative traffic Impacts E.1 and E.2 
capture traffic generated from all projects that would contribute traffic to the study 
intersections under the near and long-term scenarios. For each cumulative impact, the 
Draft EIR determines whether the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable or not, and where feasible, identifies mitigation measures to reduce 
cumulatively significant impacts to less than significant levels.  See also response to 
Comment JJ-25 regarding the geographic scope of cumulative impacts. 

The commenter also inquires if each of the environmental documents for the other three 
projects also considered the impacts of the other three projects.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR for the proposed project.  However, environmental 
review for other projects would similarly have been subject to all applicable CEQA 
requirements for assessing impacts, including cumulative effects, based on the 
information that was available at the time of preparation of those environmental 
documents.  

Please see also response to Comment, CC-3, below. 

CC-3 	 The commenter inquires if the County’s Master Plan has any restrictions on the number 
of environmental impacts within a three mile distance of each other or within a relatively 
small area.  Section IV.A, Land Use and Agricultural Resources section in the Draft EIR 
describes all applicable County planning documents governing land use development in 
the county, including the General Plan, zoning ordinance, Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Ordinance (SMARO), Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management 
Plan (ARM Plan), and Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan.  It should be noted many of these 
documents were the subject of their own environmental review documents under CEQA 
and considered the cumulative effects of all development contemplated under those plans. 
While many of these documents, including the recently-adopted General Plan 2020, seek 
to minimize environmental impacts associated with cumulative development, none of 
them contain restrictions on the number of environmental impacts within a particular 
distance of each other. 

CC-4 	 The commenter inquires if the monitoring wells on the project site are currently being 
tested for contaminants, and what contaminants are present.  The commenter is referred 
to Master Response HYD-2 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments Documents for 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

further detail on existing groundwater quality conditions on the project site and adjacent 
landfill property, including additional groundwater data that has been made available. 

The commenter inquires how often the quarry site monitoring wells would be tested and 
who would be responsible for the testing and dissemination of the results.  Mitigation 
Measure C.4 in the Draft EIR included on-going onsite monitoring and management to 
ensure any water that may enter the quarry walls as seepage and/or supply water from the 
onsite production wells would be identified, contained and treated appropriately. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to Comments 
Document.  The applicant has prepared a comprehensive Water Management Plan 
(WMP) that expands upon and refines the proposed management and monitoring of water 
resources for the quarry project.  As discussed in amended Mitigation Measure C.4e in 
Master Response HYD-1, the basin water quality sampling schedules, guidelines, 
protocols, and procedures required to collect and analyze representative samples from 
each basin will be provided in a detailed Sediment Control Basin Sampling and Analysis 
Plan, subject to review and approval by the County of Sonoma PRMD, and as applicable, 
the North Coast RWQCB, prior to commencement of operation of the treatment system. 
In addition, the groundwater extracted from Well DW-2 shall be sampled and analyzed 
once every 24-hours during periods of sustained or cyclic pumping, and at the end of 
each pumping episode during times of intermittent use of the well (intermittent use means 
pumping episodes separated by more than 24 hours). 

The commenter also inquires what impact will blasting have on contaminants.  The 
commenter is referred to response to Comment O-16. 

CC-5 	 The commenter incorrectly assumes the air quality mitigation measure in the Draft EIR 
related to suspending operations if winds exceed 25 mph (Mitigation Measure F.4) only 
applies to construction. In fact, this mitigation measure applies to both the construction 
and operational phases of the project. 

The commenter inquires who will be responsible for wind monitoring.  The commenter is 
referred to Master Response AQ-1 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments 
Document for additional data on wind conditions in the area; and expanded mitigation 
measures to further minimize project generated dust, including wind screening and a 
wind monitoring program. 

CC-6 	 The commenter refers to the Roblar Landfill as an Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Superfund site. The commenter is incorrect; the Roblar landfill has never been, 
nor is it currently, an EPA Superfund site; i.e., contaminated sites subject to cleanup 
under the federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act. 

The Draft EIR Project Description describes the history of the Roblar Landfill; additional 
discussion of the drainage and leachate collection systems for the landfill are presented in 
the Draft EIR, Section IV.C, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Further, the Draft EIR 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

address all potential impacts from the proposed quarry, including any potential 
environmental impacts on the landfill property from operating the quarry, and potential 
environmental effects of the landfill on the quarry. The Draft EIR also finds that all 
associated potentially significant impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels. 

CC-7 	 The commenter inquires whether a limit should be placed on the number of daily quarry 
truck trips. It should be noted that the estimated truck trip generation reflects the 
operational aggregate production levels proposed by the applicant, and accordingly, the 
project as proposed is the subject of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. 
However, the Draft EIR also evaluates a number of alternatives to the proposed project 
(Section V in the Draft EIR).  This includes a Reduced Production/Reduced Size 
Alternative (Alternative 3), that would restrict aggregate production levels to half of that 
proposed under the project. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Alternative 3 would result in 
incrementally less direct on- and off-site impacts, although it would likely not avoid any 
direct significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project, or secondary impacts 
associated with the implementation of off-site transportation improvements. Also, since 
this alternative would produce half the aggregate materials of the proposed project 
Alternative 3 would create indirect impacts associated with the deficit in materials 
coming from the other identified in-county and/or out-of county options.  (Please also see 
discussion of other alternatives, including the Alternative Haul Route / Contracted Sales 
Only Alternative, which was identified as the environmentally superior alternative). 

The County could choose to approve a project alternative with fewer or reduced traffic 
impacts, if it believes that the project do not justify the impacts of the project as 
proposed. 

CC-8 	 The commenter indicates the Draft EIR mentions sound monitoring and testing for 
blasting and inquires whether the report also looks at potential noise levels of daily 
operations. 

The Draft EIR addresses operational quarry noise impacts to nearby receptors in 
Impact G.1 in the Draft EIR, and identifies the requirement for monitoring of quarry 
noise in Mitigation G.1. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter DD. Susan Baritell 

DD-1 	 The commenter indicates the project vicinity experiences strong winds.  The commenter 
is also referred to Master Response AQ-1 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments 
Document for additional data on wind conditions in the area; and expanded mitigation 
measures to further minimize project generated dust, including wind screening and a 
wind monitoring program. 

DD-2 	 The commenter inquires if the Draft EIR took into consideration the velocity of wind in 
the valley and the amount of water it will take to adequately control dust. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to Comments Document which 
characterizes and quantifies the various water demands for the project, including for dust 
control. Note the applicant’s WMP includes highly conservative estimates of water 
demand required for dust control. 

DD-3 	 The commenter expresses concern that serpentine, known to contain asbestos, may be 
present on the project site. The commenter is referred to Master Response AQ-2 in 
Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document for a discussion of naturally 
occurring asbestos and why asbestos-containing materials are not likely to be 
encountered on the project site. 

DD-4 	 The commenter inquires who will be responsible for the impact on health from the Roblar 
landfill, contaminated dust from the quarry, and exhaust from trucks. 

The Draft EIR addresses all potential environmental impacts associated with project, 
including impacts associated with encountering potentially contaminated seepage and 
groundwater from the landfill (Impact C-4).  The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response HYD-1 in this Response to Comments Document.  The applicant has prepared 
a comprehensive Water Management Plan (WMP) that expands upon and refines the 
proposed management and monitoring of water resources for the quarry project.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response HYD-2 in Chapter II in this Response to 
Comments Documents for further detail on existing groundwater quality conditions on 
the project site and adjacent landfill property. 

With respect to impacts associated with encountering potential crystalline silica 
(Impact F.5); and localized increases in dust (Impact F.4). See also Master Response AQ-1 
in Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document concerning dust control.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response AQ-2 in Chapter II in this Response to 
Comments Document for a discussion of naturally occurring asbestos and why asbestos-
containing materials are not likely to be encountered on the project site.  The commenter 
is referred to Impact F.3 in the Draft EIR for potential project-associated diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) effects from project haul trucks along haul routes, as well as 
from onsite mobile and stationary sources at the quarry site.  Mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR identify the responsible parties for implementation of all 
mitigation measures.  
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Please see also Master Response GEN-1. 

DD-5 	 The commenter indicates the area is experiencing water shortages, and that the amount of 
water required for dust control would affect the availability of potable water. 

Impact C.8 in the Draft EIR analyzed the effect of groundwater pumping on drawdown 
and lowering local groundwater levels, and determined this impact to be less than 
significant. The commenter is also referred to Master Response HYD-1 in Chapter II in 
this Response to Comments Document for a description of a Water Management Plan 
(WMP) prepared by the applicant that has been incorporated into the project.  As 
discussed in Master Response HYD-1, the WMP expands upon and refines the proposed 
management of water resources for the quarry project discussed in the Draft EIR 
(including groundwater from wells) and reduces hydrology and water quality impacts.  
The WMP also characterizes and quantifies the various water demands for the project, 
including use of highly conservative estimates of water demand required for dust control. 

Under the WMP, only Well DW-2 would be used to supply supplemental groundwater 
for quarry operations (i.e., no use of Well DW-1). Furthermore, as discussed in Master 
Responses HYD-1 and HYD-3, the WMP would include a strategy to monitor changes to 
groundwater levels and employ adaptive management of the project production well to 
ensure a sustainable supplementary groundwater supply for the project with no adverse 
impacts from well pumping. These project refinements would not change any of the 
conclusions previously reached in the Draft EIR with respect to the effect of project 
groundwater pumping to neighboring wells. 

DD-6 	 The commenter states her opinion that runoff into Americano Creek from gravel mining 
and from potential leakage from the landfill will be an environmental hazard; and 
inquires who will take responsibility for it and pay for the cleanup.  Please see response 
to Comment DD-4, above. 

DD-7 	 The commenter states her opinion that the tax payers of Sonoma County will bear 
liability the project would create, and it will be the residents of the valley that would pay 
the price of the loss of their quality of life, health, safety, and tranquility. The opinions of 
the commenter will be made available to County decisionmakers for their consideration.  
Please see also Master Response GEN-1 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments 
Document regarding issues related to the approval process for this project. 

DD-8 	 The commenter inquires who will stop project traffic from Stony Point Road from using 
Roblar Road to access the quarry.  As described in the Draft EIR Project Description, all 
hauling conducted directly by the applicant, and all contract sales, would be conditioned 
such that trucks hauling materials under those contracts would be required to follow the 
prescribed haul routes. The use of the specified haul routes would be enforced by the 
applicant, subject to penalties and/or contract termination. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter EE. Thomas Honrath 

EE-1 	 The commenter indicates that the Summary chapter of the Draft EIR does not address the 
impact of blasting and mining adjacent to the landfill. All potential impacts of the 
proposed project from project operations, including from rock extraction and blasting, are 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.  The commenter is referred to Impacts B.1 
through B.5 in the Geology, Soils and Seismicity section, Impacts C.1 through C.6 in the 
Hydrology and Water Quality section, and Impact G.3 in the Noise and Vibration section 
of the Draft EIR. Please also see response to Comment O-16. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter FF. Chris J. McCarthy Sr. 

FF-1 	 The commenter expresses a number of opinions regarding the proposed project.  The 
technical issues raised regarding the landfill are addressed in the Draft EIR.  The 
commenter does not raise any specific deficiencies with the Draft EIR analyses. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter GG. Judi Slater 

GG-1 	 The commenter requests that the EIR evaluate the effect the noise would have on local 
dairy cattle and livestock.  The loudest noise generated by the proposed quarry would be 
that generated by blasting activities, which may be required on average once or twice a 
month.  The effect of blasting noise on disturbance to special-status wildlife species is 
addressed in Impact D.8 in the Draft EIR.  While the impact discussion focused on 
special-status wildlife, the literature reviewed and available information extended to 
domesticated animals, including cattle. In fact, observations have been made of dairy 
cows within 1,000 feet of regular blasting activities that have occurred on the Sonoma 
County Central Landfill property, located five miles east of the project site.  Blast noise 
and vibration levels from blasting activities at that property were similar in intensity to 
that which is be anticipated for the proposed quarry.  Despite initial concerns by the dairy 
operators, all involved parties have now concurred that blasting does not disturb the 
cows. Based on these observations and other available literature, the effect of blasting at 
the proposed quarry on domestic or wild animals near the site or on neighboring 
properties would be less than significant. 

GG-2 	The commenter asks hypothetically if the applicant would assume risk management 
responsibility if private wells tested in the future for high levels of DES and lead and 
there were cases of cancer in the neighborhood.  

The applicant’s groundwater monitoring program included sampling and analysis for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) 
including DES, organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, and trace metals.  Pesticides, PCBs, and 
SVOCs including DES were not detected in the February 2007 sampling event   It should 
be noted that the County also analyzed groundwater at the adjacent closed Roblar 
Landfill property in 2004 for pesticides, PCBs, and SVOCs and these compounds were 
also not detected in those groundwater samples.).  

The commenter is also referred to Master Response HYD-2 in Chapter II in this 
Response to Comments Documents for further detail on existing groundwater quality 
conditions on the project site and adjacent landfill property, including additional 
groundwater data, including for VOCs and metals, which has been made available. Please 
see also response to Comment L-20 regarding additional information on DES. 

The commenter is also referred to response to Comment T-6. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter HH. Robert B. Taylor 

HH-1 	 The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed quarry.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, the opinions of the commenter will be 
made available to County decisionmakers for their consideration. 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

Letter II. Eileen Hofer 

II-1 	 The commenter indicates concern about the safety of bicyclists sharing the road with 
project trucks. Most roadways in the project area are currently used by bicyclists. In 
addition, the community of Roblar (and the residential community along east Pepper 
Road) also generate pedestrians in their respective areas.  Further, the Draft EIR 
discusses that Roblar Road and Pepper Road (east of Mecham Road) do not meet current 
County road design standards for travel lane and/or shoulder width.  When considering 
these factors, a significant project impact was identified for the entire length of Roblar 
Road, and the section of Pepper Road east of Mecham Road. 

In addition, as discussed in Impact E.4 (traffic safety) in the Draft EIR, when considering 
the existing condition that vehicles currently travel at speeds higher than posted speed 
limits on Roblar Road, the winding nature of the roadway, and that topography 
contributes to limited sight distance in locations, the Draft EIR concludes that the 
addition of project truck traffic to this roadway would be considered a significant impact. 
The potential impact could be increased during periods of poor visibility, such as fog; or 
periods of reduced road traction, such rainy or frosty conditions; and/or during potential 
infrequent nighttime operations. 

Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR (see Mitigation Measures E.3 and E.4) to 
mitigate these significant impacts include improving Roblar Road and Pepper Road 
(between Mecham Road and Stony Point Road) to meet current County road design 
standards, including two 12-foot wide vehicle travel lanes, two six-foot wide shoulders, 
associated striping/signage to meet Class II bike facilities, and posting of warning signs 
on Roblar Road at key locations where sight distance may continue to be limited after 
implementation of these roadway improvements.   

The Draft EIR discusses whether or not implementation of the above-cited mitigation 
measures would be feasible (due to right-of-way acquisition considerations), and 
concludes that if the roadway widening improvements identified in Mitigation Measures 
E.3a/E.4a were found to be infeasible, the impacts would be Significant and Unavoidable. 

II-2 	 The commenter indicates there is a sight visibility issue at the intersection of Roblar Road 
and Carniglia Lane. The commenter is referred to responses to Comment V-11.  

II-3 	The commenter inquires who will be responsible if a major lawsuit occurs.  This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; consequently, no response is 
required. Please see also Master Response GEN-1 in Chapter II in this Response to 
Comments Document regarding issues related to the approval process for this project. 

II-4 	 The commenter indicates concern about the potential for conflicts of children/students 
with project trucks. Section IV.E, Transportation and Traffic in the Draft EIR addressed 
the issue of increases in truck traffic on haul roads used by bicyclists or pedestrians, 
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

including Roblar Road. The commenter is also referred to Master Response T-1 in 
Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document for additional discussion of student 
arrival/departure characteristics at Dunham Elementary School. 

Please note the Alternatives section of the Draft EIR includes Alternative 2 (Alternative 
Haul Route / Contracted Sales Only), in which all project truck traffic generated by the 
quarry would use an alternative haul route, and no project haul trucks would use Roblar 
Road east of the quarry, or Pepper Road east of Mecham Road.  This alternative would 
avoid project trucks in the vicinity of Dunham and Liberty Elementary Schools. 
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