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- ':~.'»assoélated with.the direct quarry activities:=The discussion:ofthe:fregulatory -

Comment Letter J

both the project operation and associated construction activities have the potential to
generate significant dust, this is an omission in this section, and the potential for T
significant dust generation is a potentially significant air quality impact.

b. As discussed above under Water and Hydrology, the DEIR acknowledges the
potential for migration of contaminants in groundwater or surface water from the closed
landfill site onto the quarry site. The DEIR discusses one contamination aspect as

being the water in the sediment basins being contaminated and needing to be treated in
some fashion prior to use or discharge (DEIR IV.C-32). The DEIR also notes that the
sediment pond will be emptied at least once per season, as per SRMO requirements.

The proposed Reclamation includes the statement that “material from the basin will be
stockpiled, protected from erosion, and used in ongoing reclamation as areas are
quarried”(Roblar Road Quarry Surface Mining and Reclamatlon Plan, Part |l

Reclamation Plan and Prooedures)

But if these sediments are stockpiled and later spread in the course of reclamation, then
- there is the petential for airborne distribution of dust with-residual contamination from
the landfill leachate or introduction of contaminated water into the sediment pond. As
discussed previously, the ability to manage affective dust control is problematic. The
presence of residual contamination in the dust also presents an alr quallty issue and a:

s :‘-Hazardous Materlals Lo

'.-..a-.-,-;A-ma.: he dlscussmn of hazardous ‘materialssand:impacts.is: hmlted'to lmpacts
framework” (DEIR [V.H-3) discusses the regulatory functions: of various federal, étate
and regional agencies relative to handling/storage of hazardous materials and
contamination. The discussion of the SMRO is limited to addressing hazardous .

- materials in operations and the presence of explosives (DEIR.H-5)

VWhat is omitted is provisions in both the County SMRO and the California Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) regarding control of contaminants during quarry
development, operation, and reclamation. As cited previously, SMARA §2772(c)(8)(A)
regarding demonstration of control of contaminants requires the applicant to document
contaminant control and proper waste disposal. Similarly, the SMRO prohibits using
contaminated materials as fill (§26A-11-010(5)(v). These are pertinent regulations and
standards that must be reflected in the discussion of the regulatory context of the
project.’

b. Following up on the citation to the SMRO and SMARA requirements regarding
toxic or contaminated materials, the issue of using contaminated soil from the sediment
basin for site reclamation needs to be addressed and mitigated. The present proposal
to stockpile and use the soil in reclamation activities without remediation is a violation of

11
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Comment Letter J

both SMRO and SMARA, and is a potentially significant unmitigated impact relative to /N J-35
hazardous materials. cont.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

Sincerely,

Scot Stegeman

' 12
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter J. Stegeman and Associates (Scot Stegeman)

J-1

The commenter asserts that the EIR Project Description does not contain a complete or
accurate description of the project, citing that it doesn’t contain a statement of final use,
or a description of the estimated costs or proposed security for completion of the
reclamation plan.

The EIR Project Description contains applicable information at a level of detail to allow
evaluation and review of environmental impacts, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines.
This includes, but is not limited to, detail on the location, boundaries and physical setting
of the project site and vicinity; proposed physical and operational characteristics of the
proposed mining and reclamation plan; a statement of objectives sought by the proposed
project, and a discussion of permit requirements.

As discussed on page I11-28 of the Draft EIR, when harvesting of aggregate is completed,
final reclamation would be conducted. All equipment associated with mining would be
removed from the site. Building and concrete structures would be dismantled or
demolished and removed from the site. The quarry floor would be ripped and scarified to
loosen areas compacted by equipment. The remaining stockpiles of topsoil would be
spread over the quarry floor and graded to drain. Finally the quarry floor would be
hydroseeded with an erosion control grass mix.

Page I11-28 of the Draft EIR, fourth paragraph, the following text is added to the end of
the paragraph, as follows (all changes to the Draft EIR are compiled in Chapter V,
Errata):

“The end use of the site would be rangeland, consistent with its current use.”

With respect to financial assurances, please see response to Comment J-7, below.

The commenter indicates the estimated water use for quarry operations presented in the
Draft EIR should be substantiated. The commenter is 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. The WMP characterizes and quantifies the various water demands for
the project, including for quarry operations. Please also note as part of the WMP, only
production well DW-2 would be used to provide supplemental water for quarry
operations (there would be no use of production well DW-1).

The commenter inquires why SMARO Section 26A-090-010(t) was not included in the
Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the full language of the SMARO section
referenced by the commenter is included below:

“t)  Williamson Act Compliance. Mining extraction and processing operations
and related uses may be conducted on contracted Williamson Act parcels
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

only where consistent with the Williamson Act or where the Williamson Act
contract has been rescinded and replaced with an open space easement or
other measures as provided below. In addition, such operations and uses
either must have established vested rights or legal nonconforming status
pursuant to Chapter 26 or 26A of County Code, or all of the following
applicable findings can be made:

1)  The county determines either:

(i)  Pursuant to Sections 51238.1 and 51238.2 of the Government
Code, that the aggregate mining and/or processing operations are
compatible with, or otherwise permissible under, the
agricultural, recreational, or open space purposes of the
Williamson Act contract; or

(i1)) The Williamson Act contract has been properly rescinded and
replaced with an open space easement or other appropriate
measures have been taken.

2)  The proposed reclamation is in compliance with reclamation standards
specified in Section 2773 of SMARA and Title 14, Division 2,
Chapter 8, Subchapter 1, Article 9 of the California Code of
Regulations.

3)  Quarry sites must be reclaimed to an agricultural use as soon as mining
has ceased and ancillary uses do not continue beyond the mining.”

It should be noted that the Draft EIR discusses in detail the Williamson Act compliance
issues. In particular, please see regulatory discussion of the Williamson Act on

pages IV.A-14 to IV.A-15, and the discussion of the project’s conflict with Williamson
Act in Impact A.4 on pages IV.A-30 to IV.A-34 of the Draft EIR. See also
accompanying Farmland Conversion Study in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.

J-4 to J-6 Consistent with Appendix G, the Draft EIR discusses applicable plans and identifies
inconsistencies of the project with those plans. Conflict with a General Plan policy or
other land use control does not, in itself, indicate a significant effect on the environment
within the meaning of CEQA. To the extent that physical environmental impacts may
result from such conflicts, such impacts are analyzed in this EIR, in the applicable topic
sections. In addition to consideration of inconsistencies affecting environmental issues,
other potential inconsistencies with the General Plan or other land use controls may be
considered by the Planning Commission and other decision-makers, including the Board
of Supervisors, independently of the environmental review process, as part of the
decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not
identified in this environmental document would be considered in that context, and would
not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed project, which are analyzed
in this EIR. The Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
(PRMD) will make recommendations to the Sonoma County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors regarding the project’s consistency of the project with the General
Plan and the project site’s suitability for the proposed use. The Planning Commission,
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

J-8

and ultimately the Board of Supervisors, are responsible for determining the project’s
consistency with the County’s applicable land use plans.

The commenter does not cite any specific policy with which he feels the project is not
consistent; as such, no additional response can be made.

The commenter indicates the Land Use section does not address the specific requirements
for a Reclamation Plan, including a cost estimate for completing the proposed
reclamation effort.

The Land Use section of the Draft EIR includes a number of specific Reclamation Plan
requirements from Sec. 26A-11-010 of the SMARO, including requirements for
reclamation of mining sites and findings for reclamation plan approval. Please see also a
discussion of additional SMARO reclamation plan requirements, including reclamation
plan standards and/or quarry reclamation standards contained in Section IV.G, Geology,
Soils and Seismicity; Section IV.C, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section IV.I,
Aesthetics.

The SMARO requires that prior to final approval of Reclamation Plan, Sonoma County
PRMD shall certify to the State Department of Conservation (Department) that the
Reclamation Plan and financial assurances comply with the applicable requirements of
State laws, and must submit the plan and financial assurances to the Department for
review. Where the reclamation plan and financial assurances are associated with a
surface mining use permit, the County may conditionally approve the use permit with the
condition that the approval for mining operations shall not be issued until cost estimates
for financial assurances have been reviewed by the Department and final action has been
taken on the reclamation plan and financial assurances. The specific requirements for
financial assurance, including approval process, are outlined in detail in Section 26A-11[]
050 of SMARO.

The commenter claims the Reclamation Plan as submitted and the EIR are somewhat
unclear as to the final use upon reclamation. As discussed in response to Comment J-1,
the end use of the site upon reclamation would be rangeland.

The commenter cites SMARO regulation Section 23A-09-010(t)(3), which states quarry
sites must be reclaimed to an agricultural use as soon as mining has ceased and ancillary
uses do not continue beyond the mining; and California Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act (SMARA) Section 3708 (incorrectly cited by the commenter as SMRO 3708), that
states that lands will be reclaimed so as to be capable of sustaining economically viable
production of crops commonly grown in the surrounding area. The commenter asserts
that given the complexities of post-mining site management, it is not clear that this
standard can be met.

However, as specified in the Draft EIR, all mitigation measures associated with the
operation of the site’s drainage plan, and implementation of the water quality protection
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J-9

program, including monitoring, and potential containment and treatment facilities, would
be in place prior to the start of mining and would remain in place through post
reclamation as needed. Consequently, there are no aspects of the project that would delay
reclamation and the proposed end use of the site.

The commenter takes issue with the CEQA thresholds used in the Draft EIR. Applicable
CEQA thresholds consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and generally accepted practice

are used for judging significance of impacts to geology, soils and seismicity in the Draft
EIR.

The commenter cites issues such as temporary and permanent slope standards, bench
design, top soil management, setbacks, and water supply. The Draft EIR describes in
detail potential environmental project impacts as they relate to each of these issues, and
where appropriate, identifies design standards that the project would need to meet to
ensure these impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. The commenter
is referred to Impact B.1 and B.2 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of proposed slope
stability for proposed quarry slopes and soil stockpiles. Top soil management in terms of
controlling erosion, sedimentation and dust control are addressed in Impacts B.2, B.3, C.2
and F.4. Proposed quarry setbacks are discussed in the EIR Project Description, and
consideration of setbacks as it relates to project effects on adjacent land uses are
discussed in Impacts B.2, B.4, G.1 and G.3, and required setbacks specified in mitigation
measures to avoid biological impacts are discussed in D.1 through D.8. Potential impacts
of project water use is discussed in Impact C.8; see also Master Response HYD-1 in
Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document for additional detail on this issue.

The commenter is also referred to responses to Comments J-4 to J-6 for additional
context for consistency with plans and plans and policies.

The commenter indicates the discussion of climate contains no discussion of wind as part
of the local environment. The commenter is referred to Section IV.F, Air Quality, in the
Draft EIR, for a discussion of potential effects regarding the 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 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 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
also refer to the climate discussion on page IV.F-1 in the Draft EIR.

Please also refer to Master Response HYD-1 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. The WMP characterizes and quantifies the various

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-64 ESA /204334
Response to Comments Document



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

J-12

water demands for the project, including use of highly conservative estimates of water
demand required for dust control that would compensate for any potential
evapotranspiration that could occur.

The commenter inquires whether the 2004/2005 winter was normal, dry or wet. Based on
data from the Western Regional Climate Center, at the weather station located nearest the
project site (Petaluma Fire Station), the historical mean winter precipitation (December
through February) was 14.82 inches per year. The winter precipitation recorded at this
station for the 2004/2005 winter was 18.27 inches.

The purpose of the seasonal flow measurements taken in 2005 was to present an
overview of the relative changes in water flows in Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek
throughout the year. Additional surface water observations were made in January
through April, and in December 2007 in support of the baseline surface water monitoring
effort. The Draft EIR acknowledges that while the 2005 field study showed that Ranch
Tributary discharged water to Americano Creek throughout the year, in drier years (e.g.,
2007), observations suggested that Ranch Tributary does not carry flow during the
summer season.

It should be noted that, as discussed in Mitigation Measure C.1 in the Draft EIR, the
baseline flow and creek stage monitoring program for the Ranch Tributary and
Americano Creek would be continued through the project duration, and as determined by
the County, through post-reclamation. Flow and creek stage monitoring shall be
conducted quarterly and following winter storm events.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR omits data regarding the baseline water quality
of Americano Creek and without these data and substantive discussion, there is no
baseline condition, which compromises conclusions and efficacy of mitigation measures.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the 2007 baseline surface water sampling program was
intended to gather data on surface water quality and conditions in Americano Creek and
Ranch Tributary and establish a quantitative measure of existing surface water conditions
as a baseline against which project effects on surface water quality may be assessed. Six
baseline surface water sampling points were selected in Americano Creek and Ranch
Tributary and water samples at each of the six sampling points on six different days
during the rainy season of 2007 (between January and April) and supplemental surface
water sampling at each of the six sampling points on one day in December 2007. The

42 surface water samples were analyzed for conventional chemistry parameters but also
included organochlorine pesticides and poly-chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).

The water quality data obtained from the sampling effort was reviewed for the Draft EIR
and was found to be unremarkable, and as the Draft EIR states, describes existing water
quality conditions consistent with this particular rural agricultural setting; the surrounding
geology, groundwater baseflow contribution, upstream erosion, and runoff from Roblar
Road appear to influence surface water quality. The data indicates stable and consistent
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concentrations of water quality parameters that, as expected, would tend to increase with
increased rainfall. Out of 42 samples, nine samples contained oil and grease at low
concentrations and no pesticides or PCBs were detected in samples on Americano Creek
(no samples from Ranch Tributary were analyzed for pesticides or PCBs). The full report
of the 2007 baseline survey is available for review at Sonoma County PRMD. Data
collected in the 2007 survey will be combined with future surface water quality data to
establish a comprehensive baseline data set.

J-13 to J-14 The commenter indicates there is no data indicating that test of the production wells

J-15

included an assessment of drawdown in the quarry site monitoring wells.

As discussed in response to Comment J-2, above, as part of the applicant’s WMP, only
production well DW-2 would be used to provide supplemental water for quarry
operations (there would be no use of production well DW-1). In addition, as discussed in
Master Responses HYD-1 and HYD-3 in Chapter II in this Response to Comments
Document in support of the applicant’s WMP, the applicant conducted a step-drawdown
well test on Well DW-2 in December 2008 to estimate its sustainable pumping rate.
During the test, groundwater level data was obtained from onsite wells (MW-1, MW-2b,
MW-3, MW-4, DW-1) and Roblar Landfill property well R-2 to determine whether
pumping at Well DW-2 affected groundwater levels in these wells. The pump test
conducted for the WMP confirms that under the applicant’s proposed groundwater
pumping scenario, Well DW-2 can sustain the predicted pumping discharge rate in
conjunction with the use of on-site water storage tanks, without adverse effects on other
wells. The WMP also includes a groundwater level monitoring and adaptive
management program to be implemented during project operation to ensure that Well
DW-2 will continue to supply long-term supplementary water for the project when
necessary, without adverse effects on other wells.

The commenter indicates the Draft EIR contains an incomplete discussion of the
regulatory framework in regards to water quality, including Policy 68-16 as adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board and incorporated into the North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan, and that this policy parallels the federal Anti-
degradation Policy. The commenter is referred to response to Comment D-3 for a
description of the State and federal anti-degradation policies and applicability of the
project to these policies.

The commenter also asserts that the Draft EIR omits any quantified data as to water
quality in either wells or surface water samples. However, in fact, the Draft EIR
summarizes several sources and types of water quality and chemistry data, including the
results of a seep and spring survey and groundwater chemistry evaluation completed by
Balance Hydrologics, Inc.; surface and groundwater quality monitoring conducted on the
project site and adjacent creeks by Advanced GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (AGE); on-going
surface and groundwater quality monitoring, including leachate monitoring, conducted
by Pacific GeoScience at the Roblar Landfill property as part of the County’s on-going
landfill monitoring program; additional groundwater quality testing at the Roblar Landfill
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J-16

J-17

property by AGE and PES Environmental in support of this EIR; and a Solid Waste
Water Quality Assessment Test (SWAT) conducted for the Roblar Landfill.

Collectively, these independent sources of analytical data represent the best available
information characterizing existing groundwater quality beneath the landfill and quarry
properties. 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. Specifically, this master
response includes greater detail of the analytical results of applicant’s baseline groundwater
monitoring program, presents additional groundwater data that has been made available,
and compares the detected contaminant levels to pertinent regulatory thresholds established
for groundwater quality and the relevance of these comparisons.

All source reports are on file with the Sonoma County PRMD.

The commenter claims the Draft EIR does not discuss consistency with water quality
standards and policies.

The Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR includes a comprehensive
regulatory framework discussion, including relevant information for the Clean Water Act
and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act; the North Coast RWQCB Basin Plan,
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program; SMARO
mining and reclamation standards for stormwater runoff, flood control, water quality
erosion and sedimentation; General Plan Resource Conservation and Public Safety
Elements policies for prevention of soil loss, water resources, and flooding; as well as
applicable policies from Aggregate Resource Management Plan, Petaluma Dairy Belt
Area Plan; and the Draft Sonoma County General Plan 2020.

Furthermore, the Draft EIR impacts and/or mitigation measures reference where the
project would need to comply with applicable regulatory requirements, and where
appropriate, identifies design standards that the project would need to meet to ensure
these impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level.

The commenter is referred to responses to Comments J-4 to J-6 for additional context for
consistency with plans and plans and policies.

The commenter claims there is no correlation between the significance criteria for
hydrology and water presented in the Draft EIR and the impacts discussion.

The commenter fails to identify any specific example where impacts do not address the
stated significance criteria. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, each of the nine
hydrology and water quality significance criteria are addressed appropriately in the Draft
EIR. Criteria #1 and #6 (water quality standards / waste discharge requirements) are
addressed in Impacts C.2, and C.4; Criteria #2 (depletion in groundwater supplies or
interference with groundwater recharge) is addressed in Impacts C.6 and C.8); Criteria #3
(erosion and siltation) is addressed in Impact C.2; Criteria #4, #5 and #8 (flooding /
exceedance of capacity of storm water drainage systems) are addressed in Impacts C.1
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J-18

and C.3. Furthermore, as explained on pages [V.C-30 to IV.C-31 in the Draft EIR, and
IV.C.31, certain hydrologic conditions are not associated with the project and therefore,
are not considered potential impacts, including Criteria #7 (placement of structures within
100-year flood plain), and Criteria #9 (inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow).

The commenter repeats a reference to SMARO water quality standards that are presented
are the Draft EIR, including 26A-09-010(e)(1) and (2) for mining and permit operations
and 26A-11-010(d)(v) for reclamation plan requirements that is presented in the Draft
EIR. For informational purposes, the full excerpt of these SMARO standards are
presented below:

. SMARO § 26A-09-010(e): “Water Quality. In order to avoid and prevent
contamination or degradation of surface or ground waters, all operations shall
comply with the following standards:

1)  Any waters discharged from the site to adjacent lands, streams, or bodies of
water or to any groundwater body shall meet all applicable water quality
standards of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and any other
agency with authority over such discharges. Records of any water quality
monitoring conducted in conjunction with the requirements of such agency
or agencies shall be made available to the director on request. Discharges of
sediment laden water to designated on-site settling ponds, desilting basins in
or reclamation areas shall not be deemed to be in violation of this part solely
on the basis of sediment content;

2)  Excavations which may penetrate near or into usable water bearing strata
shall not subject such groundwater basin or subbasin to pollution or
contamination.”

° SMARO § 26A-11-010(d)(6)(v): “Reclamation Plan Standards. Properties used
for surface mining shall be reclaimed after the operation or an approved phase of
the operation has been completed in accordance with the following standards: . . .
Upon reclamation, no condition shall remain which will or could lead to the
degradation of water quality below applicable standards of the regional water
quality control board or any other agency with authority over water quality.”

The commenter also references Impact C.4 and Mitigation Measure C.4 from the Draft
EIR. The commenter then asserts that Mitigation Measure C.4 fails to address the
potential water contamination over time or ensure compliance with regulatory standards;
and that the mitigation only treat waters that are captured in the course of quarry
operations, as opposed to correcting the underlying source of new and continuing
contamination.

The Draft EIR addressed all potential hydrologic and water quality impacts of the
proposed project, including but not limited to, potential for alteration of the project site to
contribute sedimentation to nearby creeks; the potential for excavation of the quarry to
alter shallow groundwater patterns and initiate groundwater seepage through the quarry
walls, and potential for groundwater seepage and/or production well water used on site to
contain contaminants (see Impacts C.2 through C.4 in the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR
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concluded that collectively, the measures proposed as part of the project, along with
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, would ensure that all potential impacts to
hydrology and water quality would remain less than significant.

As explained in detail in 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 of water resources for the
quarry project discussed in the Draft EIR (groundwater seepage, precipitation/runoff, and
groundwater from wells) and reduces hydrology and water quality impacts. The WMP is
designed to be consistent with the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for
addressing potential hydrologic and water quality impacts.

The commenter asserts that the proposed project would conflict with SMARO standards
26A-09-010(e)(1) and (2). With respect to 26A-09-010(e)(1), as discussed in Master
Response HYD-1, no contaminated water, or any water that has been treated on-site for
VOC removal, would be discharged to adjacent lands, streams, or bodies of water or
groundwater. Furthermore, any water that may require treatment for VOCs would be
treated to below detection levels or within the storm water discharge criteria set forth
through the NPDES industrial discharge permit prior to either direct onsite reuse or
temporary storage prior to onsite re-use.

With respect to 26A-09-010(¢e)(2), the proposed project would not introduce any
contaminants into the groundwater basin, but rather, would appropriately treat any
potentially contaminated groundwater that may be encountered during excavation and/or
groundwater pumping. The commenter is also referred to response to Comment D-3 for a
description of the State and federal anti-degradation policies and applicability of the
project to these policies.

J-19  The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR’s disregard for underlying groundwater
contamination is a violation of SMARA § 2772(¢c)(8)(A), State Mining and Geology

Board Reclamation Regulations Section 3706(a), Section 3606(b) and 3710(a). For

clarity, the full excerpt of these regulations are presented below:

° SMARA § 2772(c)(8)(a) states: “The reclamation plan shall include . . . a
description of the manner in which reclamation, adequate for the proposed use or
potential uses will be accomplished, including .. . a description of the manner in
which contaminants will be controlled, and mining waste will be disposed;”

. SMARA § 3706(a) states: “Surface mining and reclamation activities shall be
conducted to protect on-site and downstream beneficial uses of water in
accordance with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Water Code
section 13000, et seq., and the Federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. section 1251, et
Seq;”

. SMARA § 3706(b) states: “The quality of water, recharge potential, and storage
capacity of ground water aquifers which are the source of water for domestic,
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J-20

J-21

agricultural, or other uses dependent on the water, shall not be diminished, except
as allowed in the approved reclamation plan;” and

. SMARA § 3710(b) states: “Surface and groundwater shall be protected from
siltation and pollutants which may diminish water quality as required by the
Federal Clean Water Act, sections 301 et seq. (33 U.S.C. section 1311), 404 et seq.
(33 U.S.C. section 1344), the Porter-Cologne Act, section 13000 et seq., County
anti-siltation ordinances, the Regional Water Quality Control Board or the State
Water Resources Control Board.”

In each of these SMARA regulations, the project, as amended with incorporation of the
applicant’s WMP, has adequately addressed the requirements identified in these
regulations, and the EIR has adequately disclosed and mitigated the potential environmental
effects to which these regulations refer. With respect to SMARA § 2772(¢c)(8)(a) the
commenter is referred to Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to Comments
Document for a full description of the facilities and methods for adequately controlling
potential contaminants that may be encountered during the project, and disposing of mining
waste as needed.

Similarly with respect to SMARA § 3706(a) and (b), and 3710(b), the proposed drainage
and collection, storage, monitoring, and treatment methods and facilities proposed by the
project and described in Master Response HYD-1 would serve to ensure all potential
environmental effects to surface and groundwater resources would be mitigated to a less
than significant level, and consistent with the requirements of SMARA, SMARO and
other applicable regulations.

The commenter indicates that well contamination would impose a financial and legal
burden upon any subsequent operator of agricultural practices on the site, and that no
long-term funding mechanism is proposed for a permanent treatment system for stock
watering that is supplied by seepage or by well.

However, all mitigation measures associated with the implementation of the water quality
protection program, including monitoring, and potential water containment and treatment
facilities, would be in place prior to the start of mining and would remain in place
through post reclamation as needed. In addition, as discussed in response to

Comment J-7, SMARO requires that prior to final approval of the Reclamation Plan,
Sonoma County PRMD shall certify to the State Department of Conservation
(Department) that the Reclamation Plan and financial assurances comply with the
applicable requirements of State laws. Consequently, there are no aspects of the project
that would preclude agricultural practices on the project site following reclamation.

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, and financial
assurances for reclamation of the site.

The commenter claims that some portion of contaminated water will reach Americano
Creek as subsurface flow that would not be captured by the surface treatment strategy.
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J-23

As discussed in the Draft EIR and in responses to Comments L-16 and -17, the existing
groundwater flow direction in the primary water-bearing zone (Wilson Grove formation)
beneath both the Roblar Landfill property and project site is in a north-northwesterly
direction towards Roblar Road. Based on the current understanding of the hydrogeology
and topography of this area, Americano Creek acts as a drainage divide for groundwater
in the Wilson Grove formation where groundwater from within the Wilson Grove
formation flows from the upland areas down-gradient towards Roblar Road to eventually
enter the Americano Creek drainage. Considering the gradient of groundwater in the
Wilson Grove formation, shallow groundwater within the landfill property would
continue to flow in a west-northwest direction towards Americano Creek with
implementation of the project (see Draft EIR, Impact C.3, and Figure [V.C-6).
Furthermore, the subsurface flow from groundwater in the fractures in the deeper Tolay
Volcanics that would be entering the quarry walls as seepage or in the production wells
would be treated, if needed, by the proposed onsite treatment system. In any case, the
project would not provide a mechanism to induce groundwater flows from the landfill
property towards Americano Creek.

Please also refer to Master Response HYD-2 for greater discussion of the groundwater
quality beneath the Roblar Landfill property and the project site.

The commenter indicates accumulated sediments in the sediment ponds would be an
additional source of contamination. As discussed in Master Response HYD-1 in this
Response to Comments Document, regular monitoring of the sediment accumulated
within the sediment control ponds would occur. In the event that VOCs are detected in
water of the sediment control basins, the sediment within the respective basin would also
be sampled and analyzed for VOCs prior to the removal. In the event that VOCs are
present in the material, it would be managed in accordance with all applicable state and
federal regulations related to handling, storage and transport of hazardous materials.
Consequently, no contaminated sediment would be used for site reclamation.

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR should not dismiss the possible presence of
California Tiger Salamander (CTS) on the site because CTS breeding sites were
identified to the north of the project site. The commenter also inquires why the Draft EIR
and the 2003 Biotic Assessment (prepared by the applicant’s biologist — Golden Bear
Biostudies) do not discuss the potential for the project site to provide upland habitat for
CTS.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, aquatic surveys for CTS conducted on the project site by
the applicant’s biologist in 2002, 2003 and 2004 (as part of the 2003 Biotic Assessment,
and supplemental 2005 letter report from Dr. Fawcett) did not identify the presence of
CTS. The Draft EIR acknowledged that in March 2007, as part of biological review of
another project, a CTS breeding site was identified approximately 1.1 mile (1.8 km)
northeast of the quarry property. Given that finding, USFWS protocol-level aquatic
surveys were conducted for CTS on the quarry project site (and adjacent alternative haul
route alignment). The 2007 protocol survey (using USFWS Interim Guidance on Site
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Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the
California Tiger Salamander, 2003) resulted in negative findings, supporting the prior
findings that CTS are in all likelihood absent from potential breeding habitat on the
quarry project site. Furthermore, CTS breeding has not been identified in other nearby
potential breeding ponds located just east and west of the quarry site.

In its CTS survey protocol, the USFWS identifies 2.0 km as the upper limit of typical
CTS movement, barring any barriers to movement such as topography. While the
horizontal distance between the site of the nearest CTS occurrence record and the quarry
site is just under 2.0 km, due to interceding topography, the actual overland distance
between these sites is over 2 km, and therefore, at or beyond the migratory capabilities of
this species. In addition, approximately one-quarter mile of woodlands exist between the
sites. Woodlands are not considered a preferred habitat for CTS, and therefore, would
serve as a minor natural barrier to CTS movement. Several public and private roadways
are located between these sites. While the presence of roads would not be considered a
barrier to CTS movement, it is notable that no CTS road kills have been recorded on
these roads, or in areas further west.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project site is also located nearly 2 miles (or 3 km)
outside the 2003 USFWS Draft CTS range and the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy boundary (see Figure J-1). The potential CTS range boundary is based on
extensive field surveys and historical CTS records that indicate that the local CTS
population is by and large restricted to the Santa Rosa Vernal Pool Plain and neighboring
mountains.

Given the multiple survey findings and the best available scientific data available from
the USFWS, CDFG, and the scientific literature databases, it can be reasonably
concluded CTS are not present on the project site, and impacts to any upland habitat for
CTS are not anticipated.

The commenter asserts that CTS populations may exist in Americano Creek and Ranch
Tributary, and that such populations may be affected by toxic contaminants.

As explained in the Draft EIR on pages IV.D-10 and IV.D-11, suitable CTS habitat does
not exist in Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek, and as discussed in response to
Comment J-23, above, no CTS have been previously identified in multiple surveys
conducted in the project vicinity. Please also refer to response to Comment J-25, below,
as it relates to mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for ensuring surface
hydrology and water quality are maintained to protect special status species that may
occur downstream of the project site.

The commenter summarizes Impact D.7 in the Draft EIR (potential impacts to special-
status fish species downstream of the project site), and then appears to claims that the
baseflow monitoring program described in Mitigation Measure C.5a would not be
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effective for mitigating potential impacts to the California steelhead because it is a long-
term monitoring program.

It is important for the commenter to understand, as discussed in the Draft EIR, that the
central California coast steelhead are not located in the project vicinity, but rather,
approximately seven miles downstream of the project site within the Americano
Creek/Estero Americano watershed. Consequently, the effect of any potential reduction in
baseflows to Ranch Tributary under the project would be felt most in the project vicinity,
and particularly the riparian area within Ranch Tributary, rather than in areas several miles
downstream. Nevertheless, the implementation of Mitigation Measure C.5 would ensure
any potential residual effect from the project at locations further downstream, including
within the Americano Creek/Estero Americano watershed, would be less than significant.

As explained in Impact D.7, implementation of Mitigation Measures C.1 through C.5
would reduce potential hydrology and water quality impacts to less than significant.
Therefore, the potential impacts to special-status fish species through increased bank
erosion, increased turbidity, spawning habitat degradation, stress or mortality due to
water contamination, and reduction of summer and fall habitat availability and quality are
not anticipated. The baseflow monitoring program identified in Mitigation Measure C.5
would be implemented throughout the project duration, and as necessary, through post
reclamation. Any potential effect on baseflows within Americano Creek (and to central
California coast steelhead) would be most critical during the summer months for a given
year. Should the baseflow monitoring program indicate the project was having effect on
reduction in baseflows in Ranch Tributary, pre-project flows would be replicated by
passively diverting stored water in Ranch Tributary. This process would be maintained
until such time replication of flows was not needed.

The commenter is also referred to response to Comment E-3 for a discussion of other
applicable mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR to ensure that impacts to
surface water flows and water quality of Americano Creek and Ranch Tributary would
remain less than significant Collectively, the measures proposed as part of the project,
along with mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, would ensure any potential
impacts to aquatic species downstream of the project site would be less than significant.
The commenter is also referred to response to Comment X-1 with respect to recent
surveys CDFG has conducted in the lower Americano Creek watershed.

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not address whether the project is
consistent with all the regulatory framework provisions presented in the Biological
Resources section. In particular, the commenter asserts that Draft EIR contains no
discussion of any applicable County policy other than the adopted tree ordinance.

The General Plan goals and policies that related to biological resources and are applicable
to the project are described on pages [V.D-21 and IV.D-22 of the Draft EIR; the
applicable Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan policies related to biological resources are
described on page IV.D-23 of the Draft EIR. The commenter fails to identify any
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specific County regulation that he feels the project fails to comply with. However, below
are a list of the applicable policies of the Open Space Element and the Resource
Conservation Element of the Sonoma County General Plan and the Natural Resources
section of the Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan. Following each policy is a specific
discussion (in italics) of project consistency.

Sonoma County General Plan

. OS-4e: Require on building permits a minimum setback of 50 feet from the edge of
any wetlands that are within a critical habitat area. Exempt existing farm buildings
and allow them to be expanded or modified. Not applicable. The project site is not
identified within a “critical habitat area’ as identified in the Sonoma County
General Plan. See Policy RC-6b, below, for wetlands outside of critical habitat
areas.

. RC-5b: On discretionary projects, use native or compatible nonnative species to
the extent possible for landscaping. Discourage use of exotics, such as pampas
grass and scotch broom. The project appears to be consistent, although final
determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of Supervisors.
The project plant list is presented in Chapter I11, Project Description, in the Draft
EIR. All plantings for slopes and erosion control consist of native species. No
exotic or non-native species are proposed.

. RC-5c: Make the preservation of significant native oaks and other native trees a
primary consideration in the review of development projects. The project appears
to be consistent, although final determination of consistency will be made by the
County Board of Supervisors. As discussed in Impact D.2 in the Draft EIR, nine
black oaks meeting the criteria of the Sonoma County’s tree ordinance as protected
trees are located within the mining footprint and would be removed under the
proposed project. Mitigation Measure D-1 in the Draft EIR mitigates this impact
to a less than significant level by requiring onsite replacement of all trees to be
removed in accordance with the County tree ordinance, or payment of in-lieu fees
into the County of Sonoma tree replacement fund. Additional mitigation is also
identified for trees on site proposed to be saved. This includes use of special
construction techniques where proposed development or other site work would
occur in the vicinity of these trees. Further, a five-year tree monitoring program
shall be developed and implemented for all replaced trees to ensure an appropriate
survival rate of tree plantings and the ability to be self-sustaining.

. RC-6b: Protection for rare and endangered species, wetlands, and other biotic
resources not indicated on Figure OS-3 of the Sonoma County General Plan shall
be accomplished through compliance with applicable state and federal law. The
project appears to be consistent, although final determination of consistency will
be made by the County Board of Supervisors. With respect to rare and endangered
species. the Draft EIR addresses all potential impacts to special status species
which have the potential to be affected by the proposed project, and mitigates these
impacts to a less than significant level.

Impact D.3 in the Draft EIR addresses potential project impacts to habitat for
California red-legged frog (CRLF) and potential habitat for foothill yellow-legged
frog and northwestern pond turtle. Mitigation Measure D.3 requires
implementation of measures during construction and operation to minimize effects

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-75 ESA /204334
Response to Comments Document



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

to and avoid take of CRLF, and additionally benefit pond turtles and foothill
yellow-legged frog, if present. This includes selection of a suitable site for a new
mitigation stockpond within the property boundaries, conforming to applicable
USFWS guidelines, in addition to a requirement to establish a permanent upland
habitat buffer. Also, an adaptive management plan shall be developed for the
mitigation pond, and include a program to monitor pond performance over time.

Impact D.7 in the Draft EIR addresses potential impacts to special-status fish species
known to occur downstream of the project site. The implementation of Mitigation
Measures C.1 through C.5 in the Draft EIR would reduce potential hydrology and
water quality impacts to less than significant, and correspondingly, reduce potential
impacts to special-status fish species to a less than significant level.

Impact D.5 in the Draft EIR addresses potential project impacts to American
badger and the loss of annual grasslands that support this species, and includes
mitigation (preconstruction surveys prior to ground clearing and grading in
annual grasslands habitat or areas that are known or suspected to support badger)
to reduce to impact to a less than significant level. Impacts D.4 and D.6 in the
Draft EIR addresses potential project impacts to potential foraging and/or roosting
habitat that exists on the project site for special-status species birds and bats, and
identifies appropriate mitigation to ensure those impacts would be mitigated to a
less than significant level.

With respect to wetlands, Impacts D.1and E.8 in the Draft EIR address all
potential project impacts to wetlands on the project site and off-site, respectively,
that would be potentially subject to jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the RWCQB and/or the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG). The Draft EIR includes mitigation that requires the applicant to avoid all
potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the southern
boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., seasonal
wetlands on valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the property (see
Mitigation Measure D.1b on pages 1V.D-25 to 1V.D-26 in the Draft EIR).

Where direct impacts to potentially jurisdictional wetlands cannot be avoided on
the quarry property, the Draft EIR includes mitigation that would require
preparation of a formal wetland delineation; obtaining appropriate wetland
permits and implementing all conditions contained in Section 404 Clean Water Act
Permit, Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement and Section 401 water
quality certification from the RWQCB. The project would be required to
compensate for the loss of jurisdictional wetlands at a 2:1 ratio within the project
site boundary, or at a 3:1 ratio off-site within the local watershed, by creating,
restoring or enhancing waters of the U.S., or contributing in-lieu funds to an
existing or new restoration project preserved in perpetuity (see Mitigation
Measure D.1a on page IV.D-25 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation Measure E.8e on
page 1V.E-45 to -46 of the Draft EIR).

It should be noted that pursuant to Mitigation Measure C.1 in the Draft EIR, the
applicant’s biologist has completed a wetland delineation for the project site, and for
the alternative haul route (Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR). The delineation has
identified a total of 0.818 acres that would be impacted on the project site, and 0.18
acres that would be impacted on the alternative haul route under Alternative 2. The
wetland delineation has been submitted to, and is pending verification from, the
Corps.
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. RC-6¢: Notwithstanding the densities shown on the land use maps, provide for
creation of separate parcels of land where necessary to establish sites for the
preservation of rare and endangered species and other biotic resources. The project
appears to be consistent, although final determination of consistency will be made
by the County Board of Supervisors. The project site consists of two parcels, the
70 acre-parcel that would be directly disturbed by the proposed quarry, and a
separate 128.76-acre parcel that surrounds the quarry parcel. In all cases where
onsite biological mitigation is identified to mitigate the quarry impacts, such
mitigation would occur on the separate 128.76-acre parcel.

. RC-8c: Design public and private projects to minimize damage to the stream
environment and to maintain instream flows. The project appears to be consistent,
although final determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of
Supervisors. As discussed in detail in Chapter IV.C in the Draft EIR, features
proposed as part of the project, and comprehensive mitigation measures identified
in the Draft EIR would ensure that impacts to surface water flows and water
quality of Americano Creek and Ranch Tributary (tributary to Americano Creek)
would remain less than significant. Specifically, Mitigation Measure C.5 provides
additional measures to ensure non-storm flows (baseflows) in Americano Creek
would also not change from pre-project conditions.

Mitigation Measure C.2 provides for a formal Water Quality Protection Program
(WQPP) that would be developed and implemented to control sediment and
pollutant runoff from the quarry site during its operational life and post
reclamation, including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, aggressive source
control and sediment retention measures, and implementation of containment
control best management practices, consistent with and as required by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. A Stormwater Monitoring Program would
also be implemented that would regularly collect samples from all stormwater
discharge outfalls in compliance with the requirements of General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities. Furthermore,
Mitigation Measure C.4 includes additional onsite monitoring to ensure any water
that may enter the quarry walls as seepage would be managed and treated as
appropriate prior to discharge to Americano Creek.

In addition, the applicant has prepared a comprehensive Water Management Plan
(WMP) that expands upon and refines the proposed management of water
resources for the quarry project discussed in the Draft EIR and reduces hydrology
and water quality impacts. As part of the WMP, the applicant has expanded the
proposed drainage and collection system for isolating and controlling all water
that enters the quarry footprint. Proposed new sediment control basins would
serve to further increase sediment control capacity and capabilities for the quarry.
In addition, the proposed VOC monitoring and treatment system would require all
water collected within the quarry footprint and in production well DW-2 to be
analyzed for VOCs. Any water that tests non-detectable for VOCs would be used,
as needed, to maintain baseline flow conditions in Ranch Tributary and Americano
Creek (i.e., no water requiring VOC treatment would be discharged to Ranch
Tributary and Americano Creek), and/or routed to either direct onsite re-use to
support quarry operations or water storage tanks for temporary storage prior to
onsite re-use.
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Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan

Surveys for rare and endangered species shall be required for all discretionary
permits in the Dairy Belt Area Plan area. Waiver of this requirement may be
permitted only if it can be demonstrated that there are no rare or endangered
species on the affected site. The project would appear to be consistent, although
final determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of
Supervisors. See consistency discussion with General Plan Policy RC-6b, above.

Riparian vegetation shall not be removed to accommodate any residential or
commercial development allowed by this plan. The project appears to be partially
consistent, although final determination of consistency will be made by the County
Board of Supervisors. As described in Impact D.1 of the Draft EIR, the project
would excavate the upper portions of the West, Center and East swales on the
project site and remove associated riparian vegetation. However, as required by
Mitigation Measure D.1b in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would avoid all
riparian habitat within Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek, by maintaining a
100-foot minimum setback. Please also see consistency discussion with General
Plan Policy RC-6b, above.

Other means to preserve riparian vegetation should be encouraged, through setback
requirements, contract agreements between landowners and non-profit conservancy
groups, or other means focused on preserving both agricultural viability and
riparian corridor protection. The project appears to be partially consistent,
although final determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of
Supervisors. Please see consistency discussion, above.

Preserve the permanent wildlife habitat areas that are representative of this Area
Plan’s floral and faunal communities. Human uses of these areas should be
adequately regulated to protect these communities, and land uses should be
restricted to those that are compatible with the perpetuation of these communities.
These habitats shall include but not be limited to the following: (1) remaining
natural stream and river courses; (2) natural fresh water and salt water marshes; and
(3) habitats necessary for the preservation of rare or endangered species. The
project would appear to be consistent, although final determination of consistency
will be made by the County Board of Supervisors. Please see consistency
discussion with General Plan Policy RC-6b and RC-8c, and RC-8d, above.

Minimize future damage to fisheries, fish habitats, and spawning grounds, and, as
far as possible, repair past damage. The project would appear to be consistent,
although final determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of
Supervisors. Please see consistency discussion with General Plan Policy RC-6d,
above.

Encourage the use of native plants for screening and landscaping. The project
would appear to be consistent, although final determination of consistency will be
made by the County Board of Supervisors. Please see consistency discussion with
General Plan Policy RC-5b, above.

It should be noted that a goal of the Petaluma Dairy Belt Area Plan is to provide for the
planning and restoration of mineral extraction areas, such as quarries, while minimizing
adverse effects on the environment (see Draft EIR, p. IV.A-14). Given the proposed
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J-27

environmental protections and additional mitigation measures applicable to the project, it
appears that the proposed project, as mitigated, would generally be consistent with Plan.

The commenter is also referred to responses to Comments J-4 to J-6 for context regarding
project consistency with plans and plans and policies.

The commenter claims that Draft EIR is inconsistent with the 2003 Biotic Assessment as
it relates to the discussion of suitable habitat for the steelhead and/or Chinook salmon.

The commenter indicates the 2003 Biotic Assessment concludes that the stream steelhead
habitat (presumably for both Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek) are “unsuitable” for
steelhead spawning and rearing. This statement is consistent with the Draft EIR
description of steelhead habitat, reporting on page [V.D-14 that Americano Creek in the
vicinity of the project site does not provide suitable aquatic habitat for steelhead. Further,
the special status species table in the Draft EIR (Table D-1 in Appendix D) notes that
drainages in or adjacent to the project area do not provide spawning or rearing habitat for
steelhead.

The commenter further indicates the 2003 Biotic Assessment anecdotally notes that the
steelhead became extinct in the “estero system” and that a critical habitat designation was
rescinded for both steelhead and Chinook salmon. This statement is only inconsistent
with the Draft EIR in that the Draft EIR presents more current information regarding
designation of critical habitat. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), formerly the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), rescinded all critical
habitat designations throughout the state for steelhead and Chinook in 2002, but issued
new critical habitat designations in 2005. Thus, the statement by Golden Bear Biostudies
in 2003 were made in the interim period when no critical habitat was formally
designated.

While it is true that the critical habitat designation was rescinded for both steelhead and
Chinook salmon (throughout the state) in 2002, that statement should not be interpreted
by the commenter to mean that Chinook salmon historically occurred either in the project
vicinity or in the Estero de Americano. In fact, the 2003 Biotic Assessment special status
species table did not list the Chinook salmon. Further, as the special status species table
in the Draft EIR notes, Chinook salmon generally do not occur in coastal drainages south
of the Russian River.

In summary, there is no known historical habitat for, or population of, Chinook salmon in
the project vicinity or the Estero de Americano.

J-28 to J-30 The commenter summarizes the Draft EIR’s description of physical characteristics

of Roblar and Pepper Road, and classification of these roads under the Sonoma County
Bikeways Plan. The commenter also references SMARO mining permit and operations
standard 26A-09-010(c)(8) regarding public roads maintenance. For informational
purposes, the SMARO section referenced by the commenter is:
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J-31

J-32

“(c) Roads and Traffic. All mining operations shall be conducted in such a
manner as to minimize the adverse impacts of aggregate truck traffic on
roads, traffic circulation, traffic congestion, and traffic safety. Mining
operations shall comply with the following standards:

(8)  All roads to be used for site access should have sufficient width,
shoulders, pavement strength, and other features necessary to
adequately mitigate the traffic impacts of proposed operations. Public
access roads shall meet the design requirements of the general plan and
related standards. Traffic levels on public access roads shall not exceed
the acceptable levels identified in the general plan.”

The commenter then asserts that SMARO 26A-09-010(c)(8) makes no reference to there
needing to be a substantial addition of traffic, nor a link to a determination of impact to
bicycle usage. However, while the project would be potentially subject to all applicable
requirements of SMARO, the significance criteria developed for the EIR that the
commenter takes issue with is used specifically for judging potential project impacts to
bicycle/pedestrian safety; other specific criteria are also used in the Draft EIR for judging
significance of potential impacts to traffic safety and roadwear. In any case, however, the
type and extent of roadway improvements collectively identified in Mitigation

Measures E.1 through E.6 in the Draft EIR are consistent with the roadway
improvements that would be required by the provisions of SMARO 26A-09-010(c)(8).

The commenter asserts that it is unclear as to the determination of significance of Impact
E.3 following implementation of Mitigation Measure E.3a. Each mitigation measure in
the Draft EIR is followed by a discussion of significance of the impact after mitigation.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the roadway improvements identified in Mitigation
Measure E.3a are not currently funded or planned. Furthermore, the applicant would need
to acquire land from private landowners along portions of Roblar Road and Pepper Road
to provide sufficient right-of-way width to implement the identified roadway widening
improvements. The applicant would need to fund and implement the roadway widening
improvements, and then dedicate the right-of-way land with the roadway improvements
to the County. As a consequence, the implementation of Mitigation Measure E.3a may
not be feasible. If the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure E.3a were found to
be infeasible, the traffic safety impacts would be Significant and Unavoidable.

It should be noted that the final determination of feasibility of the mitigation measures
would be made by the decisionmakers when findings are prepared. In addition, if the
County approves the project despite residual significant adverse impacts that cannot be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels, it must prepare a Statement of Overriding
Considerations that would be included in the record of project approval.

The commenter indicates there is no discussion of the issue of wind in the context of the
project site. Please see Response to Comment J-10, above and Master Response AQ-1 in
Chapter II in this Response to Comments Document.
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J-33

J-34

J-35

The commenter expresses concern that sediment that would be regularly collected from
the sediment pond, and hence stockpiled and used for on-going reclamation, may be
contaminated and such contaminants would become airborne.

The commenter is referred to Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to Comments
Document. As discussed in that response, in the event that VOCs are detected in water of
the sediment control basins, the sediment within the respective basin would also be
sampled and analyzed for VOCs by a California state certified laboratory prior to the
removal. In the event that VOCs are present in the material, it would be managed in
accordance with all applicable state and federal regulations related to handling, storage
and transport of hazardous materials. Consequently, no potentially contaminated
sediment would be stockpiled on-site or used for reclamation under the project.

The commenter indicates the Hazardous Materials section in the Draft EIR omits listing
provisions of County SMARO 26A-11-010(d)(5)(v) [incorrectly cited by the commenter
as 26A-11-010(5)(v)] and SMARA 2772(c)(8)(a). For informational purposes, the full
excerpts from SMARO and SMARA sections referenced by the commenter are:

. SMARO § 26A-11-010(d): “Reclamation Plan Standards. Properties used for
surface mining operation shall be reclaimed after the operation or an approved
phase of the operation has been completed in accordance with the following
standards:

5)  Grading, Backfilling and Cleanup. Reclamation Plan shall make provisions
to ensure that the mining is left in final condition after operations are
complete, that is:

v)  No toxic substance shall be used as fill material.”

. SMARA § 2772(c): “The reclamation plan shall include all of the following
information and documents:

8) A description of the manner in which reclamation, adequate for the proposed
use or potential uses will be accomplished, including both of the following:

a) A description of the manner in which contaminants will be controlled,
and mining waste will be disposed.”

The commenter indicates that the potential for contaminated soil from the sediment basin
for site reclamation needs to be addressed. The commenter is referred to response to
Comment J-33, above; no potentially contaminated sediment would be stockpiled on-site
or used for reclamation under the project.
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July 12, 2008
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SEPASTOPOL WATER INFORMATION GROUP

To: Blake Hillegas, PRMD
2550 Ventura Ave.
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

From: Sebastopol Water Information Group by Jane E. Nielson, President

Subject: Comments on the Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Analysis of the Roblar Road Quarry Draft
Environmental Impact Report SCH # 2004092099

Dear Mr. Hillegas .

Sebastopol Water Information Group is an alliance of west County well owners and Sebastopol
residents. SWiG provides Sonoma County citizens with accurate scientific information bearing on
water supplies and quality. As a geologist with 25 years experience of teaching and performing | K-1
geologic investigations for the U.5. Geological Survey, I have found a number of problems with the
2008 Roblar Road Quarry Draft Environmental Impact Report (2008 DEIR) section on Geology, Soils,

and Seismicity, as-detailed in the following: 1

I have to state that I have had more than average difficulty obtaining the technical studies referenced in
the 2008 DEIR. For example, when I requested the technical investigations reports of consultant John H.
Dailey, dated October, 2002"; November, 2005% and March 3, 2006 and May 14, 2007%, and the Norcal
Geophysical Consultants report (2002)°, I was required to prove that these reports are cited in the DEIR. In
addition, two of the reports that I received were incomplete, requiring additional requests. In the
second case, I did not even try to make the request for missing parts.

Since all the reports I requested were listed as references in the DEIR or in the technical reports
themselves, I must conclude either that PRMD does not evaluate and insure access to the documents
that CEQA requires be available for public review as part of the DEIR before releasing the document,
or that the process for preparing the documents for review has somehow broken down in this case.

In addition, a DEIR prepared for the proposed quarry (dated September, 1989)° is cited in the 2008
DEIR’s Appendix A (page 1), but the GEOMATRIX (1986) technical report cited in that earlier DEIR
(and therefore part of that DEIR) apparently is not available for review. Since some significant
conclusions in the 1989 DEIR strongly contrast with those in the 2008 DEIR, these missing technical

! John H. Dailey, Report: Preliminary Geologic Evaluation, Proposed Roblar Road Quarry, 7601 Reblar Road, Sonoma County,
California, October 1, 2002

2 John H. Dailey, Report; Geotechnical / Geologic Evaluation for EIR, Proposed Roblar Road Quarry, 7601 Roblar Road, AP
No. 027-080-008, Scnoma County, California, November 16, 2005.

3 John H. Dailey, Pseudostatic Slope Stability Analyses, Geotechnical/Geclagic Evaluation for Roblar Road Quarry EIR, 7175
Roblar Road, Sonoma County, California, March 3, 2006.

' John H. Dailey, Stability Analyses of Quarry Slopes, Proposed Roblar Road Quarry, 7175 Roblar Road, Sonema County,

California, May 14, 2007.
5 Norcal Geo hysical Consultants, Inc,, 2002, Seismic Refraction Survey, Roblar Road Ranch, 7601 Roblar Road, Senoma

County, CA (unpublished consultant's report to C.R. Fedrick, Inc,, dated January 28, 2002, 6 p with illustrations.)
¢ Earth Metrics Incorporated, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Roblar Road Hard Rock Quarry, Prepared

for Soniomia County, September, 1989.
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Comment Letter K

reports may be of great importanée for evaluating the competency of the 2008 DEIR's technical K-2
information. 1 cont.
Introduction -

Although the geologic background information in the 2008 DEIR is generally correct and based on
applicable references, it is far from complete. In particular, the data, discussions, and conclusions about
slope stabilities differ considerably between the 2008 and earlier 1989 DEIRs. Thus, a reviewer cannot
determine whether the theoretical slope-stability models are correctly applied to this project site.

The analyses of slope instabilities in the 2008 DEIR are deficient because the authors have presented
and discussed each category of geologic information separately — as though earthquakes and ground
water are distinct issues that do not influence the generation of landslides on unstable slopes. For
example, the 2008 DEIR does not consider the current landsliding potential of areas adjacent to the
proposed quarry site as germane to the stability of the quarry's planned cuts. In fact, the abundant
evidence for instabilities in those areas seems to be purposely downplayed. 1

The 2008 DEIR authors also do not consider the water-collecting character of the closed landfill
adjacent to the proposed quarry site, or the report of higher water production from a well drilled into
or adjacent to the Dunham Fault (Dunham Fault and Relationship to Groundwater section, page IV.C-

14), which indicate higher than-ambient water pressures in the fault, as factors to be added to assessing K-4
future slope instabilities. In addition, the potential for earthquake and landslide instabilities to
combine, causing slope failures from seismic shaking — including catastrophic slope failures of quarry
walls after removal of the mass of aggregate-quality basalt — are ignored. . 1

In contrast, the 1989 DEIR expressed concerns about the steepness of the proposed quarry cut in “an
area identified ... as having high to moderate landslide potential (p. 3.1-5). Although the 2008 DEIRs
asserts that the planned quarry design will remain stable for all the foreseeable future, as it must for the
protection of species downstream from the site, in Americano Creek and the Esteros, the available
technical reports are deficient for evaluating the slope instabilities at the site, and contradict both the . .
evidence in air photos of instabilities near the site (see below}, and the earlier DEIR’s conclusions, K-5

without explanation.

I therefore believe that additional studies must be undertaken to more fully explore the questionable
slope stabilities of this quarry design. The deficient analyses require substantial revision of the DEIR
before it can be accepted by County agencies. 1

Deficiencies -
The following observations should be acknowledged and thoroughly investigated and before revision

of the 2008 DEIR is attempted:

1) The 2008 DEIR's failure to consider potential onsite fault movements due to seismic shaking from
earthquakes on nearby active faults, and other missing analyses explained in the following, indicate
that the future stability of the site has not been investigated thoroughly enough.

If the quarry walls are not as stable as asserted, and if the steep and tall cut quarry slopes were to K-6
undergo catastrophic failure, the resulting avalanche of material into the quarry void could include
contaminated materials from the old landfill. A large collapse mass could overwhelm the small design
sediment basins, releasing floods of polluting sediment into Americano Creek, jeopardizing
endangered and threatened fish species living downstream.

We have to be very aware that the quarry cutslopes must remain stable forever. For this reason this
quarry plan and the 2008 DEIR must not be approved until the public can see better studies for
evaluating claims that the excavation will remain stable. 1
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2) The presence of many landslide scars on the hills underlain by Wilson Grove Formation indicatesa T

high degree of instability. Clay layers within the Wilson Grove, due to alteration of interbedded ashfall
tuff layers, can retard groundwater flow and produce local artesian conditions. The 2008 DEIR refers
only to the lowermost Roblar Tuff in this regard. Tuff layers also may be interbedded with the buried

basalt lava flows, to be quarried.

North of the proposed quarry footprint, the contact between Wilson Grove Formation and underlying
volcanic rock impedes water from percolating into the ground more than 180 feet (Groundwater Wells
and Groundwater Occurrence sections, page I1V.C-13). As the 2008 DEIR states, the reduced percolation
forces groundwater toward discharge points at springs and seeps, but the potential for a buildup of
artesian pressures during intense winter storms also needs to be evaluated. Debris flow and landslide
activity can occur under these conditions, with or without earthquake shaking. Unstable hill slopes can
slip along the steepest adjacent slope or toward zones of geologic weakness. These possibilities are not

evaluated by the DEIR.

True-scale cross sections of the quarry site as it is today (Fig. 1, attached) show that the old landfill
imposed a series of relatively flat benches separated by relatively steep slopes onto the original
topography (see Figure 3, attached, for cross-section locations). The benches tend to pond rainwater,
and capping soils - apparently derived from permeable Steinbeck loam series, which occur on many
surrounding undisturbed slopes (page IV.C-6) -- allow the collected water to permeate the landfill cells.
The highest cell is underlain by less permeable rock, so that water cannot percolate lower and can
buildup pressures that add to the potential for hillslope instabilities.

Whyv does the 2008 DEIR lack an analysis of groundwater behaviors related to hillslope instabilities? In

the absence of such routine analysis, why should this reviewer not conclude that very little detailed

geologic analysis has been performed with the available and publicly unavailable data sets collected for
this report?

3) The 2008 DEIR does not report the overall slope stability rating of C7 for the general area that
includes the proposed quarry site, indicating "Areas of relatively unstable rock and soil units, on slopes
greater than 15%, containing abundant landslides.” The 2008 DEIR (I'V.B-12) mentions four very small
landslides on the proposed quarry site (where springs occur at the contact between Franciscan and
Wilson Grove Formations), but ignores landslides in the adjacent areas to the north and east, where
evidence of many more slides can be seen on the slopes. Airphoto mapping by Registered Engineering
Geologist, Ray Waldbaum (Figure 1, attached), shows evidence of larger landslide-prone areas
southwest of the landfill anf within the quarry footprint, for example. The landslides may be due to slip
at both the Wilson Grove-Franciscan Formation contact and also along clay (altered tuff} layers within
the Wilson Grove (and potentially within basalt units).

4) True-scale cross sections of the quarry site both before (Fig. 2, attached) and after excavation (Fig. 3,
attached) show that the northern quarry wall will intersect part of the Dunham Fault, substantially
altering several slope stability factors (see Figure 4, attached, for cross-section: locations). The 2008
DEIR's paucity of information on the hydraulic character of the Dunham Fault (Dunham Fault and
Relationship to Groundwater section, page IV.C-14) suggests that little or nothing is known. But the
Onsite Inactive Fault section (page I'V.B-11) states "Hydrologic and groundwater analysis (unspecified)
completed for this EIR suggest that the Dunham Fault represents a barrier to groundwater flow." This
statement refers to Chapter IV.C, Hydrology, Geology and Water Quality, where an observation of
increased water production in the borehole of a monitoring well located on ot close to the fault is

reported in the Dunham Fault and Relationship to Groundwater section (page IV.C-14).

7 Charles F. Armstrong, Map of Landslides and Slope Stability - Southern Sonoma County [in Geology for Planning in Sonoma
County, California Department of Mines and Geology {now CA Geological Survey) Special Report 120 1980)
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Comparison of the Dunham Fault location (Figure IV.B-1), with estimated groundwater flow directions
in Figure IV.C-5 test the 2008 DEIR's speculation the Dunham Fault acts as a barrier to groundwater
flow. If the flow directions ate correct, the fault cannot be a barrier to groundwater flow in the vicinity
of groundwater monitoring well MW-1, since the plotted contours show no deflection along the fault's
trajectory. In contrast; comparison of the figures indicate that flow in the center stretch of "Ranch
Tributary” may be restricted to the fault zone. — '

Why does the 2008 DEIR lack a comparison of geclogic with groundwater data? Why should this
reviewer not conclude that very little detailed geologic analysis has been performed with the data sets

collected for it (both those I have seen and those that appear to be publicly unavailable)? |

5) The 2008 DEIR (p. IV.B-11) states that "The closest faults to the project site are the Rodgers Creek and
the San Andreas Faults," noting also that the northern segment of these faults, plus the Hayward Fault
“are considered to be the most likely source of potentially damaging ground shaking at the project site."
It does not elaborate as to how the ground shaking might be produced, nor does it S%‘IOW how close the
site is to these major active faults. , as well as to the undoubtedly active San Andreas Fault Zone (Figure
3.1-2, p. 3.1-3). In contrast, the 1989 DEIR does include a map showing the closeness of California's
greatest earthquake-generating fault, active for at least 11 million years in northern California®, to the
site.1989 None of the technical reports referenced in the 2008 DEIR contain such an overview map.

: With some exceptions, the amount of shaking at a site is generally expected to be greater the closer it is
to the epicenter of an earthquake, and therefore to the fault which has the capacity to generate an
earthquake. Why does the 2008 DEIR not state that the San Andreas Fault is only 11 miles from the

proposed quarry site or that the Rodgers Creek Fault also is less than 20 miles from the site?

6) The 2008 DEIR includes only one mention of the presence of the potentially active and laterally
extensive Bloomfield Fault within 1/2 mile of the proposed quarry site (page IV.B-11). In contrast, the
1989 DEIR contained an overview map showing the location of the proposed quarry relative to the
Bloomfield Fault. The Bloomfield Fault (actually a zone of generally parallel fault ruptures) is not
depicted on any map figure in the 2008 DEIR.

Why does the 2008 DEIR not explain that the Dunham Fault is part of the potentially active Bloomfield
Fault Zone, and possibly linked to it?

The closeness of the major active faults creates a strong potential for heavy shaking at the proposed
quarry site due to secondary movement on either the Bloomfield or the Dunham Fault (ox both) caused
by either a San Andreas or a Rodgers Creek earthquake.’ In addition, the Bloomfield Fault Zone
extends from the Rodgers Creek Fault to the San Andreas Fault Zone, suggesting close relationships
among the three. Neither the 1989 or 2008 DEIRs, nor any of the 2002 to 2006 technical reports examine
the possible tectonic connections between the Rodgers Creek Fault, Bloomfield Fault Zone, and the San

Andreas Fault.

Why does the DEIR not discuss how the transmission of energies from major earthquake on either of

the clearly active faults could cause substantial shaking on active and inactive ruptures along the
Bloomfield Fault Zone, including the Dunham fault?

% The San Andreas Fault Zone (SAFZ) actually forms the tectonic margin of the North American continent. Its reliably active
status results from sea floor spreading in the mid-Atlantic, and subduction of sea floor under the Cascades and Aleutian

islands.
9 There is a much lower potential for activity on the Hayward Fault (the South Bay Rodgers Creek equivalent, which has not

generated earthquakes for 140 years, and seems due for a major temblor) to cause slippage on the Bloomfield or Dunham
Fauits.
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7) Technical reports by John H. Dailey (2005) and Miller Pacific Engineering Group (MPEG, 2004)"
reveal the presence of natura] fracture zones in the quarry material. The MPEG borehole samples came
from sufficient depths for assessing the potential stability of the quarry walls, but were not sited close
to the excavation boundaries (MPEG Figure 2). MPEG also failed to measure the degree or direction of
tilt of the fractures and fracture zones that they noted in their samples. The 2005 Dailey report contains
logs of shallow backhoe pits (no more than 55 feet deep) for assessing the stability of the quarry
cutslopes. These data are not sufficient for determining the stability of rocks at 200 and 300 feet below
the surface, which will be exposed at the completion of phase 3.

In the absence of studies indicating more detailed studies on fracture zones in the materials to be
quarried I am forced to conclude that none exist. Why were detailed studies to define the stability of

materials in the quarry walls not performed?

Discussion and Conclusions '
I consider it highly significant that the 1989 DEIR expressed concerns about the steepness of the
proposed quarry cut, stating (p. 3.1-5) "... the proposed quarry is located in an area identified ... as
having high to moderate landslide potential. If oversteepening in the Wilson Grove Formation were to
occur, it could potentially result in increased landsliding. The overall slope of 2:1 with slopes between
the benches being 1.5:1 may exceed conditions conducive to reclamation.”

This statement expresses the concern about replacing the present geological buttress to a clearly
unstable topography with a oversteepened slopes adjacent to a void (Figure 3). This situation probably
equates to a higher potential for catastrophic failure than the 2008 DEIR discloses. A number of
possible destabilizing features are left unmentioned and probably unexamined -- including post-
quarrying groundwater interactions with geologic units and landfill cells, the location and impact of
fracture zones within the basalts, especially quarry cutslope fracture zones, the interaction of the local
active and potentially active faults, and the potential for earthquakes to generate landslides, whether or

not onsite faults experience secondary slip.

Taking the reported data at face value, and disregarding the report’s conclusions, we can foresee how
removal of the higher hill south of the landfill area will affect the stability of the remaining topography,
when a relatively steep cut slope at least 100 feet tall and open void will begin 200 feet south of the

landfill boundary.
After the quarry excavation has breached the Dunham Fault (phases 2 and 3), either:

a) groundwater flow directions could reverse to flow south from the landfill toward the quarry,
carrying the large variety of chemicals and metabolites currently detected in monitoring well
samples that contain landfill leachates.

b) the Dunham fault could no longer block groundwater flow, so that the quarry could promote de-
watering of the landfill area, potentially stabilizing it, or

c) groundwater flow directions may not change, in which case the quarry void could destabilize the
already unstable geology under the landfill, especially during sever winter storms when ponded
rainfall can build up pressure in the land£ll cells. The missing buttress could promote collapse of

the steep northern quarry wall into the void.

The DEIR must be revised to consider these possibilities and discover which is most likely for a worst-
case scenario. As a result, the 2008 DEIR will require the addition of two significant environmental

impacts, plus mitigations for them:

19 Miller Pacific Engineering Group, Exploration Program, Roblar Road Quarry, 7601 Roblar Road, Sonoma County,
California, September 24, 2004.
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Impact U-1. Major or minor earthquake on the San Andreas fault could cause secondary movements on ]
the inactive Bloomfield and (or) Dunham faults, destabilizing quarry walls, especially after completion K-15
of phases 2 and 3. The cut quarry wall, proposed to start 200 feet from the former County landfill, and
adjacent slopes containing many older landslides, are particularly at risk for destabilization. 1

Impact U-2. High (maximum 340 ft tall) an oversteep quarry cuts will remove the mass of Miocene
basalt deposits that now form a buttress against southward landsliding from the water-absorbing
landfill benches and naturally uinstable adjacent hillslopes formed on Wilson Grove Formation rocks.
During or following severe winter storms, the pressure of those unstable slopes against exposed K-16
fracture zones in the basalt (or weak zones of the exposed Dunham Fault, or both) could cause
catastrophic failure, and release landfill contents, along with mixed country rocks (including
serpentinites associated with Franciscan Formation) into the quarry pit. 1

Sincerely yours,
odceZ. Yol

Jane E. Nielson, Ph.D., Geologist
President, Sebastopol Water Information Group
3727 Burnside Read, Sebastopol, CA 95472

Attachments:

Comments Figure 1. Landslides inferred from aerial photographs by Ray Waldbaum, RPEG

Comments Figure 2. Cross sections showing current topography of proposed Roblar Road quarry and
old landfill sites, by Jane E. Nielson, Ph.D.

Comments Figure 3. Cross sections B-B” and C-C’ as projected in the 2008 DEIR at completion of phase
3 excavation, by Jane E. Nielson, Ph.D.

Comments Figure 4. Locations of cross sections A-A’, B-B’, and C-C’, in comments Figures 1 and 2.
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Landslides inferred from aerial photographs by Ray Waldbau

Comments Figure 1

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

Letter K. Sebastopol Water Information Group (SWIG)

K-1

K-2

(Jane E. Nielson, Ph.D., Geologist, President)

The Sebastopol Water Information Group (SWIG) indicates it identified a number of
problems with the Geology, Soils and Seismicity section of the Draft EIR. The
commenter’s comments, and the responses to specific comments, follow.

The commenter indicates she had difficulty obtaining technical studies from the County
that are referenced in the Draft EIR. However, all technical studies directly referenced in
the Draft EIR, including the Dailey and Norcal reports, have been made available to the
public.

The commenter also indicates that a technical report (by GEOMATRIX) that was cited in
another EIR for a prior quarry proposal was not available for review. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, there have been two previous quarry proposals on the project site which have
been the subject of previous EIRs, although those proposals were associated with
different applicants, and are not associated with the current quarry proposal.
Furthermore, the source GEOMATRIX report was not included in the previous EIRs and
could not be reviewed. Accordingly, the Draft EIR for the current project makes no
reference to the GEOMATRIX report in question.

The commenter indicates the geologic background information presented in the Draft
EIR are generally correct. However, the commenter expresses concern that the
evaluation of slope stability presented in a 1989 EIR conducted for a prior quarry
proposal at the project site (Earth Metrics Incorporated) and the Draft EIR conducted for
the proposed project are inconsistent, and raises doubt about the validity of slope stability
models applied to the project site. In particular, the commenter believes that conclusions
about slope stabilities in the Draft EIR for the proposed project are suspect, since the
1989 EIR describes several possible landslides adjacent to the project site and indicates
that Sonoma County has rated the area as having a moderate to high landslide potential.

As stated in response to Comment K-2, above, the 1989 Draft EIR the commenter refers
to was for a previous quarry proposal associated a different applicant, and is not
associated with the current quarry proposal. Furthermore, it is important to note that the
1989 EIR the commenter refers to was never certified by the Sonoma County Board of
Supervisors as adequate and complete.

It is important to note that published information on local landslide susceptibility in
Sonoma County is sufficient only in describing the general risk or probability of slope
failures at the project site. Because of the apparent risk of slope instability, the applicant
for the proposed project completed site-specific geotechnical studies aimed specifically at
assessing slope stability at the quarry site, including subsurface materials testing under
both static and pseudo-static (seismic) conditions. The Draft EIR does not disregard or
contradict the slope stability hazard or information available in the 1989 EIR; rather, it
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K-4

presents additional and site-specific data that permit specific conclusions about slope
stability.

The commenter also believes that seismic and groundwater conditions are not adequately
considered in the evaluation of slope stability. While the issues of seismicity and
groundwater are presented in the Geology, Soils and Seismicity; and Hydrology and
Water Quality sections, respectively, in the Draft EIR, the relevant connections between
these issues are not ignored. The Draft EIR explains the factors that influence the
propensity of a slope to fail, including from groundwater and faults (structure).

Impact B.1 in the Draft EIR discusses the possibility of slope failure during an
earthquake, and Impact B-2 discusses the factor of safety analysis conducted by John H.
Dailey (2005, 2006, 2007), which includes reasonable assumptions on groundwater, soil
moisture conditions, and geologic structures. These assumptions were based on a
combination of site-specific geotechnical data and previously published data on the
bedrock underlying the site.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider the “water-collecting”
character of the closed landfill and “higher than ambient water pressures” in the Dunham
fault and that these factors could be additional destabilizing influences to planned quarry
slopes. The commenter postulates that these factors, along with seismic ground shaking,
could cause a catastrophic failure of quarry walls.

Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the closed Roblar landfill cannot be accurately
characterized as “water—collecting.” In fact, the landfill property contains both surface
and subsurface drainage facilities to drain water from the landfill property. As discussed
on pages [V.C-9 through IV.C-11 in the Draft EIR, surface water on the landfill property
is collected in a swale at the base of the landfill and then conveyed during storm events to
Americano Creek through a culvert under Roblar Road. In addition, leachate is routinely
removed from the landfill cells via an onsite leachate collection system. The diversion of
surface flows and the removal of subsurface leachate are designed to prevent surface
water and shallow groundwater from remaining on the landfill property and over[’
saturating the landfill cells.

Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, shallow groundwater flow within the Wilson
Grove Formation on the quarry and landfill properties mimics the topographic gradient of
the landscape. As shown in Figure IV.C-5 in the Draft EIR, based on water level
measurements, the predominant direction of shallow groundwater flow on the landfill
property is towards Roblar Road and away from the quarry site. Based on these factors,
there is no evidence that the landfill currently influences the groundwater, or would
influence the pressure exerted by the groundwater on the walls of the proposed quarry.

The Dunham Fault and the potential that it may influence groundwater flow (see Draft
EIR, pages IV.C-14 and IV.B-11) is not considered germane to the discussion of slope
stability because once the quarry is excavated, the fault would be exposed and any water
held by or conveyed through the fault would be drained. While Phases 2 and 3 of the
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planned quarry excavations would breach the Dunham Fault, the fault feature cannot be
expected to cause instability beyond local sloughing or raveling of rock material. Page
IV.C-14 of the Draft EIR provides evidence that the fault results in a zone of sheared
rock and a localized increase in groundwater production. However, these potentially
destabilizing effects would be confined to the rock material within the fault, which is
presumably vertically or steeply oriented (based on the inferred trace of the fault, which
cuts straight through topography). With this orientation, the fault could not behave as a
sliding surface of this type that would be needed for a large catastrophic slope failure.
Instead it is more likely to result in local topples raveling, or potentially wedge failures.

The proposed “1.5:1 (H:V) quarry cut-slope with 10-foot wide benches spaced every 30
feet (Draft EIR, page IV.B-23) would be sufficient to reduce potential slope failures in
the quarry. As stated in the Draft EIR (page IV.B-23), “[t]hese slope configurations
would be in compliance with the SMARO regulations intended to address post-
excavation slope stability (Section 26A-09-010(m), 26A-11-010 (2), 26A-09-040 (c), and
26A-11-040).

Contrary to the comment, seismic shaking, landslide instabilities, and catastrophic slope
failures are not ignored by the Draft EIR. Slope instability impacts are evaluated in the
Draft EIR in Impact B.2 (page IV.B-23). Geotechnical evaluation has determined that the
quarry slopes, as proposed, are adequate to preclude large scale failures, pursuant to
SMARQO. In addition, as stated in the Draft EIR, Page IV.B-23,

“[t]he applicant’s geotechnical evaluation recognizes that, based on the known
characteristics of the volcanic resource rock, the quarry slopes could experience
localized slope failures due to discontinuities within the rock mass. The actual
behavior of the rock slope under mining conditions cannot be determined until the
rock face is exposed and mining is underway. Localized slope failures are inherent
in active hard rock quarrying and are typically addressed during mining operations
through implementation of an on-going monitoring and maintenance program. The
large movements associated with instability and failure of rock slopes are nearly
always preceded by smaller ones that can be detected by sensitive instruments.
Therefore, movement monitoring gives the most useful measurement of potential
impending instability, and is the most commonly employed type of monitoring.”

Earthquake ground shaking and the potential for it to trigger landslides is considered in
the seismicity discussion in the Draft EIR (Pages IV.B-13 to -14) and in Impact B.1,
(Draft EIR, page IV.B-21). Calculated factors of safety for stockpile slopes indicate that
the slopes would remain stable under static and dynamic (earthquake) conditions. As
stated above, failures in bedrock quarry slopes would be monitored to assess impending
instability, as required by Mitigation Measure B.2d.

K-5  The commenter expresses concern regarding the adequacy of technical reports, which
conclude that planned quarry slopes are adequate and reasonably safe, citing evidence of
recent failures in the general area. The commenter states that the available reports are
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deficient for evaluating slope instability and contradict evidence in previous air
photography and the 1989 Draft EIR. As stated above, the 1989 Draft EIR was prepared
for a previous quarry proposal associated a different applicant, and is not associated with
the current quarry proposal; further that EIR was never certified by the Sonoma County
Board of Supervisors as adequate and complete. Refer to response to Comment K-3,
above.

Current aerial photography and landslide mapping of the proposed quarry and
surrounding area identify slope instabilities and failures in the Wilson Grove formation,
not the underlying bedrock of the Tolay Volcanics. As stated in the Draft EIR

(page IV.B-2), the Wilson Grove formation is a sedimentary unit containing fine-grained
marine sandstone, conglomerate, limestone concretions and tuff. The Wilson Grove
formation, which was deposited on top of the volcanic rocks, is considered to be
“overburden,” and therefore would be stripped off to gain access to the resource rock.
The Tolay Volcanics consist of dense bedrock. Aerial photography and landslide
mapping do not show failures of the Tolay Volcanics and therefore, there is no evidence
in the aerial photography or landslide mapping indicating that the bedrock quarry slopes
would be unstable.

The 1989 Draft EIR the commenter refers to incorrectly postulated that the bedrock
quarry slopes would be unstable based on the previously mapped landslides in the Wilson
Grove formation. The proposed project would remove the Wilson Grove formation and
place it in engineered stockpiles prior to excavating the resource materials, thereby
eliminating the potential landslide hazard. Dailey (2005) concludes that the proposed
slope of 1.5:1, with 10-foot benches every 30 feet in elevation, would reduce substantial
slope failures while localized, minor failures such as topples, sloughing, or raveling
would likely occur. Localized failures such as these are inherent to mining operations and
can be identified, monitored, and mitigated as standard quarry operations. That is why
operating quarries develop monitoring programs to evaluate working and reclamation
slopes for potential failures and correct the unstable conditions before failure occurs, as
required in the Draft EIR in Mitigation Measures B.2a through B.2d.

In conclusion, the Draft EIR for the proposed project is not deficient with regards to its
analysis of slope stability. While the 1989 Draft EIR that was completed for a prior and
separate quarry proposal relied on available geologic maps and regionally-based landslide
mapping, the Draft EIR for the proposed project relied on site-specific geologic mapping
and subsurface exploration data and information to determine that the potential for slope
instability could be mitigated to less than significant, given the configuration of the
stockpiled slopes and the inherent stability of the Tolay Volcanic rock. Therefore,
additional study prior to mining operations is not necessary.

K-6  The commenter expresses concern that sympathetic slip on the Dunham Fault could cause
catastrophic failure of the quarry walls. Although the potential for sympathetic slip to
occur on a small, potentially inactive fault feature, such as the Dunham fault, cannot be
discounted, the potential for damage from sympathetic movement would be minor, if not

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-95 ESA /204334

Response to Comments Document



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

K-7

negligible. The length and age of a fault or shear zone is related to the amount of slip, if it
were to occur. Because the Dunham fault is an ancient feature and relatively short in
length, if measureable slip were to occur on the Dunham Fault during a sufficiently large
earthquake on a larger nearby active fault (e.g., San Andreas, Rodgers Creek), any
surface expression of the displacement would be extremely small, if observable. Damage
to structures or equipment from slight surface displacements would be minor if they
occurred at all. Furthermore, any adverse site effects, such as localized damage caused
by the minor surface rupture resulting from sympathetic slip, would be overshadowed by
the damage caused by seismic ground shaking (see pages IV.B-21 and IV.B-22 in the
Draft EIR). As discussed in the Draft EIR, a pseudostatic slope stability analysis was
performed on stockpiles of the Wilson Grove Formation which demonstrated that
proposed slopes on the Wilson Grove Formation would remain stable (Daily, 2005). In
addition, catastrophic failure of the underlying Tolay Volcanics cannot be reasonably
expected to occur because geotechnical boring logs show the source rock is generally
competent and massive in nature. As acknowledged in Impact B.2 in the Draft EIR, the
moderately fractured nature of the basalt rock makes wedge failures or small topples
possible, but these modes of failure would not have effects beyond the quarry itself.

The commenter expresses concern that the arrangement of geologic units and the
proximity of the closed landfill to the proposed quarry site could result in groundwater
conditions that would exert destabilizing “artesian” pressures on quarry walls. The
comment that “clay layers within the Wilson Grove can retard groundwater flow and
produce local artesian conditions” may be the case in other areas underlain by the Wilson
Grove formation but does not apply to conditions at the proposed quarry site.

Contrary to the observation by the commenter, there is limited evidence of a “high degree
of instability” on the portion of the project site underlain by the Wilson Grove formation.
No active landslides, slumps, or flows were observed during the various field visits.
Evidence in drill cores and well logs do not indicate a continuous subsurface layer of
“altered ashfall Tuff layers” that would be capable of retarding groundwater flow leading
to artesian conditions. Furthermore, there is evidence of several seeps and springs, which
indicate that shallow groundwater is flowing out of the Wilson Grove at the surface under
gravity rather than becoming confined. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page [V.C-6) the
flow from the seeps and springs fluctuate with seasonal rainfall. There is no evidence that
shallow groundwater is impeded and “building up” artesian pressures and there was no
observed slope failures proximate to the seeps and springs. Lastly, artesian conditions
would require a persistent impermeable rock unit that would lead to a laterally extensive
confined groundwater aquifer (Daily, 2005). Such an impermeable unit capable of
confining groundwater does not exist at the quarry project site. Moreover, the position of
the quarry near the top of a hill restricts the height of the hydraulic head of groundwater.
This condition limits the amount of pressure available should stratigraphic or structural
conditions locally confine groundwater.

The claim by the commenter that artesian pressures in the Wilson Grove would develop
by altered tuff layers is not only unsubstantiated but it becomes a moot point because the

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-96 ESA /204334
Response to Comments Document



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

quarry operations would remove the Wilson Grove formation material as overburden and
place it in engineered stockpiles. While zones of weakness within the site stratigraphy
due to groundwater conditions might trigger a slope failure, this does not change the
significance determination of Impact B.2, which acknowledges bedrock slope failure as a
potentially significant impact and identifies appropriate mitigation measures. Please refer
to response to Comment K-4 for a response to the portion of this comment that refers to
the “water-collecting” ability of the landfill and the “buildup of pressures that add to the
potential for slope instabilities.”

It should be noted that the analysis of slope stability and groundwater for this Draft EIR
was performed by standard and accepted investigative methods typical for an analysis
under CEQA. This analysis relied on available data and information generated from
various sources including field reconnaissance, review of site-specific exploratory and
well logs, review of geotechnical analyses, and review of regional geologic conditions.
As required by CEQA, the information gathered was used to develop a reasonable
assessment of the effects the proposed project would have on the existing environment.
CEQA does not require an exhaustive analysis when the results of such an analysis do not
enhance the understanding of the impact or change the level of significance. The Draft
EIR provides an adequate description of the existing groundwater and slope conditions,
provides information necessary to assess the potential impact, provides a relevant
analysis to demonstrate whether or not project implementation would result in a
significant impact related to slope instability, and identifies appropriate mitigation
measures to reduce significant impacts to less than significant.

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not report that the proposed project site lies
within an area, as determined by a 1980 landslide study, that contains “areas of unstable
rocks and soil units on slopes greater than 15%, containing abundant landslides.” The
comment continues by stating that the Draft EIR ignores areas to the north and east where
landslides can be seen on the slopes. The commenter also presents a topographic map
containing hand-drawn symbols to represent landslide features. These features were
presumably transcribed onto the topographic map and are apparently based on
observations from an aerial photograph. The map, developed by Mr. Ray Waldbaum, is
presented by the commenter as further evidence of the instability of the project area.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the project areas may be susceptible to slope failure,
identifies onsite landslides (see Draft EIR, page IV.B-12 and Impact B-2 on page [V.B-23),
and discusses the potential for the site to be subjected to further failures due to project
implementation. As noted in the Draft EIR, this analysis is based on actual field
reconnaissance of the quarry site rather than aerial photographic interpretations and
topographic mapping alone. For the purposes of this EIR, acknowledgement of the
presence of onsite landslides and analysis of the effects of the quarry operations on working
and reclamation slopes is adequate to analyze the slope stability issues. Offsite landslides
would not impact the project and the project would not exacerbate existing offsite slope
failures. Although mention of the existing offsite landslide features in the Wilson Grove
formation would provide additional information, it is not germane to the analysis because,
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on the project site, the Wilson Grove materials would be removed and placed in engineered
stockpiles thereby eliminating the risk of onsite slope failure in the Wilson Grove unit. The
commenter claims that “the landslides may be due to slip at both the Wilson Grove-
Franciscan Formation contact and along clay (altered tuff layers) within the Wilson Grove
(and potentially within the basalt units)” is unsubstantiated and not based on actual field
reconnaissance data. The Wilson Grove-Franciscan Formation contact is mapped at the
extreme west side of the project site (see Draft EIR Figure [V.B-2), along Roblar Road,
where the landslides discussed in the Draft EIR were identified (see Impact B.1 and B.2).

Aerial photographic interpretation of landslide features is somewhat subjective and is
only a first step in assessing the presence and activity of landslide features. Aerial
photographic interpretation must be followed by actual site reconnaissance and ground[’
truthing to reach the level of certainty required for planning and development. Extensive
site reconnaissance, including subsurface exploration and geotechnical evaluation, was
conducted for preparation of this Draft EIR, as described on pages IV.B-2 — 4. It appears
from his letter commenting on the proposed project that Mr. Waldbaum did not follow up
his review of the aerial photograph with a site reconnaissance (see Comment Letter M).
Based on review of Mr. Waldbaum’s landslide interpretation map and the observations
made on recent aerial photographs of the site, there is insufficient evidence to support the
commenter’s claim that there are “larger landslide-prone areas southwest of the landfill
and within the quarry footprint.” Again, it is irrelevant to the analysis of environmental
impacts whether or not there is evidence of landslide features in the Wilson Grove unit at
the project site because the project would remove the Wilson Grove material and place it
in engineered stockpiles for later use. Slope stability analysis determined that the
stockpiles would remain stable under static and dynamic loads (see Draft EIR Impact B.1
and B.2).

The commenter states that there is a lack of data regarding the hydraulic character of the
Dunham Fault and its potential effect on slope stability, and disagrees with the Draft
EIR’s postulation that the Dunham fault could be a barrier to groundwater flow.

The Draft EIR uses information that is available on the Dunham fault and other similar
fault features in the Bay Area, to develop a reasonable explanation of its potential effect
on the geology and groundwater conditions under existing conditions and proposed
project conditions. Information includes observations of groundwater behavior in
boreholes close to the fault. The geology section of the Draft EIR (page IV.B-11)
discusses the Dunham fault in regards to the seismic setting and mentions that the feature
could be “a barrier to groundwater or in some way influences groundwater flow.” The
hydrology section (page [V.C-14) discusses the fault as a feature that could affect
hydrogeology and postulates that it may be a shear zone exhibiting a higher permeability
(hydraulic conductivity) than the surrounding rock. As required under CEQA, the Draft
EIR acknowledges the presence of the Dunham Fault as an existing feature present across
the site. The Draft EIR then appropriately factors it into the impact analysis of slope
stability and analysis of groundwater seepage in the Wilson Grove formation and the
Tolay Volcanics. The Dunham Fault and/or local groundwater behavior cannot be ruled
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out as potentially destabilizing factors, and hence, Impact B-2 acknowledges bedrock
slope failure as a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure B.2a through B.2d
in this EIR would reduce the potential that offsite damage could occur to a less than
significant level. In addition, the application of modern engineering design and standard
construction and maintenance, including SMARO-required measures greatly reduces the
potential for slope failures.

The commenter also states that the Dunham fault “could not be a barrier to groundwater
flow in the vicinity of groundwater monitoring well MW-1" and bases that claim on the
lack of deflection of the groundwater contours in Figure IV.C-5 in the Draft EIR. The
commenter should note that the groundwater contours shown in Figure IV.C-5 are those
of the shallow groundwater flowing through permeable layers of the Wilson Grove
formation and do not represent the groundwater contours of groundwater flow in the
deeper fractures of the Tolay Volcanics. Given that the Dunham fault is expected to be an
ancient shear zone or fault, it could very well represent either a zone of higher
permeability or an impediment to flow to the groundwater within the fractures of the
Tolay Volcanics.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not describe the proximity of major and

minor faults to the project site. The commenter is referred to Table IV.B-1 in the Draft
EIR, which lists the region’s active faults and their proximity to the project site, and to
Figure IV.B-3 in the Draft EIR, which shows this information graphically.

The commenter believes the Bloomfield Fault, which is considered potentially active, is
linked to the onsite Dunham Fault and should be shown on a map. A potentially active
fault, such as the Bloomfield Fault, is not considered capable of producing a large
earthquake, and thus, would not pose a significant seismic hazard to the project.
Identification of the fault on a figure in this EIR is not necessary given its minor
importance relative to other nearby active faults, including the San Andreas Fault. The
Tolay and Bloomfield faults are considered to be part of an ancient extension of the
Hayward fault that has been abandoned in favor of the active Rodgers Creek Fault Zone
to the east (Hart, 1998). There have been few, if any trench studies and there is no
evidence that young Holocene sediments have been displaced by these faults. Even less
is known about the onsite Dunham fault, other than that it exists. It would be imprudent
to assert that the Dunham Fault is part of the Bloomfield Fault, because beyond
conjecture, this idea has not been demonstrated in scientific studies.

The commenter also believes the Draft EIR should discuss the linkages between the
Bloomfield, San Andreas and the Rodgers Creek Faults; and explore the supposed
additional shaking that would occur. The reader is referred to pages [V.B-13, IV.B-14,
IV.B-22, and IV.B.23 of the Draft EIR, which discusses potential ground shaking in
considerable detail. The probabilistic seismic hazard analysis discussed in the Draft EIR
assesses the potential for faults to produce earthquakes (including a rupture probability
for earthquake faults not identified as “active”) as well as inherent uncertainties in their
size and location. The Draft EIR has adequately assessed the seismic shaking hazard
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using probabilistic seismic hazard analysis; and therefore, no extended analysis or
discussion of fault linkages is warranted.

The commenter questions why “detailed studies to define the stability of materials in the
quarry walls were not performed” and states that 1) borehole samples were not sited close
enough to the project boundaries, and 2) the orientation (strike and dip) of rock
discontinuities (referred to as “tilt” in this comment) were not recorded.

Miller Pacific Engineering Group (MPEG) completed a resource investigation under
contract to the applicant in 2004. The intent of the 2004 MPEG investigation was to
evaluate the extent, condition, and quality of the volcanic bedrock for mining. It was not
the intent of the 2004 MPEG investigation to attempt to evaluate or predict the future
stability of the quarry walls. The MPEG exploratory logs developed from the resource
investigation provided a useful source of information for the Draft EIR because they
noted detail on the subsurface geology and condition of the Tolay Volcanics.
Subsequently, in 2005, John H. Dailey, Consulting Geotechnical Engineer (Dailey)
conducted 1) subsurface exploration, laboratory testing, 2) an engineering analysis on soil
and rock samples from the project site, 3) a seismic analysis on the proposed overburden
stockpile slopes, 4) a supplemental analysis of rock slope failure mechanics and slope
stability at the quarry site, and 5) a preliminary geotechnical evaluation of the site. Daily
excavated test pits during his study to inform his geotechnical study and to assess the
interface and relationship of the Wilson Grove formation and Tolay Volcanics from a
slope stability perspective.

It is not standard engineering practice to attempt to evaluate the future stability of quarry
bedrock slopes before a quarry is excavated and the walls are exposed. While it is
sometimes prudent to carefully map certain subsurface fracture patterns or joint sets
(through manned, down-hole logging) in bedrock underlying a proposed structure,
especially, for example, a high-rise building, such effort is not a typical level of study for
a quarry that would not support a building or be used for an essential public facility. It is
infeasible, even with modern, available subsurface exploration techniques to obtain
sufficient data and information on bedrock characteristics to reliably predict the behavior
of the exposed bedrock along the entire length of the proposed slope faces at the planned
excavation depth. Bedrock fractures and joint patterns are extensively variable and
cannot be fully understood with data developed by down-hole methods. In general,
bedrock quarries rely on periodic inspections, observations from mining engineers and
geologists, and reports from equipment operators for information on the stability and
behavior of working faces and reclaimed slopes; only after the face is exposed can
potential problem areas be identified and considered in the mining strategy and safety
planning. In any case, exhaustive study to attempt to determine bedrock slope stability in
the proposed Roblar Road is unwarranted because the proposed slope configuration of
1.5:1 (H:V) quarry cut-slope with 10-foot wide benches spaced every 30 feet are
considered by geotechnical engineers as stable for bedrock slopes and these
configurations conform to SMARO (Section 26A-09-010 (m), 26A-11-010 (2), 26A-090J
040 (c), and 26A-11-040). Further, continued mapping and movement monitoring of the
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mining slopes would be required during the entire quarrying process so that slope
instabilities can be identified and corrected. The mitigation measures provided in the
Draft EIR require continued mapping and movement monitoring of the mining slopes to
assess slope stability (see Mitigation Measure B.2d). If a slope condition presents risk to
mine safety or the potential for erosion/siltation, repair measures would be implemented,
as identified in Mitigation Measure B.2d.

The commenter reiterates an issue previously raised in her letter as to the conclusions
regarding slope stability of the 1989 EIR versus those in the Draft EIR for the proposed
project. As stated, the 1989 EIR expressed concern for the steepness of the overall quarry
cut and suggested that over-steepening would lead to slope instability and increased
landsliding. As discussed in responses to Comments K-4, K-5, K-7, K-8, K-9, and K-12,
above, quarry slope stability hazards have been addressed in the Draft EIR and sufficient
evidence has been presented to support the finding that, with mitigation, the potential for
impacts resulting from slope instability is less than significant. The evidence to assess
potential slope instability was developed through geotechnical field analysis, laboratory
testing of soils, and slope stability calculations. While the 1989 EIR may conclude that
the proposed quarry could “potentially result in increased landsliding,” the Draft EIR for
the proposed project provides data and information, including geotechnical reports, to
demonstrate that the quarry slopes would remain stable with the exception of potential
localized raveling, sloughing and toppling, which is typical in mining operations and not
considered a significant impact to the environment or public safety.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the project does not replace the existing
“geological buttress to a clearly unstable topography with oversteepened slopes adjacent
to a void.” For visual context, the commenter is referred to Figure K-1 on the following
page. This illustration was previously presented as Section “L” in Figure III-8 in the
Draft EIR Project Description, and is repeated here. This figure is true-scale longitudinal-
section through the quarry property and the landfill property, and shows relative distance
between the quarry and landfill, and the final quarry slopes. As shown in this figure, as
well as the commenter’s own Figure 3 (cross-section B-B') presented in her letter, the
commenter’s reference to “oversteepened slopes adjacent to a void” is a
mischaracterization.

As discussed in the responses above, the quarry slopes will be of a sufficient
configuration to remain stable and preclude unanticipated and damaging catastrophic
failure. Mitigation provided in the Draft EIR requires periodic inspection of the working
and reclaimed slopes to identify potential failures (Draft EIR, page IV.B-21).
Furthermore, contrary to the assertion by the commenter that the Draft EIR does not
mention or examine possible destabilizing features processes, the Draft EIR addresses
mechanisms of failure identified as a relevant concern on the project site. These
mechanisms include, but are not limited to, earthquake ground shaking (Draft EIR,

page IV.B-21), bedrock or stockpile slope failure (Draft EIR, IV.B-23), erosion (Draft
EIR page IV.B-25), and blasting effects (Draft EIR, page IV.B-26).
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The commenter speculates regarding three scenarios for groundwater behavior that could
occur during Phase 2 and Phase 3 of mining when the Dunham Fault is breached. As
noted in the Draft EIR and elsewhere in responses to this comment letter, the Dunham
fault is ancient inactive fault on the project site that would be exposed by development of
the quarry. The Draft EIR Section B, Geology, Soil and Seismicity; and Section C,
Hydrology and Water Quality, addresses information related to the Dunham fault,
including potential project impacts, in detail.

It should be noted that the effects of breaching the Dunham fault would take place
gradually over the course of regular mining and would not represent a sudden change in
groundwater conditions. Monitoring of groundwater levels to detect potential localized
changes in gradient in the site vicinity (required by Mitigation Measure C.4¢) would
ensure that any changes are detected and addressed by other mitigation measures
identified in the Draft EIR before significant adverse impacts could occur. In addition, as
discussed in response to Comment C-4, the landfill is not considered “water collecting.”
There are no substantial barriers that would cause water to accumulate or build up
pressures beyond natural pore pressure caused by fluctuations in the groundwater table.
See also response to Comment K-13, above, why the excavation of the quarry, conducted
in compliance with the stringent requirements of SMARA, would not result in
“oversteepened slopes.” Therefore, further evaluation of the three scenarios presented by
the commenter is not necessary to the understanding of the geology or groundwater
conditions or directly relevant to the analysis of environmental impacts that reasonably
might occur.

The Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR addresses all potential impacts
associated with changes in groundwater flow that may result from quarry excavation:

1) Impact C.3 (Draft EIR, Page IV.C-38) analyzes the effects of the quarry excavation on
groundwater seepage from the surrounding Wilson Grove Formation and/or the underlying
fractured Tolay Volcanics, 2) Impact C.4 (Draft EIR, page IV.C-41) addresses the potential
that the excavation of the proposed quarry could cause potentially contaminated
groundwater to enter the quarry as seepage through the quarry walls, and 3) Impact C-7
(Draft EIR, page IV.C-46) analyzes the removal of Wilson Grove overburden and
excavation into the Tolay Volcanics unit and the possibility that mining could affect
groundwater flow and quality in nearby domestic groundwater wells. In addition, the
Geology, Soils and Seismicity section of the Draft EIR addresses all potential impacts
associated with potential slope instability and slope failure (Impacts B.1, B.2, and B.4).
Further analysis of the speculative scenarios postulated in the comment is unwarranted.

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR should identify an additional significant
environmental impact and provides the impact statement language. The impact statement
provided by the commenter is not necessary for the Draft EIR. The first impact addresses
secondary (sympathetic) movement on the Dunham fault from an earthquake on San
Andreas and the potential of that movement to destabilize the quarry walls. The
probability for this to occur is low because the secondary motion, if it were to occur on an
inactive fault similar to the Dunham fault, would be very small and would not be
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expected to contribute to measurable movement along the fault. See Draft EIR Impact
B.1 (page IV.C-21) and Impact B.2 (page IV.C-23) and response to Comment K-6.

In this comment, the commenter suggests another additional significant impact. The
commenter’s recommended language 1) contradicts findings of the geotechnical analyses
of slope stability (see responses to Comments K-4, K-5, K-7, K-8, K-9 and K-12); 2)
incorrectly characterizes the quarry slopes as over-steepened, thereby disregarding the
requirements of SMARO and the cross-sections presented in the Draft EIR (see also
Figure K-1, above); 3) misinterprets the groundwater conditions at the landfill (see
response to Comment K-4); 4) incorrectly asserts that serpentinite is present in the
bedrock on the site (see Master Response AQ-2 in Chapter II in this Response to
Comments Document); and 5) predicts catastrophic failure along fracture zones when
that would not be expected in the bedrock slopes of the quarry (see responses to
Comments K-13 and K-15). Accordingly, the proposed impact language is not
warranted.

References
Hart, E.W., compiler, 1998, Fault number 33, Tolay fault, in Quaternary fault and fold database

of the United States: U.S. Geological Survey website, http://earthquakes.usgs.gov/regional/
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Comment Letter L

RECEIVED

July 21, 2008
JUL 21 2008-
PERMIT AND RESOQURGE
. MANAGEMENT -
Mr. Scott Briggs _ COUNTY OFUggﬁg'RqM}\EN1
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829

Subject: Comments on Roblar Road Quarry Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Briggs:

On behalf of Citizens Against Roblar Rock Quarry (CARRQ), JTEC Environmental submits the
following comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed
Roblar Road Quarry, prepared by ESA and dated May 2008.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Roblar Landfill

The adjacent Roblar Landfill is an unlined landfill which stopped accepting waste in 1973,
Because of this, the 1992 closure process for the landfill was far below the standards of the
existing California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 27 landfill closure process. The following
remaining issues with the landfill make it impossible to effectively evaluate impacts to the landfill
and neighboring properties associated with the proposed quarry activities: L-1

» Waste remains essentially in contact with groundwater beneath the landfill. As a result,
there is a continuing leaching of contaminants to groundwater. Because the landfill is
unlined, any leachate collection system will be ineffective at capturing all leachate, and
continuing groundwater contamiration can be expected. L

®  Groundwater investigations performed at the site have not adequately investigated the ] L-2
groundwater flow regime in the landfill. ' 1 '

e Groundwater investigations performed at the site have not adequately investigated
contaminants in groundwater at the landfill. Contaminants have been identified in L-3
groundwater beneath the landfill, but their nature and extent has not been determined. 1

o There has been no investigationlfor methane gas at the landfill. The presence of methane ] L-4
gas could have significant impacts during blasting activities at the site. 1

e The potential for slope instabilities resulting from quarrying activities to affect the
landfill, including contaminant flow and methane gas movement, has not béen adequately L-5
addressed. 1

Groundwater Use

Two production wells presently at the site have been proposed as the source for groundwater use
during quarrying activities. However, the long-term yield of these wells has not been determined.
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Comment Letter L

of groundwater use at the quarry. A long-term pumping test, which includes monitoring of cont

Henee, it is not possible to evaluate impacts to the landfil! and nearby residential wells as a result /[ L-6
nearby wells, must be performed. !

Additionally, no basis for the groundwater use estimate in the DEIR has been provided, and ]: L-6a
appears to be underestimated.

Dust Control
L-7

The DEIR has not addressed the likely presence of asbestos in rock at the site, nor provided a

plan for controlling and monitoring asbestos-containing dust. Dust control plans presented in the

DEIR do not address the high winds present in the areas, and there does not appear to be a plan :|: L-7a
for monitoring dust at the site.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Pg. ITi-11, Adjacent Roblar Landfill Property, 4" paragraph: The DEIR states that

“leachate is routinely removed from the landfill via an on-site leachate collection system”. The

leachate collection system at the Roblar Landfill is not a true leachate collection system, but is, in
fact, more of a groundwater/surface water/leachate collection system and not necessarily L-8
representative of leachate quality. A true leachate collection system in a lined landfill consists of
leachate pipes from which leachate is pumped. Please revise the DEIR to accurately describe the
Roblar Landfill leachate system. ' , 1

2, Pg. II-11, Project Characteristics, 1* paragraph: Please change “the earliest year L-9
Phase I would be expected to comumence is 2007” to a realistic year. 1

3.  Pg.II-23, Phase I Blasting, 1* paragraph: The DEIR indicates, in reference to
blasting, that “Ir the area of the closed laudfill, drill holes would be monitored by a gas detection
device for methane gas.” Available reports concerning Roblar Landfill investigations do not
indicate that the presence of methane gas was ever evaluated. As a result, there is no way to
evaluate how blasting at the quarry could affect the movement of methane gas potentially present
at the landfill. Blasting may cause methane gas to be released to the atmosphere or adjacent
properties, but there is no provision for such monitoring in the DEIR. Before methane gas
movement can be accurately monitored, both within the landfill and on neighboring properties,
the presence of methane gas in the landfill must first be assessed. If an investigation of methane
gas at the landfill is not performed, then a detailed methane gas monitoring plan should be L-10
developed prior to blasting activities which will include monitoring methane gas around the
perimeter of the landfill, as well on the quarry adjacent to the landfill perimeter.

Additionally, the DEIR notes that a blasting plan would be prepared, but does not indicate what
the contingency plan is in case landfill gases were ignited during blasting. "'Who would review
and approve the blasting plan to ensure that the nearby residents are adequately protected and that
there are sufficient emergency response resources to respond to an emergency such as a landfill
gas fire? Although the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department would issue a blast permit, they
may not be the appropriate agency to review a blasting plan appropriate for a site adjacent to a
landfill potentially containing methane gas. Please specify the appropriate agency responsible for
approving a blasting plan. 1

4, Pg. HI-32, Water Use and Dust Control. The DEIR states an annual usage of 3 T L-11
million gallons, but the basis for this estimate is not provided. However, based on the significant N
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Comment Letter

need for groundwater for dust control due to the high winds in the area and a conversation with a
local water supplier, 6 — 9 million gallons is a reasonable assumption for annual water use. The
DEIR also states that the onsite production wells will be the source of water used onsite. Please

see Comment 8. 1

5. Pg. IV.A-27, Compatibility with Nearby Land Uses, 2™ paragraph. The DEIR states
the “proposed project would be generally compatible with the adjacent closed landfill property™.
Please see General Comments above concerning Roblar Landfill. 1

6. Pg. IV.B-2, Geologic Rock Units, 2™ paragraph: The DEIR reports that the
“Franciscan Complex forms the basement rock beneath the site” and that outcrops of Franciscan
rock are present on the site. The DEIR does not adequately describe the Franciscan Complex’,
which commonly contains serpentenite and blueschist (as glaucophane-riebeckite), both of which
are known to contain asbestos”. The subsurface investigations performed by John Dailey,
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers and Miller Pacific referenced in the DEIR did not include an
evaluation of the presence of these minerals. Unless proven otherwise, one must assume the
potential presence of asbestos in quarried materials. Please see Comment 28. -1

7. Pg. IV.B-26, Impact B.4: In evaluating the impacts of blasting, the DEIR references an
assessment prepared by Revey Associates, Inc. The assessment includes an evaluation of
blasting on both methane gas and the subsurface at the Roblar Landfill. In evaluating the effects
of blasting on methane gas, the report cited protocols used at the Sonoma County Management
Facility in Petaluma, which included methane monitering within 1,000 feet of waste filled areas.
However, the Petaluma [andfill and the Roblar Landfill are not comparable; unlike the Petaluma
landfill, the presence of methane gas has not been evaluated at the Roblar Landfill, nor is there a
methane gas collection or monitoring system at the Roblar Landfill. The DEIR incorrectly
concluded that this impact required no mitigation. ' A methane gas investigation is necessary to
adequately evaluate potential impacts to the proposed quarry, Roblar Landfill and nearby
residents, and to develop an effective blast monitoring plan. Because of the unknowns associated
with the presence and movement of landfill gas associated with the Roblar Landfill, the most
conservative approach of monitoring for methane gas at all blast locations, coupled with methane
gas monitoring at the landfill and proposed quarry perimeter, is necessary to protect human health

and the environment. 1

8. ‘Pg. IV.C-12, Groundwater Wells on the Project Site, 2"! paragraph. In reference to
the production wells present on the site, the DEIR states that “aquifer tests were performed to
determine the amount of water the wells could produce without causing additional groundwater
drawdown” which led to a conclusion that the wells could produce “about between 30 gpm and
50 gpm”. To effectively evaluate sustainabie yield from the onsite production wells, a long-term
pumping test must be performed which includes monitoring groundwater levels in Roblar
Landfill, onsite monitoring wells and nearby residential wells. Please provide data from a long-
term aquifer test that evaluates drawdown in nearby wells and determines a sustainable yield from
the production wells. Ideally, the test should be performed in the summer months, when both
groundwater levels are low and water demands for dust conirol will be high. Until this has been

performed, it is not possible to evaluate whether groundwater use at the site produces a significant

! Irwin, W. Porter. Understanding the Franciscan Complex. In 50 Years of Scientific Accomplishments,
U.8. Geclogic Survey, 2004.

2 NIOSH, 2005. Pocket Guide to Chemical Hazards, Appendix C. Department of Health and Human
Services, Center for Disease Control and Prevention. September,
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Comment Letter L

impact. Additionally, this DEIR paragraph contradicts the footnote on page IV.C-46, which
states “these pump tests only provide an estimate of well yield and can not be used to determine

long term yield”.

9. Pg. IV.C-16, Groundwater Conditions at Roblar Landfill Property. As stated,
“groundwater resides in three different geologic zones”, There are three wells at the Roblar
Landfill property, each of which is in a different water-bearing zone. A minimum of three wells
in each water-bearing zone is required to determine groundwater flow directions. As a result, it is
not possible to evaluate groundwater flow on the Roblar Landfill property with the existing wells.
Therefore, impacts on groundwater flow on the Roblar Landfill as a result of activities at the
proposed quarry cannot be evaluated until at least three wells are installed in each water-bearing
zone and the groundwater flow regime at Roblar Landfill is evaluated.

10. Pg. IV.C-17, Groundwater Monitoring, 2™ paragraph. The DEIR states that three
groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the site to “provide representative project site
boundary monitoring points, or “sentry wells” to monitor groundwater quality, and detect whether
pollutants, if any, may be migrating from the adjacent Roblar Landfill property to the project site.
These wells are inadequately situated to act as sentry wells because 1) they are not screened in the
same geologic unit(s) in which contaminants have been detected at Roblar Landfill; 2) the
contaminants present at Roblar Landfill have not been adequately characterized such that one
could evaluate possible contaminant flow pathways; and 3) the sentry wells are not situated
between the likely areas of contamination and the two onsite production wells, which is the most
likely pathway for contaminant flow, Either the nature and extent of contamination at Roblar
Landfill must be characterized, or groundwater monitoring wells must be installed around the
perimeter of the landfill on the proposed quarry site and regularly monitored.

11. Pg. IV.C-18, Groundwater Monitoring at the Project Site, 1* paragraph. Please
include VOCs in the list of analyses performed on groundwater samples, and note that analyses
for organochloritie pesticides, PCBs, and SVOCs were performed only once in February 2007.

12. Pg. IV.C-18, Groundwater Monitoring at the Project Site, 2nd paragraph. The
DEIR suggests possible sources for the VOCs detected in onsite wells to be cross-contamination
during well construction, laboratory contamination or existing water quality conditions. Because
the contaminants have been detected in wells constructed in 2004 and 2007, it is highly unlikely
that cross contamination during well construction is the source of the contaminants. Additionally,
laboratory quality control samples did not detect the presence of these contaminants, decreasing
the likelihood that laboratory contamination is the contaminant source. This suggests the most

. likely source to be an unidentified contaminant source on the proposed quarry site or on the
adjacent Roblar Landfill property. The nature and extent of contamination at Roblar Landfill
must be characterized in order to evaluate impacts to the proposed quarry site and nearby
properties.

13. Pg. IV.C-19, Groundwater Monitoring at the Roblar Landfill Site, 2™ paragraph. It
should be noted that there has been no analytical testing for the presence of diethylstilbestrol
(DES} in Roblar Landfill groundwater. Previous testing for semivolatile organics was perforimed
using EPA Method 8270 instead of EPA Method 8270C, which includes DES as an analyte.
During past public meetings, residents indicated that DES-containing feed had been disposed in
the landfill. The nature and extent of contamination at Roblar Landfill must be characterized in
order to evaluate impacts to the proposed quarry site and nearby properties. '
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Comment Letter L

14. Pg. IV.C-19, Groundwater Monitoring at the Roblar Landfill Site, 4th paragraph,
The DEIR notes that low concentrations of cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) have been
consistently detected in well R-1 siuce November 2004, and that vinyl chloride has been detected
“in a number of samples between 2004 and 2008 and states that the concentrations “were well
below the applicable state and federal water quality objectives for drinking water”. This is an
erroneous and misleading statement. In fact, concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE have shown a
steady increasing trend, from 1.2 micrograms per liter {ug/L) in November 2004 to 5.4 pg/L in
September 2007 and 4.5 pg/l, March 2008. The most recent concentrations are only slightly
below the Califoruia Department of Public Health (CDPH) maximum contaminant level (MCL)
for drinking water of 6.0 ug/L. Additionally, vinyl chioride, identified by U.S. EPA as a luman
carcinogen, has been detected in well R-1 at concentrations ranging from 0.6 to 1.2 ug/L.. These
levels of vinyl chloride are ahove the CDPH MCL for drinking water of 0.5 pg/L. This
indicates the presence of contamination associated with the Roblar Landfill, the nature and extent
of which has not been defined. Until this contamination is further investigated, it is not possible
to evaluate potential impacts on the proposed quarry, surface water and nearby residents.

15. Py, IV.C-19, Groundwater Monitoring at the Roblar Landfill Site, Footnote 23. The
footnote cites water quality objectives of the California Department of Health Services. Please
note that California Department of Health Services no longer exists, and {as of July 2007) is now
known as California Department of Health Services {(COPH).

16. Pg. IV.C-20, Leachate Testing at Roblar Landfill Property. Because of the lack of a
liner beneath Roblar Landfill and the design of the leachate collection system, the leachate
collected at the landfill through gravity drains is a mixture of leachate, groundwater, spring water
and rainfall, It is not a true collection of ieachate, pumped from leachate pipes in a lined landfill.
Therefore, the concentrations of chemicals detected in the leachate are diluted by the contributing
sources of water and not representative of leachate quality, The fact that any contaminants have
been detected in the leachate is an indication that higher concentrations are likely present in
groundwater beneath the landfill. Further investigation is required to adequately evalunate
potential impacts on the proposed quarry, surface water and nearby residents.

17. Pg. IV.C-20, Leachate Testing at Roblar Landfill Property, 4" paragraph. The
DEIR states that “the leachate does not contain chemical constituents at levels considered
hazardous waste under Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations”, While this is true, the
hazardous waste criteria cited are relevant for determining offsite transport and disposal

.protocols, and are not relevant water quality criteria for evaluating the leachate as a predictor of
contamination at the Roblar Landfill.

18. Pg. IV.C-31, Impact C.1. This impact addresses the increase in stormwater runoff from
the site, and notes that “seepage from the wall of the quarry would also contribute to the amount
of surface water flows during the winter months”. The impact from the seepage cannot be
effectively evaluated until the nature and extent of contaminants at Roblar Landfill has been
characterized, including the potential quality of seepage from the quarry walls. The potential
exists that contaminated water could either flow into Ranch Tributary and American Creek and/or
infiltrate deeper water-bearing units. This is a potential significant impact which has not been
addressed.

19. Pg. IV.C-36, Mitigation Measure C.2a., Implement Contaminant-Control BMPs.
This mitigation measure fails to address potential contaminants in stormwater/seepage which are
derived from Roblar Landfill.
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Comment Letter L

20. Pg. IV.C-36, Mitigation Measure C.2b., Develop and Implement Stormwater
Monitoring Program. If contaminants from Roblar Landfill are present within seepage into the
quarry, “mixing” of contaminants with a large volume of stormwater would constitute dilution of
the contaminants in violation of RWQCB policies. Additionally, the presence of VOCs, the
likely contaminants in seepage from Roblar Landfill, is difficult to monitor once the contaminants
have been allowed to volatilize. An effective stormwater monitoring program cannct be
developed until the nature and extent of contaminants at the Roblar Landfill, including the
including the potential quality of seepage from the quarry walls, has been characterized.

21. Pg. IV.C-41, Impact C.4. The discussions regarding the levels of contaminants detected
at Roblar Landfill are inaccurate. Please see Comment 14.

22. Pg. IV.C-42, Impact C.4., Mitigation Measure C.4a. The replacement of groundwater
monitoring well MW-2 and redevelopinent of wells MW-1, MW-3 and DW-2 is not a mitigation
measure — it is collection of new data. These data should be collected and available for public
comment prior to finalization of the DEIR. Additionally, evaluation of potential contaminated
seepage or groundwater contamination should include collection and analysis of sediment from
proposed sediment ponds.

23, Pg. IV.C-42, Impact C.4., Mitigation Measure C.4b. The mitigation measure includes .

testing of groundwater for “the same suite of analytes used at the adjacent Roblar Landfill”. The
analyses performed on Roblar Landfill samples did not include analysis for DES (see Comment
13). Samples collected from the proposed quarry site wells should include analysis for SVOCs
using EPA Method 8270C.

24. Pg. IV.C-42, Impact C.4., Mitigation Measure C.4e. See Comment 23.

25. Pg. IV.C-46, Impact C.7. The DEIR concludes that removal of Wilson Grove
overburden and excavation into the Tolay Volcanics would not significantly impact nearby
domestic groundwater wells. The evaluation of this impact does not take into account the
combined effects of pumping from onsite production wells DW-1 and DW-2. The long term
effects of pumping from wells DW-1 and DW-2 must first be evaluated, and then evaluated in
conjunction with removal of Wilson Grove overburden and excavation into the Tolay Volcanics.
See Comments 8 and 26.

26. Pg. IV.C-46 — 48, Impact C.8. The DEIR cencludes that pumping of the two onsite
production wells would not produce a sigaificant impact to neighboring wells. This impact has
not been fully evaluated because 1) the long-tern effects of pumping the onsite wells have not
been evaluated and 2) the onsite groundwater needs have not been established. As discussed in
Comment 8, a long-term pumping test needs to be performed to evaluate the effects of pumping
on neighboring wells, Roblar Landfill wells, and the resulting contarninant flow.

Additionally, the onsite groundwater needs do not appear to have been fully evaluated. The
DEIR states an annul usage of 3 million gallons, but the basis for this estimate is not provided.
However, based on the significant need for groundwater for dust control due to the high winds in
the area and a conversation with a local water supplier, 6 — 9 million gallons is a reasonable
assumption for annual water use for dust control alone. This could produce a significant impact
on groundwater flow in the vicinity of the proposed quarry, affecting not only neighboring
domestic wells, but also contaminant flow in the Roblar Landfill.
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Comment Letter L

27. Pg. IV.F-11, BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. The DEIR does not list BAAQMD
Regulation 6, Particulate Matter and Visible Emissions, which regulates dust emissions from the
site and stipulates monitoring and reporting procedures. Compliance with this regulation needs to

be addressed in the DEIR. i

28. Pg. IV.F-12, Asbestos Toxic Air Control Measure. The DEIR states that “geologic
mapping does not indicate the existence of asbestos/serpentine rock within the project site”. Tn
fact, geologic mapping for the site indicates the presence of the Franciscan Complex (Pg. IV.B-2
of the DEIR and Comment 6). The Franciscan Complex is known to contain serpentine and
blueschist, both of which are known to contain asbestos. There have been no investigations
performed at the site to identify or refute the presence of serpentine. As a result, Californiz Code
of Regulations (CCR) Title 17, Section 93105, as enforced by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, should apply to activities at the site and requires preparation of an asbestos
dust monitoring plan which may include asbestos monitoring.

Additionally, the DEJIR states “the quarry operator has indicated serpentine-containing materials
have never been encountered on site”. Please indicate the quarry operator’s qualifications for
identifying serpentine-containing materials and the results of any subsurface investigations
performed which form the basis for this statement, or remove the statement.

29, Pg. IV.F-14. Existing Air Quality. The DEIR uses data from 5 Street in Santa Rosa,
approximately 12 miles from the site in an urban area, to evaluate existing air quality at the site,
which js present in a rural area. These data are not at all applicable to the site. Baseline data
should be collected onsite. ‘

Sincerely,

JTEC Eavironm %}

Juhe L. Turnross
Principal Environmental Scientist
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter L. JTEC Environmental, on behalf of Citizens

L-1

L-2

L-3

L-4

L-5

L-6

Against Roblar Road Quarry (Julie Turnross,
Principal Environmental Specialist)

The commenter indicates waste remains in contact with groundwater beneath the Roblar
Landfill, that there is continuous leaching of contaminants to groundwater, and any
leachate collection system will be ineffective at capturing all leachate, and continuing
groundwater contamination can be expected.

The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, the
Draft EIR adequately characterizes the history of the landfill, the leachate collection
system used at the landfill, on-going monitoring of the landfill by Sonoma County, and
the potential effects of the proposed quarry project on the adjacent landfill. See
responses that follow.

The commenter asserts that groundwater investigations performed at the site have not
adequately investigated the groundwater flow regime in the landfill. The commenter is
referred to response to Comment D-2 which discusses how the Draft EIR adequately
characterized the existing groundwater flows patterns beneath the project site and
adjacent landfill property.

The commenter claims that groundwater investigations performed at the site have not
adequately investigated contaminants beneath the landfill. The commenter is referred to
response to Comment D-2 which discusses how the Draft EIR adequately described
groundwater quality beneath the landfill property and project site. 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 that has been
made available.

The commenter indicates there has been no investigation for methane gas at the landfill,
and expresses concern about the presence of methane gas during blasting activities. The
commenter is referred to response to Comment L-10, below.

The commenter indicates the potential for slope instabilities resulting from quarrying
activities to affect the landfill, including contaminant flow and methane gas movement,
has not been adequately addressed. Slope instability impacts were adequately evaluated
in Impact B.2 in the Draft EIR. The commenter is also referred to detailed responses to
similar comments made in Letters K and M in this Response to Comments Document.
With respect to methane, the commenter is referred to response to Comment L-10, below.

The commenter indicates the long-term yield of the quarry site production wells has not
been determined, and that it is not possible to evaluate impacts to the landfill and nearby
residential wells as a result of groundwater use at the quarry.

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-112 ESA /204334
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IV. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

L-6a

L-7

L-7a

L-8

The commenter is referred to Master Response HYD-1 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. The commenter is also referred to
Master Response HYD-3 for the results of a pump test that was conducted for Well DW-2
in support of the applicant’s WMP. The WMP includes 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. Please also note as part of the applicant’s WMP, which has
been incorporated into the project, only production well DW-2 would be used to provide
supplemental water for quarry operations (there would be no use of production well
DW-1).

The commenter indicates there is no basis for the groundwater use estimate provided in
the Draft EIR. 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 quarry operations.

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR did not address the presence of asbestos in rock
at the site, nor a plan for controlling and monitoring asbestos—containing dust. 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 indicates the dust control plans do not address high winds present in the
area, and notes the apparent absence of a plan for monitoring dust at the site. The
commenter is referred to Section IV.F, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR, for a discussion of
potential effects of fugitive dust generated 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.

The commenter takes issue with the Draft EIR’s characterization of the County leachate
system at the closed Roblar landfill. The commenter states that the leachate collection
system is not a true leachate collection system, but is in fact, more of a
groundwater/surface water/leachate collection system, and that a true leachate collection
system would be one in a lined landfill consisting of leachate pipes from which leachate
is pumped.

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-113 ESA /204334
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L-9

L-10

The commenter is incorrect. There are several different types of leachate collection
systems possible for landfills (depending on physical and operational constraints, and
other factors), of which the collection system utilized at the Roblar Landfill is considered
one. The Draft EIR accurately describes the landfill’s leachate collection system
components, how it operates, and how collected leachate is regularly tested and disposed
of in Section I'V.C, Hydrology and Water Quality.

The commenter also indicates the leachate collected in the landfill’s leachate collection
system is not representative of leachate quality. The commenter is referred to response to
Comment L-23 for a response to this issue.

The commenter takes issue with a reference in the Draft EIR that the earliest year for
Phase 1 of the quarry operations to commence in 2007. Analysis for the Draft EIR began
soon after the Notice of Preparation for the EIR was released in 2004. At the time of
initial analysis, 2007 was the anticipated first year of operations of the quarry. While, in
consideration of the time that has passed, the first year of operations of the quarry would
be a point later than 2007, the Draft EIR nonetheless conservatively analyzes impacts
under both near-term and long-term cumulative scenarios. There are no identified
environmental impacts that would be substantially different if the first year of operations
was changed.

The commenter indicates that there is no way to evaluate how blasting at the quarry could
affect the movement of methane gas potentially present at the landfill; requests a methane
gas investigation, and inquires about review and approval of the blasting plan.

The commenter is referred to Section IV.G, Noise and Vibration, in the Draft EIR which
addresses blasting impacts in detail, including issues associated with methane gas. This
section relies as appropriate on an assessment of potential blasting impacts and
recommended practices for the proposed quarry that was conducted in support of the EIR
by Revey Associates, Inc. (see Appendix F-1 in the Draft EIR). Revey Associates, Inc.
have extensive and direct explosive-work experience in hardrock mining, mine planning,
blasting research, and blasting explosives management. Gordon Revey, the author of the
blasting assessment for the proposed project, is the principal at Revey Associates; his
resume is included in Appendix B in this Response to Comments Document.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, drill holes would be monitored with a methane gas
detection device in the area of the Roblar Landfill cells. Methane would be monitored
prior to any blasting event. Standard testing devices, like those commonly used in
underground coal mines or gassy mines, can be used to perform this testing. If blastholes
intersect methane gas pockets or formations that produce methane, these test instruments
can accurately detect its presence. Since concentrations of combustible methane in air
range from 4% to 15%, it would certainly be safe and reasonable to allow blasting when
measured levels of methane do not exceed the 0.1 percent minimum trace level allowed
to escape to the air by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Moreover, since
natural concentrations of methane are not expected in the Franciscan sandstone
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formations, methane monitoring could be done at the collars of blastholes closest to the
existing buried waste areas.

From a case history perspective, similar methane monitoring methods were used during
several phases of expansion work at the Sonoma County Central Landfill property where
blasting was conducted between 2000 and 2003. For this blasting, overseen by Revey
Associates, Inc., thousands of blastholes were drilled and blasted in Franciscan sandstone
in areas near active disposal areas. Some holes were located less than 30 feet from
leachate and methane gas collection pipes. Levels of methane tested at the collars of
drilled holes for all blasts never exceeded the 0.1% threshold level. The same result is
expected at the Roblar quarry site. However, for caution it would be reasonable to test
methane at hole-collars of six holes drilled closest to the Roblar landfill property for all
blasts located within 1,500 feet of the existing waste storage cells.

The California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Chapter 4 (Division of Industrial Safety)
Subchapter 17 (Mine Safety Orders) was established to promote safety at mines and are
promulgated as standards for the guidance of employers and employees. These include
regulations on storage, transportation, handling of explosives, and licensing requirements
for blasters. The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA)
enforces the state’s occupational and public safety laws and regulations, including

CCR Title 8.

There is no formal requirement for an operating quarry to submit a blasting plan to any
State agency. However, as discussed in the Draft EIR, and as required by SMARO,
blasting would be conducted by a qualified and licensed blasting expert pursuant to a
blasting plan in compliance with State blasting regulations. The blasting plan would
contain a complete description of clearing and guarding procedures; descriptions of how
explosives will be safely transported and used at the site; evacuation, security and fire
prevention procedures; blasting equipment list, and procedures for notification of nearby
receptors. Blasting permits would be obtained in advance of any blasting from the
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department.

While the applicant has indicated that it would monitor methane with appropriate
detection devices prior to blasting events, the following formalizes such activity in a
mitigation measure to be incorporated into the blasting plan. Additional mitigation is
also specified in Mitigation Measure G.3 to ensure nearby neighbors would be notified of
proposed blasting prior to each blasting event (all changes to the Draft EIR are compiled
in Chapter V, Errata).

“Mitigation Measure G.3h: Prior to any blast proposed within 1,500 feet of the
Roblar landfill cells, the applicant shall test methane using methane detection
devices at hole-collars of six holes drilled closest to the Roblar landfill property.
Blasting shall only proceed if any detected methane is below the 0.1 percent

minimum trace level established by the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District.
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Mitigation Measure G.3i: The blasting plan shall include a procedure, acceptable
to PRMD, for notifying nearby residents prior to each blasting event. This public
notification process shall be fully explained in the blasting education program for
area residents (Mitigation Measure G.3e), and shall include the list of residents to
be notified, a standard time at which such pre-blast notification shall be made, and
a telephone number area residents can call to hear a regularly-updated recording
describing the next scheduled blasting activity.”

The commenter indicates there is no basis for the groundwater use estimate provided in
the Draft EIR. 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.

The commenter quotes an excerpt from the Draft EIR about the compatibility of the
project with the adjacent closed landfill property and then refers the reader to Comments
No. L-8 through L-11. As discussed in responses to Comments L-8 through [.-11, above,
with mitigation measures proposed as part of the project and those identified in the Draft
EIR, all impacts associated with operation of the quarry adjacent to the landfill would be
less than significant. Therefore, the Draft EIR statement regarding the compatibility of
the project with the adjacent landfill is justified.

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately describe the Franciscan
complex beneath the site, and the potential presence of serpentinite and bluechrist, known
to contain asbestos. 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 requests a methane gas investigation. The commenter is referred to
response to Comment L-10, above.

The commenter indicates that in order to effectively evaluate sustainable yield from the
on-site production wells, a long-term pumping test must be performed which includes
monitoring of nearby wells. Please see response to Comment L-6, above.

The commenter states that the three wells on the Roblar Landfill property are in a
different groundwater bearing zone and that three wells are required in each groundwater
zone to adequately characterize groundwater flow. The commenter states that without
three groundwater wells in each water bearing zone, and that it is not possible to
characterize groundwater flow on the Roblar Landfill with the existing wells nor is it
possible to evaluate impacts from groundwater flow on the Roblar Landfill property
resulting from activities on the proposed quarry.

The groundwater flow direction and gradient of the groundwater immediately below the
Roblar Landfill property has been is adequately characterized by utilizing the three
groundwater wells (R-1, R-2, and R-3), which were completed in the unconfined water
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bearing zones beneath the landfill (Draft EIR, Page IV-C.16). These wells were installed
in 1991, as part of the Solid Waste Water Quality Assessment Test (SWAT) for Roblar
Landfill. As discussed in the Draft EIR, groundwater resides in three different geologic
zones but is found primarily in the Wilson Grove Formation above the Tolay Volcanics
and in fractures within the Franciscan Complex bedrock. Although there are three
identified “geologic zones,” they are not discrete, isolated groundwater bearing aquifers
exhibiting distinct groundwater flow characteristics. If this were the case, groundwater
elevations would likely be substantially different in each well, reflecting different
confining pressures and/or vertical groundwater gradients. Consistently, the groundwater
elevation data recorded at the Roblar landfill property reflected an evenly distributed
groundwater flow gradient and direction, which verifies that the three groundwater
bearing zones are in hydrologic communication and together comprise a shallow,
unconfined aquifer. Groundwater beneath the Roblar Landfill property predominantly
flows in a northwest direction across the landfill mimicking general hill slope topography
at a gradient of 0.14 feet per foot.

The comment states that the three groundwater monitoring wells installed on the site are
inadequate because 1) they are not screened in the same geologic units in which
contaminants have been detected in the Roblar Landfill 2) the contaminants in the Roblar
landfill have not been characterized such that flow pathways can be evaluated, and 3)
they are not situated between the two areas of likely contamination and the quarry
production wells, the most likely pathway of contaminate flow.

To date, five monitoring wells have been installed by the applicant on the project site at
locations between the proposed quarry and the Roblar Road landfill property (MW-1,
MW-2, MW-2b, MW-3, and MW-4) (See Master Response HYD-2). Monitoring Wells
MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3 were installed on the project site in January 2007. Since the
completion of the DEIR, two wells have been added to the site, MW-2b - as a
replacement for MW-2, and MW-4. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure C.4a-c, the applicant
installed Well MW-4 in November 2008 at a location north of the proposed Phase 3
footprint (See Master Response HYD-2). Well MW-4 is intended to increase
groundwater monitoring coverage by providing an additional monitoring point between
the Roblar Landfill property and the project site. Well MW-4 was first sampled in
November 2008 and then again in May 2009. In addition to the monitoring wells,
production wells DW-1 and DW-2 are also used for groundwater level monitoring (Draft
EIR, Page IV.C-12, and Master Response HYD-2).

The monitoring wells on the project site are screened through the water-bearing Wilson
Grove formation to the interface zone between the Wilson Grove and the Tolay
Volcanics. Groundwater flow in the Wilson Grove formation above the Tolay Volcanics
is shown to flow in the Wilson Grove-Tolay Volcanic interface zone following the down-
sloping surface topography in a west-northwesterly direction towards Americano Creek
at an average gradient of 0.14 feet per foot in the 2007/08 measurements. (See Draft EIR,
Page IV.C-14). The flow gradient exhibited on the project site is similar to that observed
in the wells on the Roblar Landfill. Essentially, the water table beneath the Roblar
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Landfill property and the project site reside in similar water bearing material (i.e., the
Wilson Grove, the Wilson Grove-Tolay Volcanic Interface zone or the Franciscan
Complex bedrock).

The monitoring wells are screened in the same geologic units in which contaminants have
been detected at the Roblar Landfill property. The VOC contaminants have only been
detected in landfill monitoring Well R-1. Well R-1 is located near Roblar Road,
northwest of the landfill’s lowest waste cell and is 28 feet deep. The well extends
vertically through a shallow sandy deposit, which may be an ancient stream channel cut
through the Wilson Grove Formation. Monitoring Well MW-1 is the lowest elevation
well on the project site and is screened across the interface zone between the Wilson
Grove Formation and the underlying Tolay Volcanics; the well screen intersects clay and
weathered rock of the Wilson Grove, and the underlying Tolay Volcanic rock.

With respect to the commenter’s second claim, the commenter is referred to response to
Comment D-2 which discusses how the Draft EIR adequately characterized the existing
groundwater flows patterns and groundwater quality beneath the project site and adjacent
landfill property. 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 that has been made available.

In response to the commenter’s third point, as discussed above, the applicant installed new
monitoring well MW-4 in November 2008 at a location north of the proposed Phase 3
footprint (See Master Response HYD-1). This well is located between Well DW-2 and
the landfill property at a higher elevation than the other monitoring wells and penetrates
the Wilson Grove formation through to the interface between the Wilson Grove
Formation and the Tolay Volcanics.

Recognizing the difficulty in characterizing the groundwater flow in the underlying Tolay
Volcanics and the deeper Franciscan Bedrock, the Draft EIR identifies the potential for a
potential hydrogeologic connection between the Roblar Landfill and the proposed quarry
site (Draft EIR, Impact C.3) and considers this a potentially significant impact.
Considering the mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure C-3) proposed in the Draft EIR
and the proposed Water Management Plan (See Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure C.3 and
Master Response HYD-1), ongoing monitoring of seepage water and the development of
a groundwater quality sampling and treatment program would adequately reduce the
impacts of contaminants from the landfill entering the proposed quarry.

The commenter states that either the nature and extent of contamination in the Roblar
Landfill must be characterized or groundwater monitoring wells must be installed around
the perimeter of the landfill on the proposed quarry site and regularly monitored. The
commenter is referred to response to Comment L-3. See also response to Comment L-17
and Master Response HYD-2 for additional information regarding the groundwater
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monitoring and detected groundwater contaminants detected at the Roblar Landfill
property.

The commenter indicates that the first paragraph on page 1V.C-18 in the Draft EIR
should state that VOCs were also included in the list of analytes performed in the
groundwater samples. The commenter also requests that this paragraph should also state
that analyses for organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, and SVOCs were performed in
February 2007. These comments are noted. Page IV.C-18 of the Draft EIR, second
paragraph, third sentence is revised as follows:

“The groundwater monitoring program includes sampling and analysis of
groundwater for water chemistry (e.g. pH, alkalinity, hardness, and TDS), salts,
organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs)
including diethylsilbestrol (DES) — measured in the initial sampling event; and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and trace metals — measured in all sampling
events. Pesticides, PCBs, and SVOCs including DES were not detected in the
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 states that, contrary to the supposition in the Draft EIR, it is highly
unlikely that cross contamination during well construction is the source of contaminants
in the project site groundwater wells. The comment states that the most likely source is an
unidentified contaminant source on the Roblar Landfill property or the proposed quarry
site. The commenter also states that the nature and extent of contamination at the Roblar
landfill site must be characterized in order to evaluate impacts on the proposed quarry site
and nearby properties.

Please refer to Master Response HYD-2, which provides a detailed listing of the
contaminants that were detected in the groundwater at the Roblar Landfill site and
proposed quarry property, the results of additional groundwater monitoring that has
occurred to date, and greater discussion of results. The commenter is also referred to
response to Comment D-2 which discusses how the Draft EIR adequately described
groundwater quality beneath the landfill property and project site. The Roblar Landfill
property has been appropriately characterized and continues to be adequately monitored.
Furthermore, the Draft EIR recognizes that the landfill property could be a potential
groundwater contamination source, and the applicant’s WMP provides a mechanism to
capture, detain, characterize, and if necessary, treat the water that could potentially
migrate towards the quarry property as the project proceeds.

The commenter indicates there has been no analytical testing for the presence of DES
(diethylstilbestrol) on the Roblar Landfill property, and at public meetings, residents have
indicated that DES-containing feed has been disposed in the landfill. The commenter
points out that analysis for semi-volatile organic compounds was conducted but not for
DES on the landfill property. The commenter states that the nature and extent of the
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contamination at the Roblar Landfill must be characterized in order to evaluate impacts to
the proposed quarry site and the nearby properties.

While there is only anecdotal evidence based on public comment provided at public
hearing/meetings on the EIR that DES-containing chicken hormone tablets or feed was
disposed of in the Roblar Landfill when it was operating, no further substantiation exists
that these materials were actually deposited in the landfill or when. Recent analysis
(2007) for DES in the five monitoring wells on the quarry site did not detect this
contaminant.

DES is a synthetic, non-steroidal estrogen. It was first synthesized in 1938 and was
widely prescribed in the U.S. beginning in the early 1940’s, primarily as a treatment to
prevent miscarriages or premature deliveries. However, in 1971, the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) issued an alert advising against the use of DES for women during
pregnancy, when a link between a rare form of cancer and DES was confirmed. DES was
also widely used in agriculture beginning in the 1940’s to fatten livestock and chickens.
The FDA banned the use of DES for growth promotion in chicken and lambs in 1959,
and by 1979, the FDA had banned use of DES in all animal feed. In 1987, California,
Proposition 65 listed DES as a possible human carcinogen and a reproductive toxin.

It should be noted the Materials Safety Data Sheet for DES indicates it is only very
slightly soluble in water, and consequently, such substance would not be easily be
mobilized in groundwater. Research indicates If DES is released to soil, it strongly
adsorbs to soil, and remains in the solid state, rather than dissolve in water that may be
contained in the soil. In addition, volatilization from the soil surface would be unlikely,
since its evaporation rate is extremely low.

Given the chemical characteristics of DES described above, even if hormone tablets or
animal feed were deposited in the landfill 30 or more years ago, there would be very little
opportunity for this substance to migrate offsite. In addition, DES has not been detected
in recent groundwater sampling conducted on the project site. Based on these factors, no
additional testing for DES is warranted.

The commenter indicates the Draft EIR stated that low concentrations of 1,2 DCE have
been consistently detected in well R-1 since 2004, and that vinyl chloride has been
detected in a number of samples between 2004 and 2008. The commenter then indicates
that the Draft EIR erroneously reported that the detected concentrations of 1,2 DCE and
vinyl chloride were well below the applicable state and federal water quality objectives
for drinking water, with the commenter asserting instead that the concentrations of 1,2
DCE are only slightly below the State maximum contaminant level (MCL) and in a
steady increasing trend, and that the concentrations of vinyl chloride are above the State
MCL.

First, the commenter misquotes the Draft EIR in two minor but noteworthy instances.
The Draft EIR did not report that vinyl chloride has been detected in a number of samples
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between 2004 and 2008, but rather, that it was detected in a number of samples between
2005 and 2008. Also, the Draft EIR did not report that concentrations of 1,2 DCE and
vinyl chloride were well below the applicable state and federal water quality objectives
for drinking water, but rather, simply that they were below the applicable state and
federal water quality objectives for drinking water.

Secondly, with respect to the commenter’s assertion that concentrations of 1,2 DCE show
a “steady increasing trend” in Roblar Landfill property well R-1, such claim is not
substantiated. Concentrations of certain volatile constituents can fluctuate in a monitoring
well due to changes in water level, changes in the amount of surface water infiltration and
changes in groundwater gradient. The concentrations of 1,2 DCE detected in well R-1
represent the range of variability that would be expected from an annual sampling
program over a period of several years. Inspection of the analytical data (including
additional groundwater data for the landfill property made available as part of the
County’s ongoing groundwater monitoring program) reveals that the higher reported
concentrations are typical of 1,2 DCE in Well R-1 during the spring and summer (tested
in July for five consecutive years). Lower concentrations of 1,2 DCE were found in the
well during the winter and spring months. Moreover, “steady increasing trends” of
volatile organic compounds typically manifest themselves as remarkable changes in
concentrations over time (especially over a span of five years), which would be an
indication of an actively leaching contaminant source area. The groundwater monitoring
program conducted to date indicates that there is not a substantial source area in the
landfill leaching 1,2 DCE to groundwater or a migrating plume (see Master Response
HYD-2 for additional information). Overall, the data available for 1,2 DCE
concentrations in well R-1 is more indicative of a localized area that is impacted with low
and stable residual 1,2 DCE concentrations. As discussed in the Draft EIR and further in
Master Response HYD-2, the detected 1.2 DCE concentrations on the landfill property
are below the state mandated MCL. It is further noteworthy that the applicant’s
groundwater monitoring program to date conducted on the quarry property has not
detected 1.2 DCE in any of the project site wells.

Finally, the commenter correctly identified an inadvertent error in the Draft EIR with
respect to vinyl chloride concentrations in Well R-1 on the landfill property as compared
to the applicable MCL. Concentrations of vinyl chloride in well R-1 exceeded the MCL
on two occasions in the applicant’s groundwater monitoring of that well (1.2 micrograms
per liter (ug/L) in September 2007 and 0.54 pg/L in March 2008; the MCL is 0.5 pg/L -
see Master Response HYD-2 for a complete listing of groundwater analytical data and
discussion). These results are also consistent with the groundwater monitoring results
conducted by the County for that well.

As discussed in Master Response HYD-2, groundwater beneath the Roblar Landfill
property is not used for drinking water and therefore, the regulatory MCL is a
conservative threshold. The observation that vinyl chloride slightly exceeds the MCL
does not change the conclusions in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Master Response
HYD-2, the existing groundwater quality at the Roblar Landfill property has been
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delineated and it does not appear, based on the groundwater sampling data, that the trace
concentrations of VOCs are 1) a result of excessive contamination beneath the landfill,
2) are increasing with time, or 3) are part of a widespread groundwater contaminant
plume. It is further noteworthy that the applicant’s groundwater monitoring program to
date conducted on the quarry property has not detected vinyl chloride in any of the
project site wells.

Page IV.C-20 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, first full sentence is revised as follows:

“WhiletThe levels of each of these constituents were at or slightly over the
laboratory method detection limits,; The VOC 1,2 DCE was slightly below the
applicable state and federal water quality objectives for drinking water (referred to
as the Maximum Contaminant Level, or MCL) while the detected concentration of
htly exceeded the MCL. and-in-al-cases-they-were-below-the
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Page IV.C-41 of the Draft EIR, last paragraph, last sentence is revised as follows:

“Whie-t The levels of the VOC constituents at the project site and landfill property

were at or slightly over the laboratory method detection limits. The VOC 1,2 DCE

was slightly below the MCL while the detected concentration of vinyl chloride

slightly exceeded the MCL .-in-all-eases;-they-were-below-the-applicable-state-and
Litvobiectivesfordrinki P

The commenter indicates the name of the California Department of Health Services, cited
on page [V.C-19 of the Draft EIR, has changed. It is noted that the new name of the
California Department of Health Services is the California Department of Public Health.

The commenter takes issue with the Draft EIR’s characterization of the County landfill’s
leachate system. The commenter is referred to response to Comment L-8, above, for a
response to this issue.

The commenter adds that concentrations of chemicals detected in the leachate are diluted
by the contributing sources of water and not representative of leachate quality. On the
contrary, the County regularly collects and tests the actual leachate in the landfill’s
leachate collection system, and the Draft EIR reports the findings of the analytical testing
of contaminants detected in this leachate (page IV.C-20).

The Draft EIR also presents other available and recent sources of information
characterizing surface and groundwater quality conditions at the landfill and quarry
properties. Specifically, the Draft EIR reports the findings of the analytical testing for
contaminants in the landfill property monitoring wells which the surround the landfill, as
well as the adjacent quarry property wells (see pages [V.C-17 to IV.C-20). In addition,
the Draft EIR reports the findings of the analytical testing for contaminants in surface
water at the landfill property as part of the County’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention
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Plan for the landfill (see pages IV.C-9 to IV.C-10); these results are regularly submitted
to the RWQCB. The Draft EIR also reports the findings of the analytical testing of
surface water on the quarry project site (see page IV.C-9).

Collectively, these independent sources of analytical data represent the best available
information characterizing existing surface water quality on, and groundwater quality
beneath, the landfill and quarry properties. Furthermore, this information, along with
other data presented in the Draft EIR, are of sufficient detail such that potential impacts
of the proposed project to surface and groundwater quality could be conservatively
analyzed and mitigated.

The commenter indicates the hazardous waste criteria cited in the Draft EIR for the
leachate monitoring results for the Roblar Road Landfill are relevant for determining off-
site transport and disposal protocols, and not relevant water quality criteria for evaluating
leachate as a predictor of contamination at the landfill.

The ongoing leachate monitoring program is conducted by the County as required by the
Santa Rosa Subregional Wastewater Management System (SRSWMS) for the disposal of
leachate generated at the Roblar Landfill. Furthermore, the County uses established
sampling and analytical methods, deemed acceptable by the SRSWMS, in the regular
testing of this leachate for VOCs, SVOCs, organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, metals, and
various general chemistry parameters. In addition, the Draft EIR accurately summarized
the results of the ongoing leachate monitoring program, including disclosing that certain
VOCs were detected in sampling events.

It should be noted however, that the Draft EIR presents the results of County’s leachate
monitoring program for informational purposes. In contrast, the results of the on-going
and independent groundwater monitoring programs conducted by the applicant and
County on the project site and/or landfill properties are more relevant and representative
for purposes of establishing baseline groundwater quality beneath the sites. It is not the
intention of the Draft EIR to present leachate monitoring results in lieu of actual
groundwater monitoring or imply that the results of the leachate monitoring adequately
characterizes the landfill materials for all purposes. However, the leachate monitoring
results provide another source of data as to the contents of the landfill and therefore it is
appropriate to discuss leachate monitoring in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to
Master Response HYD-2 for additional detail on the groundwater monitoring conducted
to date.

The commenter asserts that the impact from the seepage through the quarry walls cannot
be effectively evaluated until the nature and extent of contaminants at the Roblar Landfill
have been characterized, including the potential quality of seepage.

The commenter is referred to response to Comment D-2 and -17a, which discuss how the
Draft EIR adequately characterized the existing groundwater quality beneath the project
site and adjacent landfill property. The commenter is also referred to Master

Roblar Road Quarry EIR IV-123 ESA /204334
Response to Comments Document



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

L-26

L-27

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 that has been made available.

The commenter also asserts that the potential exists that contaminated water could flow into
Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek. The commenter is referred to Master Response
HYD-1 in this Response to Comments Document for a description of the WMP, which
would require that all water collected within the quarry footprint and in production well
DW-2 to be analyzed for VOCs, and furthermore, would require that only water that tests
non-detectable for VOCs would be used, as needed, to maintain baseline flow conditions
in Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek (i.e., no water requiring VOC treatment would
be discharged to Ranch Tributary and Americano Creek).

The commenter also asserts that the potential exists that contaminated water could infiltrate
deeper water-bearing strata. The potential for contaminated water to enter deeper strata is
greatly reduced by the construction of the proposed quarry. First, it is unlikely that the
groundwater in the deeper water-bearing strata is significantly contaminated because
groundwater and leachate monitoring at the Roblar Landfill has determined that the
contamination in the groundwater beneath the landfill is minor, consisting of some elevated
metals and low VOC concentrations (please see Master Response HYD-2). In addition, the
presence of the quarry would hinder vertical migration of contaminants to a lower zone
beneath the quarry footprint because the quarry would be designed to capture the surface
water and the water entering the quarry through seepage in the quarry walls. The water
collection, conveyance, and detention elements of the WMP would ensure that water would
be routed through the system, characterized, treated, and then either used on site or
discharged. Essentially, water would not remain on the quarry floor long enough to initiate
appreciable vertical downward migration.

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure C.2a in the Draft EIR fails to address
potential contaminants in stormwater/seepage. Impacts C.2 and C.3 in the Draft EIR
addresses sediment laden runoff associated with stormwater runoff and groundwater
seepage, respectively. The commenter is referred to Impact C.4 and associated
mitigation in the Draft EIR addressing potential contaminants that may be encountered in
groundwater seepage. The mitigation measures identified for this impact were developed
to respond to groundwater seepage entering the quarry pit that could also be potentially
comingled with stormwater runoff. See also Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to
Comments Document regarding the applicant’s WMP that has been incorporated into the
project, including further proposed improvements to sediment control and treatment, and
refinements to the proposed monitoring and treatment of water that may enter the quarry
footprint.

The commenter claims that if contaminants are present within seepage into the quarry,
mixing of contaminants with a large volume of stormwater would constitute dilution of
the contaminants in violation of RWQCB policies.
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L-28

L-29

During the dry season, virtually all water entering the quarry footprint would be
groundwater seepage. However, during periods of precipitation, groundwater seepage
would comingle with stormwater within the quarry footprint, and these sources of water
would not be able to be feasibly separated. Nevertheless, as discussed in Master
Response HYD-1, the WMP that has been incorporated into the project would require all
water collected within the quarry footprint to be analyzed for VOCs, and if needed, treated
onsite until concentrations of the chemicals are not detected or the concentrations are within
the storm water discharge criteria set forth through the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) industrial discharge permit. The commenter is not correct in
implying that dilution would be in violation of RWQCB policies. In this case, all water,
mixed or unmixed, would be considered impacted and appropriately detained, sampled, and
treated if necessary. The reference to violations under RWQCB policies, in this case, is not
relevant.

The commenter claims the discussions regarding level of contaminants detected at the
Roblar Landfill are inaccurate. Please see response to Comment L-21, above.

The commenter claims that the replacement of groundwater monitoring well MW-2 and
redevelopment of Wells MW-1, MW-3 and DW-2 is not a mitigation measure, but rather
collection of new data, and that such data should be made available for public comment
prior to finalization of the Draft EIR. First, in the case of this mitigation measure, the
consideration of data is critical in order to establish the existing groundwater quality and
how to monitor how the project may be affecting these conditions. Secondly, the
commenter is taking an excerpt from the mitigation measure out of context by not
considering the entire mitigation measure, including the measurable performance
standards that are contained therein. It should also be noted that, as discussed in Master
Response HYD-2 in this Response to Comments Document, the replacement of Well
MW-2 and redevelopment of Wells MW-1, MW-3 and DW-2 were completed in
November 2008, and two new rounds of groundwater quality data has been collected and
presented in that master response. The commenter is also referred to Master Response
HYD-1 with respect to refinements made to this mitigation measure.

The commenter also indicates the evaluation of potential contaminated seepage or
groundwater contamination should include collection and analysis of sediment from
proposed sediment ponds. As discussed in Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to
Comments Document, regular monitoring of the sediment accumulated within the
sediment control ponds would occur. In the event that VOCs are detected in water of the
sediment control basins, the sediment within the respective basin would also be sampled
and analyzed for VOCs prior to the removal. In the unlikely event that VOCs are present
in the material, it would be managed in accordance with all applicable state and federal
regulations related to handling, storage and transport of hazardous materials.
Consequently, no contaminated sediment would be used for site reclamation.
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L-30

L-31

L-32

L-33

L-34

L-35

The commenter indicates samples collected from the proposed quarry site wells should
include analysis of SVOCs, including DES. The commenter is referred to response to
Comment L-18 and L-20, above.

See response to Comment L-18.

The commenter asserts that the effects of excavation to groundwater flow in nearby wells
in Impact C.7 in the Draft EIR does not take into account the combined pumping effects
from onsite production wells DW-1 and DW-2.

The potential effect of the proposed quarry excavation on groundwater flow in nearby
wells is adequately addressed in Impact C.7 in the Draft EIR and determined to be less
than significant. The effects of groundwater pumping on nearby wells are adequately
addressed in Impact C.8 in the Draft EIR (see pages IV.C-47 to -49), and are also
determined to be less than significant. As discussed in Master Response HYD-1, only
production well DW-2 would be used to provide supplemental water for quarry
operations (there would be no use of production well DW-1) so there would be no
potential for combined pumping effects of Wells DW-1 and DW-2. The effects on
groundflow flows from excavation and from groundwater pumping from Well DW-2
would remain less than significant whether considered individually or collectively. The
commenter is also referred to response to Comment L-6, above.

The commenter asserts that long-term effects of pumping the onsite wells have not been
evaluated, onsite groundwater needs have not been established. With respect to long-
term pumping effects, please see response to Comment L-6. With respect to onsite
groundwater needs, 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.

The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR does not provide a basis for the project’s
estimated groundwater use. Please refer to Master Response HYD-1 in this Response to
Comments Document, which characterizes and quantifies the various water demands for
the project, including use of highly conservative estimates of water demand required for
dust control.

The commenter requests that the Draft EIR lists BAAQMD Regulation 6 for Particulate
Matter. The Draft EIR refers to BAAQMD’s Rules and Regulations, of which
Regulation 6 is one part. As specified in Regulation 6, its purpose is to limit the quantity
of particulate matter in the atmosphere through the establishment of limitations on
emission rates, concentration, visible emissions and opacity. This regulation, as with
other BAAQMD Rules and Regulations, is enforced by BAAQMD. The project would
be required to operate pursuant to all applicable BAAQMD regulations, including
Regulation 6, as deemed by BAAQMD.
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L-36  The commenter asserts geologic mapping indicates the presence of Franciscan complex,
which is known to contain serpentine and bluechrist, both of which are known to contain
asbestos. 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.

L-37 The commenter indicates the Draft EIR uses data from the Santa Rosa — 5™ Street
monitoring station, and asserts the data are not at all applicable to the project site. The
Draft EIR presents the most comprehensive long-term data available for major pollutants
of concern that is closest to the project site. It should be noted that since the 5™ Street
monitoring station is located in a comparatively more urban area than the project site,
presented pollutant values are likely higher than those at the project site, and
consequently, would be considered conservative.
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7/19/08

To Blake Hillegras, PRMD
2550 Venfura Ave

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

} am submitting a report sgi#8 written by Ray Waldbaum, a licensed geologist. The report contains’
comments and questions about the proposed Roblar Road rock Quarry. Please address these

cormnments and questions inthe final EiR.

T BA N

Sue Buxton

" Petaluma, CA 94952

H#ECEIVED

JUL 2 12008

BEAMIT AND RESGUROE
AIAMNAGEMENT DEFARTMIENT
LYY QF SOMTIA

IV-128



Comment Letter M

The Engineering Geologist
Since 1969
RG 3142 CEG 923
7945 St. Helena Road Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Phone 707-539-2877
Fax 707-539-5773
June 20, 2008

CARRQ
c/o Ms. Sue Buxtcn

Petaluma, CA 94952

Subject: Engineering Geologic Overview of Stability Issues, Proposed
Roblar Road Quarry, Sonoma County, California.

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with your request, | have reviewed the geclogic stability issues affecting |

the proposed Roblar Read Quarry. The purpese of the geologic cverview was to
determine whether the potential impacts of the proposed project have been evaluated
in accordance with State laws and standards of care that govern the practice of

geology in the State of California.
The scope of the geologic review included the following tasks:
1. Geologic reconnaissance of the site vicinity with Ms. Sue Buxton.

2. Review of the referenced regional geologic and landslide maps of the site
vicinity. ‘

3. Examination of the referenced stereo pairs of aerial photographs in the
offices of the Sonoma County Assessor.

4. Review of information conceming geology in the project Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) ) ‘ -

5. Preparation of this report that summarizes my findings.
My qualifications to perform this review consist of the following:

1. California licensure as a Professional Geologist and Certified Engineering
Geologist since 1973.

2. Employment in the Engineering Geology Section of the Los Angeles County
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Department of Public Works from June 1969 through December 1980, with
substantial peer review responsibilities.

3. Employment as a Project Engineering Geologist in geotechnical consulting M-1
firms from December 1980 through June 2001. cont.
4. Private practice as an Engineering Geologist from June 2001 through the
present. 1
The proposed project consists of excavation of earth materials for use in a variety of |
construction applications. A grading plan depicting details of the proposed excavation
has not been provided for my review. Ordinarily, grading is performed to create
building sites and/cr roadways. Such grading is bound by the requirement that all of
the manufactured slopes be stable and that the projgot have no adverse geologic V.2

impacts on adjoining property and on the environment.

Chapter 33 of the California Building Code exempts quarrying from the requirement to
obtain a grading permit only if, “...such operations do not affect the lateral
support or increase the siresses in or pressure upon any adjacent or

contiguous property” (emphasis added). 1

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In approximately the last 40 to 50 years society in general and professional geologists |
in particular have learned a great deal about the negative impacts of geologic
instability. Environmental degradation, property damage, personal injury and loss of
life have occurred when geologic instability has impacted works of man. The
professions of Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering have learned
valuable lessons from past mistakes and still are creating new solutions to a variety of

. stabilization issues.

Prior to 1970, the standards of care for the practice of geology were the responsibility
of local jurisdictions and were very inconsistent. On June 30, 1970 the Geologist M-3
Registration Act became effective. From that time forward, professional geologists and
various specialties within the profession of geology have been licensed by the State of
California. Furthermore, various state, county and city agencies and various
professional societies have developed requirements and guidelines for the practice of
geology. The evolution of these requirements and guidelines has been incremental

and is an ongoing process.

Peer review is a process that compares a scientific work product to the laws,
requirements and guidelines which govern the work in question. The reviewer must
not have a bias for or against the particular project in question and its consultants.
Opinions concerning the adequacy of the work product being reviewed must be based
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solely on a comparison of the work product to the governing laws, requirements and
guidelines. Although Sonoma County does not require geotechnical peer review
before granting permits to projects on sites in unincorporated areas, counties and
cities throughout California have required peer review of geologic reports written to
guide proposed grading projects as an essential component of their permitting

process since the 1860s.

These laws, requirements and guidelines have been set forth by the Geologist
Registration Act of 1970, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 | the
California Board for Geologists and Geophysicists, the California Mining and Geology R
Board, the California Geological Survey (CGS), formerly known as the California | M-3
Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), and various professional organizations like | cont.
the Association of Engineering Geologists (AEG). Furthermore, these laws,
requirements and guidelines exist whether or not local consultants follow them and
whether or not local public agencies choose to enforce them.

In the case of the Roblar Road Quarry, the documents provided for my review are Draft
Environmental Impact Reports. Unlike original technical reports, these DEIRs present
information and opinions purporting to summarize from experts like Engineering
Geologists and Geotechnical Engineers. Unfortunately, these summaries can be
oversimplifications of the work actually done by the technical consultants, and a great
leap of faith is required to accept them as complete and accurate. The finding of this
review may be different if the original geotechnical reports were provided for my
review rather than the summaries in the DEIRs. : 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consists of excavating on an approximately 200 acre site. The
site occupies a northerly and westeriy facing slope at the intersection of Canfield Road
and Roblar Road, approximately 5 miles west of Cotati, in unincorporated Sonoma
County, California. According to documents provided for my review, the guarrying M-4
operation will in include excavation of cut slopes at gradients of 1 1/2:1
' (horizontal:vertical) varying in height up to 340 feet. This is a very big cut slope. As
stated above, a grading plan depicting details of the proposed excavation has not

been provided for my review. 1

It is critically important that the locations (including tops and toes) of proposed quarry
excavations be shown in the EIR at a clearly legible scale, so that reviewers can
assess the potential effects of cut slope failures on adjoining properties and on the M-5
environment. Any such potential slope failures render the project infeasible untes the
feasibility of adequate mitigation can be demonstrated prior to project approval. 1
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OVERVIEW OF SLOPE STABILITY

In the State of California, landslides are generally recognized hazards that receive

media coverage on a fairly regular basis. Landslides have the potential to cause
property damage, personal injury and loss of life. An evaluation of the potential for
any given slope or slopes to fail is called “Stability analysis”. In simple terms, stability
analysis is a scientific process in which the natural forces tending to cause slope
failure (“Driving forces”) are guantified and compared to the natural forces tending to
resist slope failure {“Resisting forces”) that are also quantified. The result of this
comparison is a number that represents the “Factor of safety” against landsliding. A
factor of safety less than one represents a slope in which the driving forces exceed the
resisting forces and failure is actually occurring. A factor of safety of one represents a
slope which is in an equilibrium condition where failure can be iriggered by the
slightest- increase in driving forces and/or reduction in resisting forces. A factor of
safety greater than one represents a slope that is in a stable condition. A higher
numerical factor of safety represents a greater degree of siope stability. Additional
information concerning stability analysis is presented in CDMG Special Publication
117, Guidelines For Evaluating And Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California,
Reference 3. This is one of many documents that establishes the standard of care for

the practice of geology in California.

Stability analysis, like all other engineering work, recognizes that a margin of safety is
required. For that reascn, a factor of safety significantly greater than one has been the
standard of care in the State of California for decades in siting various structures and
in evaluating proposed changes in land use where slope failure .has the potential to
adversely affect adjoining properties, the environment and/or the public health and
safety. This standard of care exists whether or not local geotechnical practitioners
choose 'to comply with it and whether or not local agency reviewers and building

officials choose to enforce it.

If mitigation of geologic instability resulting from the proposed project cannot be
accomplished for any reason, for example denial of access into off site areas for
geologic subsurface investigation and/or corrective grading, costs exceeding budget
constraints, environmental issues, etc, the project is not feasible and that fact must

be acknowledged. '

. BEGIONAL GEOLOGIC SETTING

According to the Geologic Map in Geology For Planning In Sonoma County,
Reference 1, the site vicinity is underlain by bedrock of the Merced Formation, now
called Wilson Grove Formation. Bedrock was not observed in outcrops during the
geologic reconnaissance of the site on May 23, 2008. The residual soil that mantles
the site consists of fine sand, indicating that bedrock underlying the site likely consists
of the fine grained sandstone member of the Wilson Grove Formation.
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This bedrock is of sedimentary origin. This genesis is important in considering slope
stability because sedimentary strata are often separated by pianes of weakness that
are potential failure surfaces where oriented unfavorably. Very large masses of
bedrock can move along these planes of weakness, forming what geologists call

“bedding plane” landslides.

Bedrock at greater depth may be different, however its structure is also critically

important in slope stability. M-7

cont.

Acording to the Geologic Map, Plate 3B in Reference 1, site is located between two
northwest trending faults parallel to the nearby Tolay fault. These are major, regional
faults with mapped lengths of many miles. It is likely that tectonic forces related to
these regional faults have fractured the bedrock between them, signniicantly
decreasing the strength of the bedrock. In additional to decreasing the strength of the
bedrock, these fractures have the potential to be the pianes of weakness that become
the actual bounding surfaces [basal slip surface(s), sides and graben] of landslides
when existing slopes are oversieepened by quarry excavations. 1

It is essential that the bedrock types and geologic structures that will actually be
exposed in the proposed quarry excavations be investigated and analyzed by the
developer’s geotechnical consultant. The geotechnical consultant must demonstrate M-8
that the project, that includes a 340 foot high cut siope, will not adversely affect
adjacent properties and the environment. There is no margin of error when one of the

adjecent properties is a landfill. : 1

According to the Landslides And Relative Slope Stability Map in Geology For
-Planning In Sonoma County, Reference 1, the site vicinity is within Relative Slope
Stability Category “C”, defined as “"Areas of relatively unstable rock and soil units, on
slopes greater than 15%, containing abundant landslides (emphasis added).

The aerial photographs (Reference 2) examined for preparation of this report indicate
the presence of topographic features indicative of large landslides within the site
vicinity. The locations of these suspected landslides are indicated on the enclosed
Site Vicinity Landslide Map, Figure 1. M-9

It must be understood that research of published regional geologic maps and aerial
photographs are only preliminary steps in a geologic site investigation.. On a site like
the proposed quarry, where reliable outcrops of bedrock are not available for direct
observation, sampling and measurement of geologic structures (eg. bedding planes -
and joints), subsurface investigation is necessary to obtain geologic data.

.The subsurface investigation generally begins with excavation of geologic trenches
using a backhoe or excavator. The trenches are made sufficiently deep to penetrate
through topsoil, weathered bedrock and creep (that deforms the geologic structure)
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