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Vii. NEXT STEPS

If the proposed ATCM is adopted, the local districts must implement and enforce
the ATCM. However, if the district wishes to adopt an alternative regulation, it has
120 days to propose a regulation that is at least as stringent as the ATCM. The
alternative regulation must be adopted within six months of the adoptions of the ATCM.
Sources- would need to be in compliance by the date the district implemented and
enforced the ATCM or by a compliance date specified in the alternative regulation.

The staff is working with the DOC to develop guidance to assist local air districts
and geologists on the appropriate contents of a geologic assessment for facilities or
operations in ashestos-containing soils. This guidance can be used for the exemption
clause in both the amended ATCM for surfacing applications and this ATCM for '
construction, grading, quarrying, and surface mining. ARB staff will also be working
with the DOC to provide updated maps for critical areas likely to contain
naturally-occurring asbestos, )

VIl. RECOMMENDATION

The ARB staff recommends thai the Board adopt the proposed Asbestos ATCM

" for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. In recognition of

the State law requirement for the ATCM to reflect BACT, the staff is proposing
provisions that will require the use of best management practices for control of dust
from construction, grading, quarrying and surface mining operations with the potential to
emit asbestos fo the air. Benefits from the proposed ATCM are reduced public
exposures to asbestos emissions from activities that disturb the soil surface in areas
that are known or likely to contain naturally-ocourring asbestos. Exposure to asbestos
is known to cause lung cancer and mesothelioma. The proposed actions to minimize

»

the public's exposure to this known carcinogen are consistent with State policy to

-control TACs to the lowest level achievable o prevent endangsrment to public health.

¥
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California State Thoracic Society yage 1 Ol £

CURRENT E

NATURALLY-OCCURRING ASBESTOS Article Excerpted from
MEMO FROM THE CTS PRESIDENT
John R_ Balmes, MD
September, 2001 (Vol. 9, No. 1)

In just the few months that I have been pres:dent, CTS has had to develop relatively rapid responses to
two important issues. One environmental health issue, exposure to naturally occurring asbestos had not

even been on our radar screen.

NATURALLY-OCCURRING ASBESTOS ,

°

Serpentine is the state mineral of California, and there is a lot of it in our state, Many of you have
probably seen the green veins of this silicate mineral in outcroppings of rock, canyon walls, or
excavated hills, When serpentine rock crystallizes in a fibrous form, it becomes a type of asbestos,
catled chrysotile. The last commercially viable asbestos mine in the country was here in California.
Sometimes deposits of chrysotile asbestos also contain another type of asbestos, known as tremolite.
The physical difference between chrysotile and tremolite is that the former has curves (hence serpentine
or snake-like) whereas the latter is straight or needle-like. The needle-like forms of asbestos are called

~ amphiboles. Both chrysotile and amphibole types of asbestos can cause pleural thickening, ' ‘
parenchymal fibrosis, and lung cancer with equal potency. Amphibole asbestos appears to have greater
potency in causing mesothelioma. For any of these health effects of asbestos to oceur, respirable fibers
must be inhaled in sufficient doses. As the development of residential homes grows in the foothills of
the Sierra,fconcern has arisen over potential environmeéntal exposure to naturally-occurring asbestos
(NOA) dust when surface deposits are disturbed by construction activities. The greatest public outery to

- date has occurred in El Dorado County, but geologic mapping of the state shows that there are surface
deposits of NOA in many other locations. Recently, one of the ALAC Branches (Redwood Empire)
brought the NOA issue to CTS attention by requesting assistance from our Executive Director, Colleen
Richardson. Colleen did her usual superb job in quickly reviewing the available information on health
risks from environmental exposure to NOA and putting together a Tremolite Asbestos Fact File that
was sent to every ALAC affiliate. She also developed a summary of questions for which further
research is needed and a list of suggested NOA-related activities for ALAC and affiliates that would
have the greatest impact, One joint ALAC/CTS activity that has already had such impact was testimony
before the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in support of stronger regulation to limit asbestos
release from quarrying and construction. ALAC/CTS supported the regulation to control asbestos

~ enhissionsalthough we said it does not go far enough in protecting public health. The regulation
approved by. CARB does not require air monitoring of every construction project or quarrying

- operation in NOA zones, but rather leaves to the discretion of local air pollution officials whether
monitoring should be done. The regulation also is focused on a standard of "no visible emission"” at the

. perimeter of gonstruction/ quarrying sites. We confended that by fhe time there are visible emissions at

e property line of a site, it will be impossible to contain or control any potential asbestos fibers. =
» Without ALAC/CTS testimony to counterbalance construction and quarrying industry Jobbying efforts, )
; the proposed regulation may have been watered down (i.e,, industry wanted nio provision of air

2/22/20064

! hitp://www.thoracic.org/chapters/state/california/event0901. himl
!
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California State Thoracic Society _ Page 2 of 2

monitoring at all).

A lot of the recent concern over NOA, especially tremolite, in California has been fueled by reports
about the situation in Libby, Montana, where residents of the town have been éxposed to tremolite in .
tailings from a vermiculite mine. Exposed residents of Libby have developed asbestos-related health
effects from tremolite EXpOsure. However, it 18 umportant to remember that exposure to mine tailing
dust that has been spread over various areas of a town is different than exposure from construction
activity in an area with surface deposits of NOA. What is the relative risk of health effects from NOA

- exposure to the general population in such areas? We do not really know the answer to this question, in,

large part because we do not have sufficient exposure assessment data.

CTS will continue to work with ALAC and local affiliates to develop an action plan regarding exposure
to NOA that will seek to protect public health in a responsible manner, We want to reduce the risk of
health effects from environmental exposures without unduly alarming the public.

T

T

Copyright © 2001 American Theracie Society.

rANANA Y . %
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6/17/04

Guif of Farrallones Meeting

Issues Concerning the Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio

1) Estero de San Antonio

The Estero de Sam Antonio is being threatened by ~dump leachate discharge into springs at the
Headwaters of Stemple Creck. The dump on Meacham Road is situated on 2 hillside of
fractured and fissured Franciscan Rock. The elevation of the landfill is currently 500 feet. A
stones throw away at the bottom of the. hill of waste is the headwaters of Stemple Creek (
clevation' 50 feet). Receént expansion of the landfill -has allowed contaminents into. Stemple
Creek. The county is now diverting the headwaters of Stemple Creek and trucking them to the
county wastewater treatment plant. WAter Quality control is also forcing them to divert 2/3 of
the county's trash to out of county landfills until they can solve the current leachate lealdng into
Jocal water supply. Local residents have shallow wells there is addtional concern about a

" proposed pipleine from the sub-regional sweage treafment plant that may be used to bring - .
freated wastewater to the landfill for dust control. The addition of watewater potentially
containing heavy metals and toxins that are concentrated during the. wastewater treatment

process will only magnify the problem at the landfill

This landfill has outlived it's usefullness for Sonoma County. Sending the trash to a new site
will only bring up these issues in anew Jocation. We advocate. 2 total respurce recovery facility
in Sonoma county. This is an enviromentally sound solution for the county and the esteros.

. 2) Protect Estero Americano (. originating just North of Roblar Road. ) -
. There are 2 current threats to the Esjero Americano on Roblar Road.

A) The county of Sonoma owns and maintains a closed Jandfill on Roblar Road. This landfill
was used from 1956 to 1971 for discharge of local waste. At this time there were no
regulations regarding what could be discharged into a landfill and no records were kept about
what was put into the landfill. We know that there are probably lead based paints and petroleums,
Chemicals such. as DDT, and probably faming products including natural and synthetic hormones
buried at this site. . ' - o ;

NG testing has ever been done on the shelves to see what is underground.

In 1995 severe erosion occured afier a large winter storm allowing large volumes of sediment
into Americano Creek. At this time Public Works required the county to establish aplan to
control. fiture erosion and prevent off site sedimentation. They also established a once yeatly
surface ground water monitoring plan after the first fall rain on this site. That is the only
monitoring done on this dump site. No one is ionitoring local water supply either on or off

site. '

B) In December of 2003 an application was filed to establish a hard rock mining quarry on
the adjacent property to the Roblar Road Landfill. This quarry plan includes blasting and
digging away an entire hillside above the Americano Creek. It is highly likely that blasting
next to the landfill will release toxins from the lanfill site and into the quarry sedimentation

ponds.

C) Serpentine Rock and Asbetos. The hillside slated for quarry development is composed of |
Wilson Grove and Frenciscan Formation with a band of Sonoma Volcanic Rock with a matrix of
serpentine rock with conatins asbestos amphboles, The State of California identifies asbestos as a
toxic contiaminent and only allows quarrying in a site with asbestos if 100% dust containmaent
can be acheived. The Toblar Road Valley is in a very high wind area. It would be infeasible to

- contain all dustis this coaatal wind tunnel, Air discharges from the quarry - would permeate
adjacent populated areas of Cotati/Rhonert Park. Water discharge containing asbestos would flow

into the Americano Creek. ’
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Reommendations to - GFNMS:

1. Endorse aAtotal resource recovery facilty in Somoma county to protect the
Estero de San Amtonio from the continued release of toxic pollutants.

1. Oppose a bard rock quarry proposed near Americano Creek due to 1) issues
regarding the adjacent landfill and ground and surface water contamination, 2) Air
and water asbestos release into the local enviroment, and 3) sedimentaion into the

Ameticano Creek.
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Past DEIR Comments
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October 18, 1990

Sohoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Drive
Santa Rosa, California 95401 -

Dear Supervisors:

Since the E.I.R hearing we learned by reading the SWAT Proposal that, to the Roblar-
area citizens' dismay, the Roblar/Steinbeck Dump has no liner or.seal. Therefore, we
understand that the concern over the prospects of the proposed quarry operations
breaching a seal that does not exist is now a moot point.

However, we now know that there is even greater concern over the possible installation
of a hard rock quarry within ~200 ft of this dump which is actually in a much more
delicate condition than we had been told at Planning Commission Hearings. Common
sense tells us that vibrations have a significant effect upon percolation rates through
porous media, such as the sandy and silty units which the SWAT Proposal reveals
underlie the Roblar/Steinbeck Dump. That water is flowing beneath the dump is now
clear from the results of B-2 and B-3 well tests presented in the SWAT proposal.

That the Dump contains toxic materials can not be questioned: research by the

University of Arizona has shown that any dump of this vintage contains a minimum of
~18% by weight toxic materials (personal communication: Prof. W. L. Rathje). Since

this dump site also served as a burn pit for nearly 10 years it is reasonable to suspect
that its concentrations of toxics (especially heavy metals) are much higher. Moreover,

we have heard testimony that large quantities of diethyistilbestrol, a potent carcinogen
and mutagen were placed in the Roblar/Steinbeck dump during its operation as a

landfill. The analytical chemical methods to be used to analyze SWAT samples do not -
include specific provisions- for detection of this unusual, but particularly deadly

substance.

For a dump in this condition, enhanced percolation of toxics into the Santa Rosa Plain
Ground Water Basin resulting from vibrations associated with the proposed blasting
and the continual operation of 80,000 Ib. trucks and other heavy equlpment within a few
. hundred feet is a concern that can not be shrugged ~Off.

Perhaps the most urgent d‘oncern is draw-down effects which would be associated with
proposed quarry operations. To meet minimum air quality control standards the quarry
will require many thousands of gallons of water a day. This level of water consumption

J
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in this area will require significant ground water usage: ask the farmers living and work-
ing there. Results of the B-2 well test reported in the SWAT test Proposal show water
production from fractured basalt (the same. basalt body the quarry proposes to mine).
Under these conditions for a dump without a fimer, draw-down of toxics from the dump
into the Santa Rosa Plain Ground Water Basin is a forgone conclusion. '

Furthermore, elevated levels of heavy metals found by Dr. D. W. Smith (results were
presented at the first hearing) in water samples taken from the base of the dump site
are data that should not be ignored or dismissed lightly. Particularly in light of the fact
that the property owner now refuses to give permission to County Staff to begin SWAT
sampling. Dr. Smith's measurements are likely to be the only data available before the

decision on the quarry will be made.

How many dumps of this vintage and in this condition which overlie fluvial sands that
lead into a main aquifer are present in Sonoma County? Infact, do any others exist?
Conversely, how many potential hard rock quarry sites exist in the county? The
County’s ARMP and the State Geological report No.146 show the existence of vast
reserves of basalt within the county; the proposed quarry site isn't even listed as a
resource site in either publication. ‘ :

Can the Applicant and land owner guarantee that the proposed quarry operations will

not cause the release of toxics into our ground and surface waters: their refusal to allow
testing makes their position clear. The consequences of any release would be
disastrous. It is clearto us thata thorough analysis of the potential for problems associ-
ated with this proposed quarry has not been performed. Moreover, with the present ‘
stafe-of-the-art in environmental sciences, there are possible factors which would be
missed by any current evaluation. Should you gamble with the integrity of the Roblar-
area residents’ ground water resources given these facts, or should you take a more

prudent course? .

o
:‘.

- o | : Sincerely, :
I
R. M. Carlson

3775 Roblar Road
Petaluma, CA 94952

R e
T R R R S
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W

Ben Berto
70 Crane Drive
San Anselmo, CA 94960
(415) 454-2923

;

October 23, 1990 #

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
County Administration Center

575 Administration Drive

Santa Rosa, CA 95401

RE: Comments on the Amendment of the Aggregate Resoﬁrces
Management Plan, Rezoning and Use Permit for the proposed

Roblar Quarry, and on the proposed expansion of the Use
Permit for the Stony Point

Dear Members of the Board:

I have been hired by The Citizens Against the Roblar Rock Quarry
(CARRQ) to represent their interests in the proposed Roblar -
Quarry project. .This is the first presentation I have made

- before your Board, although I have appeared before the Sonoma
County Planning Commission and submitted letters on this matter
several times previously. It is reguested that this letter be
“read and submitted into the record, along with other comments

submitted by CARRQ.

This letter addresses three issues:

1. The proposed amendment of the Aggregate Resources Management
"Plan (ARMP) to .include the area proposed for the Roblar Rock

' Quarry. : '

2. The proposed zoning change and use permit for the Roblar
Quarry. ﬁ :

3. The proposed expansion of the Stony Point Quarry.

\
N

1. Proposed amendment of the Aggregate Resbhrces Management Plan.

As part of the Roblar Quarry application, it is proposed that
" Sonoma County’s Aggregate Resources Management Plan (ARMP) be
amended to include the quarry area as an identified resource
site. There are several reasons why this amendment should not

occur.
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Another policy used in the ARMP states:

Requlre that mlneral -extraction operations be performed
in a way that 1s compatible with surroundlng land uses
and minimizes adverse effects on the environment.

These ARMP policies are important in light of the position which
Planning Department appears to be taking on the Roblar Quarry
application. Recent Plannlng Department staff reports on the
project indicate that there may need to be "overriding ‘
considerations supporting a Plan whlch allows mining activities
with unavoidable significant effects. In other words, forget
about the ARMP policies requlrlng Compatlblllty with surrounding
land uses. - There are some serious internal inconsistencies both
within the ARMP and in its relationship to the current Sononma
County General Plan. Before the County can use the ARMP to
review or justify projects, it must be brought up to standards
for a SpelelC plan and made consistent with the current General
Plan. Projects involving the ARMP must be deferred or denled
until the County has a legally supportable document.

2. Proposed zone change and use permit to allow the Roblar
ua . : -

In keeping with the questionable nature of what has occurred so
far, the proposed zcne change and use permit are presented with
inaccurate 'facts and insufficient findings.

For example, the Planning Department staff states in its February
20, 1990, staff report: "Hardrock operation use permit
appllcatlon (sic) may be considered and approved on lands under
fType II Agricultural Preserve contracts since such operations are
compatible with extensive grazing operations." The staff report
continues: "The above statements are relevant to the approval of
this project because of the fact that the project site is
governed by a Type II Williamson Act Contract and because the ARM
Plan states that such a contract does not have to be cancelled in
order to approve a mining permit if the proposed mining operation

is "incidental to the agrlcultural usel,

How does a change in the zoning,of the site of the proposed
quarry from Exclusive Agricultural (AE) to Mineral Resource (MR)
in any way qualify as "incidental to. agrlcultural use®? - If the
use intended for this area is agrlcultural ~why 1s a zone change
required? A piece of land with a Mineral Resource zoning
designation and containing a gquarry cannot be "incidental" to an
agricultural use which can no longer be conducted on that land.
"An absolutely fundamental principle. of zoning is that the zoning
classification defines the primary permitted use. BAll other uses
are ‘incidental to this primary use. Thus, it is proposed that a

4
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Mineral Resource zoning classification, that quarrying becomes -
the primary, approved use. Cancellation of the Williamson Act
contract is necessary in order to secure either a zoning change
or use of the property as a quarry. I agree with staff that use
of a 60-acre portion of land as a quarry first requires a zone

- change. The rest of the process cannot be bypassed either.

Another criticism of the staff report that has been previously
raised and not responded to concerns the requirement in
California state law that any zoning change must be found to be
in compliance with the adopted General Plan.. ‘Sonoma County is in

serious trouble in this regards.

Sonoma County’s 1989 General Plan serves as its constitution for
development. All land use decisions, including zoning changes
and project approvals, must flow from the information, direction
and policies contained in the General Plan. Sonoma County’s
General Plan no longer serves as the constitution for local
development. The reason is that Sonoma County has already
exceeded the level of development permitted-in its General Plan.

Table LU-1 on page 27 of Sonoma County’s General Plan shows the
projected population in the unincorporated areas of the County at
full buildout in the year 2005 (the General Plan time horizon) at’
147,000 persons. Yet the Genheral Plan notes on page 26 that "It
should be noted that actual population for the unincorporated
area may differ from the projections used in this plan at a given
point in time. The. January, 1988 estimated population in the
unincorporated areas was 147,000, 11,500 higher than projected in
this plan." Sonoma County already reached its General Plan
buildout population in 1988, a year before the Plan was even
adopted! = Since then, Sonoma County has continued to grow, as
demonstrated by the latest census figures. The 1990 National
Cepsus preliminary figures for the unincorporated area of Sonoma
.County show the population to.be 157,650 persons. This is 10,000
people over the supposed year 2005 population!

A quick glance at general plan policies, objectives, and goals
reveals the implications of buildout.

GOAL LU-4.1: Maintain'adequate public services in both
rural and urban service areas to_ accommodate proijected

- growth [my emphasis]. ‘

Objective LU-4.1 Assure that development occurs only
where physical public services and infrastructure,
including... roads, are planned to be available in time
Lo serve the projected development (my emphasis].

Policy LU-4d: Assure that County-provided physical
services and infrastructure will accommodate the
projected amount of growth authorized by the land use . .

5
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plan [my emphasis].

Policy LU-4f: Assure that new development contribute
its fair share toward provision .of the public services
and infrastructure needed for projected growth [my

emphasis].

No development can be approved, mo infrastructure can be
provided, no justification for expansion can be found, unless it
1s authorized by the General Plan. There is a whole series of
discussions in the October 9, 1990, staff report about who should
assume the primary financial responslblllty for improving Roblar
Road so that it can accommodate trucks from the propaosed quarry.
The questlons need to be asked "Why should the Roblar Quarry be
allowed in the first place?" and "What justification is there for
widening Roblar Road to allow a.quarry?" Sonoma County is
already 10,000 people over its year 2005 buildout population.
Where does staff, the Planning Commission, or the County Board of
Supervisors thlnk that justification can be found for the quarry,
especially in the context of "overriding benefit and need"?

There can be none, the general plan does not authorize it.

‘california zonlng statutes require zoning ohanges to be

consistent with the General Plan. There have been no flndlngs of
General Plan consistency from staff. Sonoma County zoning
regulations require that the Planning Commission make findings
and recommendations on a proposed zoning amendment to your Board
of Supervisors. Where are the Planning Commission’s findings of
consistency .with the General Plan? How is the public who will be
affected by this project supposed to assess it, lacking these

findings?

Aside from the problem with the General. Plan s basic valldlty,
the plan does contain a variety of policies, objectlves, and
goals which this project must comply with. One reason for a lack
of findings of General Plan consistency is that the project in

fact conflicts with Sonoma County General Plan on numerous

counts. For example, General Plan Goal LU-4.1 states:

Maintain adequate public services in both rural and
urban service areas to accommodate projected growth.
Authorize additional development only when it is clear
that a funding-plan or mechanism is in place to provide
needed services in a timely manner.

The EIR authors, the County Public Works Department, and Plannlng
Department staff all recognize that in order to approve this
project, -improvements to Roblar Road will be necessary. However,
because Sonoma County has exceeded its projected growth, there is
no justification for increasing its road capacity. There can be
absolutely no justification for asking the general taxpayers of
the County to pay for the expansion. As a matter of note, the

6
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October 9, 1990 staff report states:

It is the opinion of Sonoma County Public Works that
the broposed gquarry could provide the only viable
funding for the required improvements in the
foreseeable future. In other words, in the judgement
of the Public Works Department, failure to assess the
proposed quarry operation as part of the Conditions of
Approval could potentially result in =a situation that
would be detrimental to the long~term traffic :
circulation and productivity of the ares. - )

CARRQ has previously commented that if the worst occurs and the
project is approved, as a condition of approval the developer
must be required to pay for all road improvement costs. The
Sonoma County department in charge of road improvements states
that this is the only way the improvements can occur, The
residents on Roblar Road can live with the layout of the existing
road. The Roblar Quarry is the only potential use which would
reqguire substantial road improvements. Where is it proposed as a
Condition of Approval that the applicants pay their fair share of
the needed road improvements?

Further justification of the need for road improvements is found
in General Plan Objective LU-4.3, which states: :

- Reduce congestion on the county wide highway system by
maintaining a "c" level of service or better on all
designated arterial and collector. roadways unless a
lower level of service is shown on Figures CT-2c and
CT-2d on pages 363-365 of the Circulation and Transit
Element, a lower level of service is determined to be
acceptable due to environmental or community wvalues
existing in some portions of the County, or the
project(s) which would cause the lower level of service
has an overriding public benefit which outweighs the.
increased congestion which would result.

=y

A level of service below "C" is not shown in the General Plan
figures for the Roblar Road/Stony Point Road intersection. From
the EIR, it is known that without“improvements, the Roblar Quarry
project would reduce the level of service at the intersection of
Roblar Road and Stony Point Road to "E". What environmental or
community values could exist to justify creating such a low level
of service at the Roblar/stony Point Road intersection? In the
absence of these findings, a level of service nen must be
maintained. Doing so requires either denying this project (the
best option), or road improvements.

A final traffic-related policy concerﬁing this project is
Objective LU-4.4, which states: o
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Correlate new developmenE with roadway improvements
necessary to maintain the countywide levels of service
set forth in Objective LU-4.3 or better on arterial and

collector roadways.
This reinforces the policy objectives stated earlier.

The Sonoma .County’s General Plan presents itself as doing
everything it can to avoid adverse impacts on agriculture. Such
intent is found in the fact that the County included an agricul-
tural element in the general plan, although not reguired to do so
by state law. This Agricultural Resources Element. states on page
259: "The Agricultural Element establishes policies that.support
the needs and practices of agriculture as the highest priority in
areas designated for agricultural use." This is followed up with
Goal AR-4, which states: npllow farmers to manage their opera- '
f£ions in an efficient, economic manner with minimal conflict with
nonagricultural uses." The specifics are pointed out in policy

AR-5e, which states:

Local concentrations of any commercial or industrial
uses, even if related to surrounding agricultural
" activities, are detrimental to the primary use of the
land for the production of food, fiber and plant
materials and shall be avoided.

Objective LU-8.1 in the General Plan states: "Avoid conversion of
liands currently used for agricultural production to non-
agricultural use". . It also notes on page 288 that "the most

* significant issue [resulting from mining activities] is the loss

of agricultural land as a consequence of mining uses".

" Given the build-up which Sonoma County appears to give

dgriculture, it seems unusual that the Roblar Quarry project, -
which has a number of adverse impacts on agriculture, has not
really been considered in this light. For example, at least a
couple of farmers or ranchers have testified that the operation
will be detrimental to their operations. 'The FEIR and staff
continue to ignore them. -One ranch family, the Tabers, will be
especially adversely impacted, since they operate their ranch on
both sides of the road. At peak traffic times for the quarry
(estimated at 30 gravel trucks per hour, or a gravel truck every
two minutes), the Tabers would have a difficult to impossible
task in trying to cross the road with their cattle.

What it all comes down to is that the General Plan policies on
agriculture are empty rhetoric if this project is approved. You
cannot rezone land from agricultural to mineral resource and

damage the viability of an existing ranch and still claim to be =
doing anything to help agriculture. 'If this project is approved,
Sonoma County will be in violation of both the agricultural '

policies in its General Plan and its basic responsibilities

8

C-3.37



Comment Letter JJ - Attachment ﬂi

towards agriculture.

Another general plan policy which this project would appear to be
at odds with is Goal PS-4, "prevent unnecessary exposure of
people and property to risks of damage or injury from hazardous
materials." The issue of the abandoned landfill was discussed at
length in the public hearing on the DEIR. Tt was pointed out
that no-one knows what is in the dump, but based on affidavits it
may involve some rather dangerous chemicals. Given the uncertain
impact that quarrying operations may have on the water table,

materials,
potential for hazards at the dump. An added irony to this

situation is that the County has been prepared to begin
monitoring test wells at the landfill site for several months but
has been unable to obtain permission from the pProperty owner to
do so. The County has missed a guarter of the hydrological cycle
in monitoring. This seems to be just one more example of where
Sonoma County seems to be willing to abrogate its public

responsibilities.

Why haven’t the owners of the landfili property permitted
testing? What are they trying to hide? Equally'significantly,
how can the Board make a decision based on the results of
landfill tests if the landowners will not allow the testing to
occur? Instead of having the first set of landfill test results,
the public and your Board are once again being asked to operate
on assumptions and guesses. It would be ludicrous to allow the
quarry application to proceed under these circumstances. In any
case, until and unless’/full test results are received, the Board
would be violating both its General Plan policies and the public
trust in allowing the duarry application to proceed. - '

‘One final General Plan policy which would me violated if this
project is approved is Objective LU-2.4, which states: :
"Foordinate with cities to maximize cooperative planning and
implementation of the general plan." The City of Cotati has
already stated its oppesition to this project. It is one thing
to create a policy, it is another to comply with it, especially
if it involves a neighboring jurisdiction.

The February 20, 1990, staff report states that '"the mitigation
measures recommended in the final ETIR are -the bulk of the
conditions of approval recommended by staff.":

Where is the complete list of recommended Conditions of Approval
from either group? In the absence of these recommendations and
findings, we are left with the unenviable task of trying to plece
the mitigation measures together from the EIR.
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With respect to the landfill and other areas, the overall
monitoring proposed in the EIR (as a condition of approval?) is
clearly inadequate. The mitigations scattered around the draft,
final, and final supplemental EIR do not amount to an adequate”
program. Assembly Bill 3180, which became effective on January
1, 1989, incorporates strict monitoring requlrements te CEQA—
governed projects. The new 'CEQA section states:

When making the findings reguired by subdivision
(a) of Section 21081 or when adopting a negative
declaration pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision
(c) of Section 21080, the public agency shall adopt a
reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the
project which it has adopted or made a condition or
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid
significant effects on the environment. The reporting
or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure
compliance during project implementation. For those
changes which have been required or incorporated 1nto
the project at the request of an agency having
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by,
the project, that agency shall, if so requested by the
lead or responsible agency, prepare and submit a '
proposed reportlng or monitoring program

Who is respons1ble for general monitoring of this progect°‘

Where are the specific monitoring conditions? It is not
acceptable to defer monltorlng reguirements to those listed in
the DEIR and FEIR when it is precisely those that have been
criticized all along. For example, where any kind of monitoring.
is referred to at all, the County Planning Department appears to
be the responsible agency. This is the same department that took
over 8 months to follow up on a 45-day abatement action related
to this project. Incidentally, the applicant in this project was
the subject of those abatement proceedings. 'Placing the Planning
Department in charge of monitoring the mitigation measures sounds
like sending a chicken to guard the fox.. Before the County

‘contlnues any further towards pr03ect approval all necessary

monitoring programs must be stated in detail. Monitoring should
be designed to minimize the Sonoma County’s and the applicant’s
direct involvement, because unfortunately, both have demonstrated

that they cannot be relied upon.

For Planning staff to say that the applicant will be responsible

to pay for ‘the monitoring programs is not adeguate. Where are

the monitoring programs, what will they cost, where is it spelled
out that the applicant will pay for them, how will this be
paid... the list of deficiencies goes on and on. The County is
treating the conditions oh this project too loosely, considering
that it will be making a decision on a use permit which, if
approved, will be binding on the County. For example, it is
impossible to determine whether the $500,000 bond requested by

10
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away from agricgltural, requires cancellation of a Williamson aAct
contract, and violates the Sonoma County General Plan. This

approving any projects. Further, the Proposed project violates a
myriad of General Plan policies, none of which have been
adequately mitigated in the EIR or staff reports. Even with all
the mitigation angd monitoring conditions in place, the shaky
justifications for the Zone change, the lack of a valid General
Plan to justify this projects, and the lack of. consistency with

3. Proposed expansion of use at the Stony Point Quarrvy

The primary problem with the broposed expansion of use at the
Stony Point Quarry is that the expansion is taking place. on -
Roblar Road. -Much as the Hagemann Quarry faced abatement
hearings because of export of rock to the Stony Point Quarry on
Roblar Road, any expansion of use involving this road is not
acceptable to residents of the area. ‘

Steny Point Quarry is running out of on-site aggregate resources,
Whereas we are asked to believe that the Roblar Quarry will close
up after its 15 year approval is up, the Stony Point Quarry
appears to be trying to artificially extend its life by importing
rock. Such extensions, if granted, lead one to wonder if any
quarry will ever close before its mineral resources are
exhausted, or even if it will close after that. Regardless of
the Stony Point Quarry’s grandiose plans to supply 20% of the
gonoma County’s hardrock production, approval of such plans can
énly follow after a careful consideration of all issues relating
to ‘the project. a discussion of these issues should keep in ming

a sentence from the ARMP:

Considering the distribution of geologic units within
the County, that Sonoma County Probably does. have large
reserves of hardrock aggregate,. Therefore, it would
appear that other factors besides geoclogy must be used
to determine the locations for future quarries. (p-

128).- :

Availability of the resource is not the issue. ‘Alternatives to
the opening of the new Roblar Rock Quarry and expansion of the

13
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3) include noise measurements adequate to dESCrlbe
local conditions
4) include estimated noise levels in terms of Ldn

and/or the standards of Table NE-2 for existing
and projected future (20 years hence) conditions,
with a comparison made to the adopted pollc1es of

the Noise Element
5) recommend measures to achleve compliance with thls

element. Where the noilse source consists of
intermittent single events, address the effects of
‘maximum noise levels on sleep disturbance

7) = be reviewed by the Health Department.

In the section on management of transportation related noise
(page 492), the General Plan states:

Transportation sources are by far the most significant
sources of environmental noise in Sonoma County. They
include vehicular traffic, especially trucks.... An
important part of the planning for a healthful

" environment is the avoidance of unnecessary

-transportation noise.

If the EIR is going to say that the background noise levels on
Roblar Road exceed 60 dB, then the road is a noise impacted area,
and all of the above requlrements for those areas apply

However, the redquirement that outdoor activity area noise levels
be reduced to less than 65 dB cannot be achieved for the Little
Lambs Preschool playground. The noise levels in this area, which
is approximately 10 feet off Roblar Road, will be considerably
higher when the trucks go by. Again, there is no meanlngful
discussion of monitoring or mitigation of these impacts in either
the EIR or the staff report. - No mention is made of best
avallable technology to reduce the noise impacts.

The current Sonoma general plan defers to the ARMP in the area of
noise associated with mineral extraction. The ARMP states on-
page 216 "Provide for buffer zones between mining and other.land
uses in order .to minimize air quality, noise, truck traffic, [my
emphasls] and visual lmpacts. The tone of the staff. requlrements
is found in the sentence in the October 9 staff report which says
that noise increases will beé two decibels. This simply is not
true. Your Board must weigh the above evidence and either; one,
require a new noise study which accurately depicts the current
and projected noise situation, or two, deny the prOJect citing
as reasons the unacceptable nature of the progected noise

impacts. : i

The zone change and use permit are not justified by the rationale

which is used by planning staff. The zone change is not
acceptable because it changes the fundamental use of the land

a
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the Public Works Department is a requested condition of approva
The only statement on this condition in the oOctober 9, 1990 staff
report is "Requirement of the stated performance bond is a common
practice." What doe$ that mean? "Is a common practice" does not
constitute a recommendation for -either requiring or not requiring
the bond? Similar vague discussions are found throughout both

the staff reports and the EIR. The bottom line is there is very

little required monitoring proposed.

Staff 1s silent on the issue of proposed haul routes. The
Planning Commission refused to place any limitations on the
applicant in this respect. That is hardly comforting to other

~ people. in the area who now cannot even be sure that the impacts,
unpleasant as they will be, will be confined to the section of

Roblar Road discussed in the EIR.

Policies stated in the General Plan regarding noise impacts have
not been adhered to in proposed mitigations or conditions of
approval. For example, the noise element states "Infrequent
single events such as passage of a train, truck, or airplane may
interfere with adjacent uses even though the cumulative noise
exposure. is within acceptable limits. These events call for a
single event noise standard." The EIR makes no reference to any
such standard. Further, the General Plan states in Goal NE-1 to.
"Protect people from the harmful effects of exposure to excessive
noise and to achieve an environment in which people and land uses
may function without impairment from noise", and follows this up
with policies NE-la and NE-1b, which state: " :

NE-la: Designate areas within Sonoma County as noise

‘ ‘  impacted if they are exposed to existing or
projected exterior noise levels exceeding 60
dB Ldn, 60 dB CNEL, or the performance
standards of Table NE-2 on page 489.

5

.3
NE=-1b: Avoild noise sensitive ‘'land use development in
'~ noise impacted areas unless effective *
measures are included to reduce noise levels.
For noise due to traffic on public roadways,
railroads and airports, reduce exterior noise
to 60 dB Ldn or less in outdoor activity ,
areas and interior noise levels to 45 dB Ldn
or less with windows and doors closed. Where
it is not-possible to meet this 60 dB Ldn
standard using a practical application of the
best available noise reduction technology, a-
maximum level of up to 65 dB Ldn may be
- allowed but interior noise level shall be
maintained so as not to exceed 45 dB Ldn.

"Policy NE-1d states that where an acoustical analysis is required
prior to approval of a discretionary project, the analysis shall:

11
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: lmﬁacts of the Known Presence of Hazardous Chemical in the Steinbeck Dump

he Steinbeck dump (directly adjacent to the proposed quarry site) is a known to contain
isthylstilbestrol (DES) and must contain other banned and dangerous chemicals.

yuote from concerned citizen'’s letter:

"This site was used for disposal of many varieties of toxins over the years. Based on
‘my own experience in the chicken business, | have first hand knowledge of substances
which were disposed of at this site. One.chemica{ which | personally dumped was the
hormone DES. DES was used!for many years as a method of neuterization of poultry
(called caponizing). When the FDA declared DES to be harmful, we had thousands of
doses remaining. | threw many bottles of this carcinogen into the dump site. | wouid

assume that other poultry ranchers did likewise."

Comment No. 144, DEIR 1087

DES is in fact a: ‘

» Dangerous banned éynthetic chemical structurally relate to carcinagenic dinuclear
aromatics. | '

e Carcinogen

e Teratogen

e Mutagen

* DES has been shown to cauée cancer or pre-cancer symptoms in 62% of
women whose mother's were exposed to the chemical during pregnancy

(Mangan Et. AL, 1979). Furthermore, DES is also implicated in causing Cancer
in Grandchildren of People Exposed to the Chemical (see section c). '

Based on the time-line for the operation of the the Steinbeck dump, shown in Figure 1,
that dump must contain other hazardous class 1 chemicals as well as DES. A list of
Carcinogenic Agricultural banned during operation of the Steinbeck dump is included in
section g. Since DES was disposed of in the Steinbeck dump when it was banned, itis .
reasonable to assume that these other banned toxics were also placed in that dump.

What level of Carcinogenic Chemicals is acceptable in our drinking water or food?

o Federal Law (and common sense) asserts that No Lower Limit can be set (Ragsdale
and Menzer, 1989). .
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COUNTY of Sonoma : Rita Scardaci, MPH-Directo
DEPARTM ENT OF HEALTH SER(})/,CES " Ruth Lincoln, PHN,MA—ASSiStant Directo

\é/ 'FV“%,Q“ (/\)Q}Q/)\‘ Ermironmeﬁ tal Health Divisior

Walter L. Kruse - Directo

August 24, 2007
Dear Property Owner: | /

This letter is to advise you that there Has been a detection of groundwater contamination
in a monitoring well located within 1/2 mile of your Sonoma County property(ies) in the
7600 block of Roblar Rggd in Sebastopol.‘The chemicals identified in the contamination
are:

35 ppb(parts per billion) Arsenic-

2,300 ppb Aluminum

280 ppb Chromium

190 ppb Manganese

* > @« -

Public drinking water supplies operate under governmental permit and are tested to
ensure that water quality meets state standards. Public water system operators are
required, at least once each year, to provide a notice of water quality to their customers.
If you are on a public water supply (i.e. you get a water bill each rmonth) and do not
have a well, this letter does not apply to you. '

The quality of water from private wells is not regulated by government agencies. If you
get your water from a private well, the only way to be sure your water is safe is to
have it tested. On the reverse is a list of local laboratories certified by the State of
California to perform water quality testing. -

s netlytesting L

While the standards established for public drinking water systems are not enforceable for
private well water, they can provide a paralle] indication of the quality and safety of
water that comes from private wells. Standards associated with public drinking water
supplies are: - ‘

¢ MCL is the Maximum Contamination Level permissible in public drinking water
supplies. MCLs are established based on a number of considerations, including
health risk, technological feasibility, treatment costs to water systems, and public
hearings. : : ' - '
"o PHG is the Public Health Goal established for public drinking water based on
health risk assessment alone and is the level at, or below which, health effects are
not-expected to occur from a lifetime of exposure. . ’

Sonoma County, operating under the.Sonoma County Groundwater Contamination
Response Plan, believes that its citizens should be promptly informed of any
contamination in groundwater occurring above the PHG that may present a potential
threat to public health. Enclosed are information sheets for the detected contaminants
from the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.

(over)
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