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CHAPTER 1   
INTRODUCTION 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The applicant, Northern Aggregates, Inc., seeks County approval of the proposed 
expansion of the Harris Quarry and construction of an asphalt processing facility at the 
quarry (hereafter called "the project"). The existing quarry is on the west side of U.S. 
Route 101 just south of the Ridgewood Grade and Black Bart Drive.  The proposed 
project would expand the existing 11.5-acre quarry to a final size of about 30.6 acres. 
The project includes adding an asphalt plant, with associated support facilities, at a 
separate site on the project property, immediately south of Black Bart Drive and about 
2,000 feet west of Highway 101.  The project also includes a proposed Reclamation Plan 
that describes how the site will be reclaimed after completion of operations.  Finally, the 
project includes a proposal to amend the County Zoning Ordinance to allow, under 
certain conditions, aggregate processing facilities at active quarries in the Rangeland 
zoning district.  Specifically, the applicant seeks County approval of the following:  
 

1. Amending the Mendocino County Zoning Code to create a Mineral Processing 
Combining District (MPCD). 

 
2. Adding an MPCD to a portion of project parcel APN 147-140-07. 

 
3. Rezoning 18 acres of Assessor’s Parcel No. 147-140-07 to add a new Mineral 

Processing Combining District that would allow processing of aggregate for the 
length of the Use Permit.  The applicant has volunteered to include a condition of 
approval requiring the applicant to submit an application having the MP 
Combining District removed from the 18-acre site at the end of the Use Permit. 

 
4. Use Permit Renewal/Modification (UR 19-83/2005) to allow: 

 
• extraction and processing of 200,000 cubic yards (CY) in situ per year for 

a 30-year period 
 

• production of up to 150,000 tons (58,280 CY) of asphalt per year 
 

• nighttime operations up to a maximum of 100 nights per year 
 

5. A revised Reclamation Plan that directs how the site will be reclaimed at the end 
of the use permit. 

 
B. EIR PROCESS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FORMAT 
 
The County of Mendocino prepared a Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RDEIR) for the project and circulated it for public review in May 2011.  The public 
review period began on May 20, 2011 and ended on July 21, 2011. Prior to the close of 
the public review period, the County extended the public review period until September 
6, 2011.  This Final EIR consists of the Revised Draft EIR, all comments received on the 
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Revised Draft EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the Revised Draft 
EIR. This Final EIR will be reviewed by the Mendocino County Planning Commission for 
its adequacy under CEQA and to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors 
(the Board).  Once the Board determines that the EIR is adequate, it will certify the Final 
EIR. After EIR certification, the Board will consider the merits of the proposed project 
and whether to approve it or one of its alternatives. 
 
This Final EIR provides a thorough analysis of the comments on the Revised Draft EIR 
and responds to the comments consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Where 
comments were received that expressed disagreement with the conclusions of the 
Revised Draft EIR, the responses clearly address the issue by modifying the Revised 
Draft EIR, providing additional mitigation, or justifying the conclusion that the analysis in 
the Revised Draft EIR is correct.  This approach will allow the Mendocino County Board 
of Supervisors to make an informed decision on the project.  
 
Chapter 2 contains the comment letters received during the official public review period 
and responses to the comments contained in those letters.  Those comments and 
responses are followed by a summary of comments delivered at the two public hearings 
that were held on the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR.  The public hearings were held 
on June 18, 2011 and July 21, 2011 before the Mendocino County Planning 
Commission. 
 
Chapter 3 of this report describes the text changes to the Revised Draft EIR needed to 
complete the Final EIR.  These changes were deemed necessary or desirable given 
certain comments received.   
 
 
CHAPTER 2   
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE RDEIR  
 
This chapter provides responses to the written and verbal comments received by the 
County during the public review period. This section begins with a list of the commentors 
and where their letter and the EIR preparers' response to the comments can be found.  
Each letter is followed by a response page(s). Each letter’s comments and 
corresponding responses are numbered for easy reference. 
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A. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR   
 
The County received 71 comment letters (plus 3 notification letters from the State 
Clearinghouse) on the Revised Draft EIR during the public review period. Seven of these 
letters were from public agencies and 64 were from 55 individuals or representatives of 
groups.  The table below shows the location of the comment letter and the responses to 
that letter.  
      
   Comment Response 
Commenter Date        Page  Page 
 
Public Agencies 
1. State Office of Planning and Research 7/06/11 6 14  
    7/29/11 8 14 
    9/07/11 11 14 
2. California Department of Transportation 7/18/11 15 17 
3. California Department of Forestry and 
  Fire Protection  6/29/11 18 20  
4. California Department of Forestry and 
  Fire Protection  5/25/11 21 22 
5. Mendocino County Department  
  of Transportation 7/21/11 23 24 
6. Mendocino County Air Quality Management 
  District 5/27/11 25 26  
7. Little Lake Fire Protection District 6/23/11 27 28  
 
Interested Parties 
8. Howard F. Wilkins III (Remy, Thomas, 
  Moose & Manley LLP) 7/20/11 29 72 
9. Howard F. Wilkins III (Remy, Thomas, 
  Moose & Manley LLP) (second letter) 8/18/11 129 134 
10. Richard Grassetti (Grassetti    
 Environmental Consulting) 7/20/11 135 142  
11. Richard K. Haygood (TJKM  
  Transportation Consultants) 7/20/11 150 154 
12. Paul Miller (MEC) 7/17/11 163 167 
13. Matthew O’Connor (OEI) 7/19/11 175 178 
14. Tina Wallis (Clement, Fitzpatrick & Kenworthy) 9/06/11 180 182 
15. Cathy A. McKeon (Rau and Associates, Inc.) 6/02.11 183 235 
16. Jack Magne  6/08/11 240 247 
17. Jack Magne (Keep the Code) (second letter) 6/16/11 250 256  
18. Jack Magne (third letter) 7/21/11 258 260 
19. Patricia Tetzlaff 7/15/11 261 266  
20. Patricia Tetzlaff (second letter) 7/13/11 269 271 
21. Sheila Jenkins 6/22/11 272 274  
22. Robin Goldner 7/10/11 275 277 
23. Larry Jenson  7/18/11 278 280 
24. John and Roni McFadden 7/01/11 281 284 
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25. John and Roni McFadden (second letter) 6/27/11 285 289  
26. Dori Kramer 6/16/11 290 292 
27. Ruth Van Antwerp 6/16/11 293 294 
28. Deborah Pruitt 7/19/11 295 297 
29. Marvin Trotter 7/20/11 298 299  
30. Ann Kelly  7/19/11 300 302 
31. Diane Zucker 7/19/11 303 319 
32. Karen Walsh 7/19/11 297 319 
33. Cynthia Raiser Jeavons  7/20/11 299 319  
34. Karen West 7/20/11 300 319 
35. Kara McClellan 7/20/11 302 319 
36. Charmaine Johnson 7/20/11 303 319 
37. Kerry C. Sullivan 7/20/11 305 319 
38. Christina and Paul Leinwetter 7/20/11 307 319 
39. Lyra Matthews 7/20/11 309 319 
40. Gene Wixson 7/20/11 320 321 
41. Colette Morris 8/01/11 322 325 
42. Carol Cox 7/20/11 326 327 
43. Christina Sears 7/20/11 328 333  
44. Kathe and Ken Todd 7/20/11 329 333  
45. John Wieland 7/20/11 330 333  
46. Tamey Sheldon 7/24/11 331 333  
47. Susan Henson 6/28/11 332 333  
48. Sandra Linn 7/20/11 334 336 
49. Dan Hibshman 7/20/11 337 339 
50. Marty Wysinger 7/26/11 340 341 
51. James Garza 7/19/11 342 345 
52. Dot Brovarney 7/19/11 346 348 
53. Tracey McNamara and Cora Saxton 7/06/11 349 350 
54. Virginia De Vries and Christopher O. Jones 7/17/11 351 352 
55. Jenny Burnstad 7/19/11 353 355 
56. Stacey Rohrbaugh 7/11/11 356 357 
57. Linda Breckenridge 7/11/11 358 359 
58. Jerry Wells 8/10/11 360 361 
59. Patricia Tetzlaff (petitions) 7/01/11 362  368 
60. Matt McKeon 8/25/11 369  371 
61. Joseph West 8/28/11 372 373 
62. Jack Magne (Keep the Code) (fourth letter) 8/31/11 374 376 
63. Norton Heath 8/31/11 377 378 
64. Cody Bartholomew 9/04/11 381 383 
65. Dennis Slota 9/04/11 384 385 
66. Dori Kramer (second letter) 9/06/11 386 387 
67. Jack Magne (Keep the Code) (fifth letter) 9/06/11 388 392 
68. Randi Dalton  9/06/11 393 411 
69. C. Toren Tvelt 8/30/11 412 413 
70. Dave and Cathy Ortiz 8/24/11 414 415 
71. Anonymous No date 416 417 
72. Mona Dougherty, RWQCB 7/05/11 418 420 
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Comments Made at Public Hearings  
73.  Mendocino County Planning Commission  
  Public Hearing  6/15/11 421 425  
74.  Mendocino County Planning Commission  
  Public Hearing 7/21/11 428 432  
 
 
B. PREPARERS OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED 

DRAFT EIR 
 
Responses were prepared by the EIR consulting team, including: 
 
Leonard Charles and Associates 
Leonard Charles, Ph.D. Project Manager 
Lynn Milliman, M.A. Environmental Analyst  
Jacoba Charles, M.A. and M.S. Environmental Analyst 
 
Illingworth & Rodkin 
Richard B. Rodkin, P.E. 
Michael Thill Acoustic Consultant  
 
Bill Popenuck 
Bill Popenuck Air Quality Consultant 
 
Questa Engineering 
Will Hopkins, C.E.G  Engineering Geologist 
Chien Wang. M.S. Hydrologic Engineer 
Mike Harris Geologist 
 
North Coast Resource Management 
Estelle Clifton, R.P.F Botanist and Wetland Consultant 
Jennifer Bartolomei Biologist 
 
Crane Transportation Group 
Mark Crane, P.E. Traffic Engineer 
 
The report was prepared under the direction of the Mendocino County Department of 
Planning and Building Services.  Roger Mobley is the Chief Planner for the project, and 
John Speka provided direction.  
 
 
C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR 
 
The following section of this report contains the letters received and responses to those 
letters. Each letter or group of related letters is followed by a response page(s).  Each 
comment and its corresponding response are numbered. 



1-1

Page 6



Page 7



1-2

Page 8



Page 9



Page 10



1-3

Page 11



Page 12



Page 13
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Response to Letter from Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
 
1-1. This is a cover letter that states that the County has complied with State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents that are 
subject to CEQA.  No response is required. 

 
1-2 This is a notification of the extension of the comment period.  No response is 

required. 
 
1-3. This is a cover letter that states that the County has complied with State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents that are 
subject to CEQA.  No response is required. 



2-1

2-2

Page 15



2-3

Page 16
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Response to Letter from Jesse Robertson, California Department of 
Transportation 
 
2-1. The comment discusses how highway improvements will be constructed per a 

Highway Improvement Agreement with Caltrans’ oversight of the construction.  
No response is required as no questions regarding the DEIR are asked. 

 
2-2. Caltrans concludes that constructing the highway improvements will adequately 

mitigate the project’s impacts to Highway 101.  This confirms the conclusion 
presented in the RDEIR, so no additional response is required. 

 
2-3. The County will comply with this request for findings.  As no question is asked 

regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
 



3-1

3-2

3-3

Page 18



Page 19
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Response to Letter from Christopher P. Rowney, California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
 
3-1. This comment provides information about the requirements for a Timberland 

Conversion Permit (TCP). This information corresponds to the RDEIR discussion 
of the permit requirements described on pages 194-195 of the RDEIR.  As no 
questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 
3-2. This comment provides information about Sudden Oak Death (SOD) and cutting 

and processing trees on the project site.  This information corresponds with the 
discussion of SOD on page 195 of the RDEIR. As no questions are asked 
regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 
3-3. The comment provides information on the requirements for mitigation because 

the project would remove native oaks and thus convert oak woodland.  This 
information corresponds to the discussion of impacts to oaks on pages 192-194 
of the RDEIR.  On page 193, the RDEIR includes mitigation measures consistent 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code 21083.4. As no questions are 
asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 

 
 



4-1

Page 21
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Response to Letter from Louis Sciocchetti, California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
 
4-1. This Memorandum states that the Department had no comment on the RDEIR. 

As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is 
required. 

 



5-1

Page 23
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Response to Letter from Tom Peters, County of Mendocino Department of 
Transportation 
 
5-1. The comment states that the Department recommends approval of the project. 

No questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, so no additional response is 
required.  

 



6-1

Page 25
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Response to Letter from Christopher D. Brown, Mendocino County Air Quality 
Management District 
 
6-1. The clarification recommended by the commenter has been made - see Chapter 

3 of this Final EIR for the corrected text.  This change does not affect the 
analyses, mitigations, nor conclusions of the RDEIR. 
 



7-1

Page 27
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Response to Letter from Carl Magann, Little Lake Fire Protection District 
 
7-1. The Fire Chief has stated that there is only one Type 3 4-wheel drive engine at 

the main fire station instead of three as stated on page 315 of the RDEIR (it is 
noted that the page number included in this comment is actually on page 319 of 
the RDEIR).  The change has been made as requested – see Chapter 3 for the 
revised text.  This change does not affect the analyses, mitigations, or 
conclusions of the RDEIR. 



8-1

Page 29



8-2

8-3

Page 30



8-4

8-5

8-6

Page 31



8-11

8-10

8-9

8-8

8-7

Page 32



8-20

8-19

8-18

8-17

8-16

8-15

8-14

8-13

8-12

Page 33



8-21

8-22

8-23

Page-30

Page 34



8-30

8-29

8-28

8-27

8-26

8-25

8-24

Page 35



8-31

8-32

Page 36



8-34

8-37

8-36

8-35

8-33

8-38

Page 37



8-39

8-40

8-41

8-42

Page 38



8-48

8-47

8-46

8-45

8-44

8-43

Page 39



8-49

8-50

8-53

8-52

8-51

Page 40



8-56

8-55

8-54

Page 41



8-61

8-60

8-59

8-58

8-57

Page 42



8-64

8-63

8-62

Page 43



8-65

8-66

8-67

8-68

8-69

Page 44



8-71

8-70

8-72

Page 45



Page 46



Page 47



8-73

Page 48
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Page 50



Page 51



Page 52



Page 53



Page 54



8-74

Page 55



8-77

8-76
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Page 56



8-80

8-79
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8-81
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8-86
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Response to Letter from Howard Wilkins III (Remy Thomas Moose & Manly LLP) 
 
8-1. The introductory comments state how the commenter’s clients are opposed to 

the project, that the County should not approve the project, and that the EIR 
inadequately discloses significant environmental effects.  As specific comments 
to support the commenter’s claims are presented after these introductory 
comments, response to the general claims will not be made except to state that 
the commenter is incorrect that the RDEIR is inadequate. The RDEIR meets all 
CEQA requirements to objectively describe the possible significant impacts of the 
proposed project, identify feasible mitigation measures when warranted, and 
compare the project to alternatives that would reduce the significant impacts.  
The RDEIR addresses the concerns that this commenter expressed about the 
original project and the original DEIR as the analyses in the RDEIR included 
recommendations made by the commenter and answered uncertainties the 
commenter noted in his original letter.  Detailed responses to specific claims and 
questions are presented below in response to the commenter’s specific 
comments. 

 
8-2. Upon the request of the project applicant (see Comment 14-1 later in this FEIR), 

the County extended the public review period for an additional 45 days and made 
available all documents cited in the RDEIR either as hard copies (at the offices of 
the Department of Planning and Building Services) or as a list of electronic links 
to certain documents (i.e., websites where they are readily accessible to the 
public at any time).  This extension of the public review period and providing the 
documents or electronic addresses where all cited documents could be found 
address the claimed inadequate noticing included in this comment. 

 
 While no additional response is required, we believe that the comment was 

incorrect and that this extension of the review period plus the compilation of 
documents and electronic links is not required by CEQA. We believe that this 
comment is a misinterpretation of the intent of CEQA.  The comment refers to 
one sentence in the Public Resources Code stating that the County needs to 
provide the address where all documents “referenced” in the draft environmental 
impact report are available for review.  It then cites CEQA Guidelines Section 
15087(c)(5) that states that the County will provide the address where all 
documents referenced in the EIR will be available for public review and readily 
accessible during the lead agency’s normal working hours.  However, the 
commenter ignores the subsequent sections in the CEQA Guidelines that 
specifically address what documents are considered “referenced” and need to be 
made available for public review. 

 
 CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 titled “Citation” states: 
 
 Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including 

engineering project reports and many scientific documents relating to 
environmental features. These documents should be cited but not included in the 
EIR.  The EIR shall cite all documents used in its preparation including, where 
possible, the page and section number of any technical reports, which were used 
as the basis for any statements in the EIR. 
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 The Guidelines then go on to describe documents that are incorporated by 

reference.  Section 15150 (Incorporation by Reference) states: 
 

 (a) An EIR or Negative Declaration may incorporate by reference all or portions 
of another document which is a matter of public record or is generally 
available to the public.  Where all or part of another document is incorporated 
by reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set forth in 
full as part of the text of the EIR or Negative Declaration. 

 
(b) Where part of another document is incorporated by reference, such other 

document shall be made available to the public for inspection at a public 
place or public building.  The EIR or Negative Declaration shall state where 
the incorporated documents will be available for inspection.  At a minimum, 
the incorporated document shall be made available to the public in an office 
of the Lead Agency in the county where the project would be carried out or in 
one or more public buildings such as county offices or public libraries if the 
Lead Agency does not have an office in the county. 

 
(c) Where an EIR or Negative Declaration uses incorporation by reference, the 

incorporated part of the referenced document shall be briefly summarized 
where possible or briefly described if the data or information cannot be 
summarized. The relationship between the incorporated part of the 
referenced document and the EIR shall be described. 

 
 These two sections are where the CEQA Guidelines provide specific guidance 

about what documents need to be made available for public review and what 
documents do not.  It does not state that documents that are cited as footnotes 
or, particularly, all documents listed in the EIR’s Bibliography need to be made 
available for public review.  EIR preparers have historically not been required to 
make all cited documents available to the Lead Agency.  This point is further 
clarified in the Continuing Education of the Bar’s (CEB’s) handbook, Practice 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (Stephen L. Kostka and Michael 
H. Zischke, Second Edition, January 2011 Update). Under Section 9.18 of that 
handbook, it states: 

 
 The requirement that the EIR public review notice indicate the address where 

copies of the EIR and all “referenced” documents are available has also led to 
some confusion.  This notice requirement should be read together with 14 Cal 
Code Regs §15150(b), which requires that documents incorporated by reference 
in an EIR be made available for inspection.  See also 14 Cal Code Regs 
§15087(c)(5).  The requirement should not be interpreted to apply to documents 
that are cited in an EIR under 14 Cal Code Regs §15148, because there is no 
requirement that such documents be made available for public inspection.  See 
El Morro Community Ass’n v. California Dep’t of Parks & Recreation (2004) 112 
CA4th 1341, 1354 n5, 19 CR3d 445. 

 
 Given that the CEQA Guidelines explicitly state the requirements for “cited” and 

“referenced” documents, if the commenter were correct, then the code and 
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guidelines would be internally inconsistent.  We believe that they are consistent 
as does the Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
 In conclusion, we believe the commenter is incorrect.  Nevertheless, the 

documents or document electronic addresses have been available during the 45-
day public review extension, 

 
 Finally, we would note that during this additional 45-day review period, 11 

additional comment letters were received - none were from public agencies nor 
technical experts representing the commenter’s client or other technical experts.   

 
8-3. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the cited Code and Guidelines 

Sections require the EIR to provide a list of agencies consulted with. Rather the 
cited Sections state that the Lead Agency will consult with Responsible, Trustee, 
and other agencies and individuals.  Contrary to what the commenter states, the 
Sections do not require that the EIR contain the list of contacted agencies and 
individuals. That said, the Notice of Preparation that included the notification of 
where and when the EIR scoping meeting would be held was sent to the State 
Clearinghouse who has the responsibility of forwarding the NOP to pertinent 
State agencies.  The County also sent the NOP and an invitation to attend the 
public agency scoping meeting held August 17, 2010 to 39 agencies, including 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA-Fisheries, Army Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau of Land Management, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
the RWQCB, and California Department of Conservation.  The only State agency 
to attend that scoping meeting was the Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  
All these agencies were previously requested to comment on the original DEIR, 
so they were all well aware of this project. Previously, the EIR preparers and 
County staff met with CDFG staff during the public review period for the original 
DEIR to develop more distinct mitigation measures to offset impacts to wetlands 
and oak woodlands.  The applicant’s engineer subsequently worked with CDFG 
staff to develop the off-site wetland mitigations.  We would note that neither 
CDFG, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA-Fisheries, or Army Corps of 
Engineers submitted a comment letter on the RDEIR.   

 
8-4. The RDEIR was circulated to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS), the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and was not returned with comments from any of 
these agencies.  Referral of the project to the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), as overseer of any ACOE analysis regarding the filling of wetlands and/or 
point source discharges to waterways, was considered by the County to be 
redundant.  A copy of the RDEIR was otherwise sent to the remaining federal 
agencies on May 20, 2011. 

 
8-5. The public review period was extended at the request of the applicant during the 

July 21, 2011 meeting of the County Planning Commission. See Comment 14-1. 
The comment period was thereby extended from July 21 to September 6, 2011 at 
that time and noticed accordingly. 
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8-6. The actual full paragraph in the project description passage referenced in this 
comment reads as follows: 

 
 Current Use Permit #UR 19-83/95 applies to the existing quarry, which has been 

in use since the mid-1920s.  In 1990, the permit modification #UM 19-83/90 
allowed for a one-time extraction increase and a one-time increased processing 
limit of 125,000 cubic yards of rock, but this modification expired in 1995.  The 
permit provides for an annual 75,000 in situ (i.e., the volume of rock as measured 
in place in the quarry wall or floor) cubic yard extraction rate, which is the  current 
annual production rate. 

   
 The passage is accurate in stating that the modification approved in 1990 

allowed for the one time extraction increase, otherwise the permit at that time 
allowed for 50,000 cy to be extracted on an annual basis.  As stated, that permit 
expired in 1995, at which time a use permit and reclamation plan renewal (#UR 
19-83/95) was processed and approved on January 16, 1997, allowing for up to 
75,000 cy to be taken per year.  That particular permit expired on January 26, 
2007.  However, the Quarry continues to have permission to operate under that 
same permit while the subject project application is being processed.  County 
policy has and continues to allow uses subject to renewal as long as applicants 
demonstrate good faith efforts in going through the renewal process.  In this 
case, the renewal was applied for in 2005, well in advance of the expiration date 
for #UR 19-83/95.   

 
 Regarding the second portion of the comment, the project description is 

technically incorrect in stating that an extraction rate of 75,000 in situ cubic yards 
is allowed per the current entitlement under which the quarry continues to 
operate. The actual language of the permit limits production to 75,000 cubic 
yards without specifying whether that meant 75,000 cy in situ or after initial 
processing.  The applicant has historically mined the site as if the permit 
condition meant 75,000 cy in situ.  As described on page 97 of the RDEIR, this 
production rate was used as the baseline for assessing project impacts.  This 
issue has been clarified in revised RDEIR text shown in Chapter 3. 

 
8-7. Much of this comment has been addressed in the previous response.  Daily 

extraction records are not kept nor have they ever been required of the applicant 
for past entitlements.  Instead, annual reporting has been an ongoing condition of 
the permit.  Annual allowed extraction volumes since the January 2007 expiration 
have remained at 75,000 cy.  The operator was assessed an administrative 
penalty for over-extraction that occurred in 2007 and 2008.  Otherwise, overall 
annual extraction averages have remained within the allowable limits.  

 
8-8. The operation has been allowed to continue under the conditions imposed by the 

expired permit.  This is consistent with County policy which allows uses subject 
to renewal to continue as long as applicants have demonstrated good faith efforts 
in obtaining the necessary entitlements.   

 
8-9. The County has kept the Department of Conservation Office of Mine Reclamation 

(OMR) informed of the permitting status throughout the process.  Annual 
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inspection reports are submitted to OMR including updates on the operation’s 
renewal status and overall SMARA compliance.   

 
8-10. See Responses 8-8 and 8-9 regarding these same questions.  The Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program identifies responsibility for mitigation 
monitoring.  The County will follow ongoing procedures for enforcement of Use 
Permit Conditions.  The questions asked in Comments 8-7 to 8-10 refer to 
historical issues or have to do with County recording and enforcement 
processes.  These issues do not address or affect the environmental setting for 
the RDEIR.  The RDEIR addresses the physical impacts on the environment 
resulting from a proposed project compared to a baseline quarry operation that 
extracts and processes 75,000 cy in situ of rock per year. 

 
8-11. Annual extraction figures are considered proprietary information and are not 

made available for public review.  That said, the applicant has voluntarily 
provided extraction rates – see Comment 14-2. The operator was assessed an 
administrative penalty for overextraction that occurred in 2007 and 2008.  
Otherwise, extraction volumes have remained within the allowable limits. 

 
8-12. The average and maximum production rates were provided by the applicant and 

reviewed and approved for EIR use by the County.  These rates, which are a 
percentage of the maximum allowed annual production rate, are consistent with 
peak and average rates provided by other quarry operators (again as percentage 
of the total allowed production for those quarries) whose nearby quarries have 
had EIRs prepared (see the Blue Rock Quarry EIR and the Canyon Rock Quarry 
EIR cited in the RDEIR). The main use in the RDEIR of these production rates is 
to calculate trip generation. The traffic analysis for the original project DEIR also 
used average and maximum production rates when assessing impacts. Traffic 
impacts were assessed for a peak July day and peak October day, which is the 
same peak period as was assessed in the RDEIR.  These rates are considered 
accurate for purposes of the EIR analyses, and the commenter has provided no 
data to show that they are incorrect, so no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
8-13. Extraction rates are not monitored by the County on a daily basis.  As for daily 

and/or annual extraction totals, see Response 8-7. See Response 8-12 that 
describes how average and maximum production rates were calculated.   

 
8-14. Extraction rates are not monitored by the County on a daily basis. The Negative 

Declaration prepared for the 1990 Use Permit Modification assessed average 
daily rates of 20.6 loads per day and maximum of 24 trips per hour.  See 
Response 8-12 that describes how average and maximum production rates were 
calculated. 

 
8-15. The RDEIR describes the baseline production rate for the quarry.  See Comment 

14-2 regarding this baseline issue. How the baseline relates to former conditions 
of approval is not an issue for this EIR, neither are the mitigations imposed in the 
1997 approval of the 1995 Use Permit Renewal. That said, in reviewing the 36 
adopted Conditions of Approval, it appears that all conditions apply to the current 
operation of the quarry. The Notice of Determination and the Mitigated Negative 
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Declaration for that 1995 Use Permit Renewal are on file for public review at the 
offices of the County Planning and Building Services Department.  A discussion 
of this historic approval process is not needed to provide a description of the 
proposed project or the environmental baseline used to determine project 
impacts.  Finally, the RDEIR contains numerous new, revised, and/or more 
detailed mitigation measures than were required for the quarry when its Use 
Permit was renewed in 1997.   

 
8-16. The project does not include daily maximum production limits for the quarry.  

Maximum extraction would be limited by the hours of operation (see page 69 of 
the RDEIR). The asphalt plant would be limited to a maximum of 3,000 tons per 
day and 150,000 tons per year (see page 80 of the RDEIR).  The EIR assumes 
that these maximums will be included as a Condition of Approval (if not, then 
additional CEQA analysis would be required). It is assumed that production 
greater than these rates would result in penalties to the operator. The County 
would be responsible for monitoring and enforcing the maximum production 
rates.  Also, please see Response 8-18 below regarding this issue. 

 
8-17. The comment is incorrect.  The proposed maximum daily and annual production 

rates for the proposed asphalt facility were included in the description of that 
facility on page 80 of the RDEIR.  As described on page 80 of the RDEIR, the 
annual asphalt production would not exceed 150,000 tons per year, and not more 
than 3,000 tons per day.  The proposed maximum daily and annual asphalt 
production rates were used for the emission calculations.  These production rates 
are listed on each of the emission calculation sheets for the asphalt facility that 
are included in Appendix D of the RDEIR. 

 
8-18. As described in the previous two responses, the EIR establishes maximum 

production rates.  The applicant has provided the following additional response. 
“It is assumed that this comment is referencing the ability to run the asphalt plant 
at 300 tons/hour every day of the year which would far exceed the annual 
150,000 ton annual output. Although the plant output capacity can provide this 
output, this output is theoretical and based on peak plant performance. It is much 
more likely that the actual maximum output of a ‘300 ton/hour’ plant would only 
produce 250 tons/hour. More importantly, construction demands fluctuate 
significantly throughout the year. That being said, the size of the plant was 
selected to meet the peak demand during the peak season. This would occur 
infrequently. During the bulk of the year, this plant would operate at much lower 
output levels, and significantly less during the off-peak season. This is evident 
based on the requested overall annual production limit cited in the project 
description. Limiting the plant output to meet an average production rate spread 
over the entire year would not meet the goals of the project, as the applicant 
would then not be able to meet the peak construction demand periods, when 
asphalt is most needed.” To address the concern, the applicant suggests the 
following condition of approval: 

 
 The applicant is limited to asphalt production of 300 tons/hour with a total 

maximum total annual output of 150,000 tons/year. The plant scales shall be 
managed by a certified weigh master. Submittal of the annual asphalt concrete 
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tonnage produced will be submitted to the County Planning Department annually, 
on July 1st of each year. 

 
 This condition has been added to the RDEIR text – see Chapter 3. 
 
8-19. The applicant purposely removed this element from the project.  It is accurate 

that if the site is rezoned that a concrete plant could be proposed in the future.  
That proposal would require amendment to the Use Permit, which would trigger a 
CEQA review of that new project.  Given that the applicant withdrew this less 
controversial project component (as compared to the proposed asphalt facility), 
the County considered future development of a concrete plant at this site as 
speculative for EIR purposes.   

 
 That said, if one were to include a concrete plant as a possible future project for 

the purpose of assessing cumulative impacts, it would not generate any new or 
more substantial cumulative impacts than identified in the RDEIR.  Given the 
total aggregate production limit for the project, a concrete plant would process 
some of the aggregate that would otherwise be sold as unprocessed aggregate.  
The concrete plant would therefore generate trips that would replace trips hauling 
asphalt or aggregate (as was assessed in the RDEIR).  The concrete plant would 
not generate more noise than the asphalt plant and would not result in any 
increased noise impacts.  A review of the original DEIR (Table 3.6-9) that 
included analysis of the concrete plant, shows that the concrete plant would 
generate less than 1% of project-generated emissions for all criteria pollutants 
except carbon dioxide, where it would generate approximately 1.5% of total 
project emissions.  The concrete plant also would not have been a substantial 
contributor of toxic air contaminants.  

 
 The concrete plant would be expected to be developed on the site where the 

asphalt plant is proposed, so it would not result in any additional biological, 
cultural resource, geologic, or hydrologic impact.  The facility could be visible 
from Black Bart Drive, but it would not be expected to significantly increase what 
is already identified as a significant and unavoidable impact.  In summary, a 
future concrete plant would not result in any new or more substantial cumulative 
impacts. The original project DEIR, which included analysis of a concrete plant 
as part of the project, found that all project and cumulative impacts other than the 
four visual impacts would be less than significant. This would remain the 
conclusion (with the addition of the one new significant air quality impact 
identified in the RDEIR) if a concrete plant were not considered speculative and if 
it was included as a project to be assessed for cumulative impacts in the current 
RDEIR. The RDEIR was not required to assess this speculative future project.  
However, even if it had, as described above, the analysis would not have 
identified any new or more substantial cumulative impacts than identified in the 
RDEIR.  As such, no revision of the RDEIR is warranted. 

 
8-20. The impact of developing processing facilities at other quarries was assessed in 

the RDEIR.  The commenter is referred to pages 338 to 343 of the RDEIR.  
There is a complete listing of the potentially significant impacts of those possible 
future projects to the degree that impacts can be predicted without knowing 
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where or when a facility might be proposed or what type of facility.  As stated on 
page 342 of the RDEIR, because these future projects are speculative, specific 
impact assessments and corresponding mitigations, as warranted, would need to 
be done at the time an application for such a facility was filed with the County.  
This conclusion is also true for any possible future quarries in other locations in 
the County.  Such projects are speculative, and assessment would be done at 
the time a project application is filed.  The RDEIR assessed these speculative 
impacts to the level the potential for their occurrence allows.  The commenter has 
provided no data that shows the analysis was incorrect.  On these bases, no 
revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
8-21. The comment is incorrect.  As described in the previous responses to his 

comments on the setting, the setting was accurately described in the RDEIR.  
The commenter, while asking questions about historic uses on the site and how 
analysis assumptions were developed, has not provided any data to show there 
are inaccuracies in the setting description.  The commenter has presented no 
example of any “shifting” in the project description. The RDEIR meets all the 
requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines §§15122 to 15131. As such the 
RDEIR does not need to be revised and recirculated. 

 
8-22. As noted above in Response 8-21, the commenter is incorrect. The 

environmental setting meets all CEQA requirements.  As the commenter does 
not provide an example of his claim in this comment, no additional response is 
possible. 

 
8-23. As explained in Responses 8-6 through 8-22, the RDEIR provides a thorough 

description of the project and the environmental setting.  There is no “shifting” of 
either the project description or the setting.  In his previous comments, the 
commenter has not accurately identified an instance of a shifting project 
description, an inadequate description of the project setting, or a mitigation 
measure that is not consistent with CEQA requirements. 

 
8-24. The annual baseline production rate used for the air quality analysis was 75,000 

cubic yards in situ (refer to the discussion of Existing Operations in Section 3.2 of 
the RDEIR).  The baseline average daily production rate of the processing plant 
at the quarry used for the air quality analysis was 217 tons per hour, and this was 
assumed to occur for 121 days per year, 6 hours per day.  This average 
production rate is based on the information provided in Table 3-2 of the RDEIR. 

 
 Daily baseline emissions from truck trips were calculated using an average of 42 

trucks per day accessing the quarry, or 84 truck trips.  Thirty-three (33) of the 
trucks were assumed to be haul trucks, with the remaining 9 trucks being delivery 
trucks. This information was based on the data in Table 5 of the Updated 
Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis for the Harris Quarry (Wtrans, January, 
2010 – in Appendix C of the RDEIR) and the truck trip calculations contained in 
Appendix C of that report (the Appendix is on file for public review at the offices 
of the County Department of Planning and Building Services).  The 42 daily 
trucks were for an average July day of a year with the baseline quantity of 75,000 
cubic yards in situ mined.  The average day data for July in Table 5 was 
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considered to be representative of the average daily truck traffic over the entire 
year since, as indicated in Table 1 of the Wtrans traffic report, monthly aggregate 
production for July was estimated to be 9.4% of the total annual production. As 
shown in Table 1 of that report, some months have higher percentages of 
production, while some months have lower percentages of production.  However, 
if aggregate production were uniformly spread out over all months, the average 
monthly percent production would be about 8.5%.  Thus, use of average daily 
truck traffic based on 9.4% of the annual production was considered a 
reasonable estimate of the average daily truck traffic. 

 
8-25. The current operation remains covered by the conditions of the previously 

approved use permit #UR 19-83/95. In reviewing the 36 approved Conditions of 
Approval, it appears that all conditions apply to the current operation of the 
quarry.  The Harris Quarry currently uses water for dust suppression purposes.  
During processing, water is added using sprinklers to increase the moisture 
content of the aggregate and limit dust during crushing and screening. Each 
stacker conveyor has a water mist system to control dust.  Water for dust 
suppression is also sprayed by a water truck on the haul roads, quarry floor, and 
stockpiles.  These emission reduction methods were included when calculating 
the baseline air emissions.  

 
8-26. As discussed in Response 8-24, the baseline average daily production rate of the 

processing plant at the quarry was 217 tons per hour.  This production rate is an 
average, which by definition means that there are some days with higher 
production rates and some days with lower production rates.  It is worth noting 
that for a given total annual level of production, operation of the processing 
equipment at production rates lower than the average would result in lower 
emissions, but these emissions would occur for more days out of the year.  
Conversely, operation of the processing equipment at higher rates than the 
average production rate would result in higher emissions, but these emissions 
would occur for fewer days per year than use of the average production rate 
would indicate. 

 
8-27. It is unclear what the basis for the 118 days per year of significant air quality 

impacts referenced by the commenter is.  There are no supporting calculations 
showing where this number came from or what assumptions it was based on.  
Nor is there any other reference to this number in other parts of this comment 
letter. 

 
 However, assuming that the commenter is referring to the situation where the 

proposed quarry would operate for more days per year than the existing quarry, 
and therefore there would be some days when the proposed project’s emissions 
would occur when the existing quarry would not be operated, this is indeed likely 
to happen.  In this case the proposed project’s daily emissions should be 
compared directly to the MCAQMD daily significance thresholds, rather than 
using the difference in emissions between the proposed project and existing 
quarry baseline emissions.  Table 4.6-13 in the RDEIR provides daily emissions 
for the existing quarry baseline conditions and the proposed project’s emissions, 
and the applicable MCAQMD significance threshold for daily emissions from 
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indirect sources.  As can be seen in the table, the only pollutant where the 
proposed project’s daily emissions would exceed the MCAQMD threshold is for 
NOx emissions in 2010, which is identified as exceeding the threshold.  This 
impact was discussed in Impact 4.6-C and identified as a significant and 
unavoidable impact. As discussed under Impact 4.6-C, the NOx emissions are 
primarily from haul trucks associated with the project and would exceed the 
significance threshold during early years of the project.  State and Federal 
regulations require substantial reductions in NOx emission for new diesel-fueled 
trucks, with even greater reductions for future model year trucks.  As older trucks 
are replaced with newer trucks, overall truck fleet emissions are decreased.  
During the later years of the project NOx emissions would decrease to levels 
below the daily significance threshold.  One possible mitigation measure to 
reduce NOx emissions during the early years of the project would be to require 
the use of newer model year trucks.  However, since the trucks hauling project 
materials are not owned or controlled by the project applicant, this type of 
mitigation is not feasible. Thus, this impact was identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
8-28. See Response 11-1 to this comment. 
 
8-29. This is a general comment regarding the commenter’s opinion that the 

environmental setting is inadequate.  However, the commenter provides no 
example of that inadequacy in this comment, so no additional response is 
required.  That said, the EIR preparers examined the full environmental context 
when assessing impacts.  This included examining all areas of possible impact 
that this commenter and others who submitted comments on the original DEIR 
made. 

 
8-30. The comment states that the RDEIR did not include a list or an analysis of 

alternative methodologies presented by conflicting expert opinions.  However, the 
EIR preparers were not presented with any “alternative methodologies” during 
the public review period of the NOP or at the EIR scoping meetings.  If the 
commenter is referring to his previous comments regarding his questions 
regarding baseline conditions, this comment letter as well as the letters from 
technical consultants hired by the commenter’s client that ask questions and 
perhaps pose alternative conclusions are only now available to the EIR 
preparers.  It would be more than difficult to foresee these questions and 
recommendations at the time the RDEIR was prepared and published.  That 
said, we have provided specific responses in this FEIR to all questions, 
recommendations, and comments made by the commenter and other 
commenters. 

 
8-31. The comment is incorrect.  The two cases that he cites in this comment are not, 

as he states, cases regarding mining projects.  The first involved a major 
biomedical research facility that the University of California proposed to be 
relocated to another site in the City of San Francisco, and the other involved a 
huge community plan to establish a new community in Sacramento County.  In 
both cases, the projects were very complex and the EIRs correspondingly long 
and complex.  The Harris Quarry Expansion RDEIR is on a relatively discrete 
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project in a relatively unpopulated area.  The setting was not complex and has 
been fully and clearly described in the RDEIR.  We have provided specific 
responses to specific comments and examples that the commenter has made 
regarding the setting used in the RDEIR. 

 
8-32. It is correct that the RDEIR requires the collection of baseline water quality data 

for runoff leaving the quarry and the processing facility site.  This data will then 
be used to determine whether future runoff from the project site would cause any 
violation of all applicable water quality standards.  The amounts of the various 
criteria pollutants in the existing runoff are not critical to understanding project 
impacts or what potential mitigations will be needed to comply with all 
requirements established in the NPDES Permit Requirements for the Industrial 
General Permit.  For example, it does not matter whether the pH of runoff water 
is currently 6.5 or 7.2.  What matters is whether the runoff from the proposed 
project is within the range allowed under the Basin Plan, and whether effluent 
quantities meet the RWQCB NPDES Permit Requirements for the Industrial 
General Permit. Baseline water quality data collected prior to construction of the 
project is not necessary to determine whether the proposed project would result 
in unacceptable water quality conditions in site runoff.  

 
 No comparison of pre-and post-project effluent quantities is required by the 

current Industrial Permit. The current quarry and future project both are subject to 
same “not-to-exceed” effluent guidelines. The following is from Order No. 97-03-
DWQ: 

 
 B. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS: 
 1. Storm water discharges from facilities subject to storm water effluent limitation 

guidelines in Federal regulations (40 CFR-4-Subchapter N) shall not exceed the 
specified effluent limitations. 

 2. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated 
by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in 
excess of a reportable quantity listed in 40 CFR Part 117 and/or 40 CFR Part 
302. 

 3. Facility operators covered by this General Permit must reduce or prevent 
pollutants associated with industrial activity in storm water discharges and 
authorized non-storm water discharges through implementation of BAT for toxic 
and nonconventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants. 

 Development and implementation of an SWPPP that complies with the 
requirements in Section A of the General Permit and that includes BMPs that 
achieve BAT/BCT constitutes compliance with this requirement. 

 
 The commenter is incorrect that the RDEIR does not provide data about existing 

water quality.  On pages 137 to 138 the RDEIR describes existing BMPs used to 
maintain water quality at the quarry.  The RDEIR notes that runoff from the 
quarry is captured on the quarry floor and does not drain off site. It is for this 
reason as well as risk of accessing the channel below the quarry, that the 
applicant has not been required in the past to conduct water quality sampling. 
The commenter is also incorrect in stating that the RDEIR impermissibly delays 
mitigation.  The RDEIR clearly states a performance standard that the applicant 
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shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard and comply with all requirements established in the NPDES Permit 
Requirements for the Industrial General Permit.  The RDEIR then goes on to list 
four pages of explicit actions required to meet this standard.  These mitigations 
are intended to minimize erosion in all disturbed area; treat any pollutants 
generated by motor vehicles on the processing pad prior to release from the site; 
and capturing any pollutants that escape from fueling or asphalt operations 
before they can leave the site.  Given EIR-recommended mitigations, it is 
expected that the project would not result in violation of any applicable water 
quality standard.  The required water quality monitoring will ensure that this 
standard is met and, though not expected, BMPs or operating conditions can be 
revised if subsequent monitoring indicates that additional actions are warranted.   

 
 The RDEIR accurately describes potentially significant impacts to surface water 

quality and provides mitigation measures needed to meet performance standards 
and applicable permit requirements that the State has determined are needed to 
adequately protect water quality.  The CEQA Guidelines state that a project could 
have a significant impact on water quality if it would result in a violation of waste 
discharge requirements.  The project would not result in any violations of water 
discharge requirements given the mitigation measures recommended in the 
RDEIR. The commenter has provided no information that this analysis is 
incorrect or that water quality violations would occur.  On these bases, no 
revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
8-33. It is expected that required water quality standards would be met.  The inclusion 

of the condition that the County would have the ability to reduce production was 
included to make sure that it was clear that the County has this authority in the 
case that additional changes recommended in the sediment control plan by the 
RWQCB and/or the County could not or would not be made.  This provision is 
needed because the actual construction of the large fill proposed for the asphalt 
plant site could result in more erosion than planned at the current preliminary 
design level, and additional or revised erosion control measures may be needed.  
It is standard for EIRs to contain mitigations that allow for changes in erosion 
control and similar pollution prevention plans to adapt to the final design and to 
the actual conditions that occur when improvements are built.  We would note 
that the California Department of Fish and Game has not submitted any 
comments regarding the EIR’s assessment of water quality.  The RWQCB (see 
Letter 72) submitted a comment that the bio-swale design needed to be revised, 
but otherwise provided no comments in the water quality analysis of the RDEIR. 
The commenter has not provided any information that would indicate that the EIR 
analysis of water quality is incorrect nor any recommendations for additional 
mitigation.  No revision of the RDEIR is warranted based on this comment. 

 
8-34. As of the end of 2011, the NPDES General Industrial Permit (Order No. 97-03-

DWQ) is still currently the enforced permit. There does exist a Draft 2011 
Industrial General Permit; however, this has not been adopted and is subject to 
revision before final adoption (personal communication, Leo Cosentini, SWRCB, 
9/6/2011).  The SWRCB recommended that the EIR should address compliance 
with the adopted permit. 
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8-35. The County does not believe that SB 610 applies to the subject project so it was 

not prepared for the RDEIR.  Nevertheless, the applicant opted to prepare a 
Water Supply Assessment.  It is presented at the end of the responses to this 
comment letter.  This WSA was peer reviewed (the peer review follows the WSA) 
and found to be professionally prepared and acceptable to be included in this 
Final EIR.  To summarize the WSA, it concludes that there is adequate water to 
serve the project except (perhaps) for a period in the single severely dry year.  
The WSA concludes that mitigations already included in the RDEIR would 
address any potential water shortage that might occur in this worst case year. 
The peer review confirmed that these are accurate conclusions. This is the same 
conclusion that the RDEIR reached. Therefore, no revision of the RDEIR 
conclusions or mitigations are required, 

 
8-36. Water use rates were provided by the applicant following discussions with the 

manufacturer of the wash plant (for plant water replacement requirements) and 
based on the applicant’s experience for dust control and moisture conditioning of 
aggregate.  The applicant projected a water demand of about 9.1 acre feet per 
year (afy). The County deemed these figures accurate and directed they be used 
in preparing the EIR.  The EIR preparers are currently preparing an EIR for the 
expansion of the Mark West Quarry in Sonoma County, which contains an 
existing wash plant. We compared the water demand projections for the two 
quarries and found that the projections for the wash plant demand were identical.  
Overall, the Mark West Quarry would use more water for dust control because it 
contains substantially more disturbed area and unpaved access roads.  Adjusting 
the dust control water demand for what Harris Quarry projects, the water demand 
for Harris Quarry would be about 85% of the demand projected for Mark West 
Quarry.  The applicant states that the remaining 15% difference is due to the 
Harris Quarry requiring less water for moisturizing the type of rock it mines. The 
proposed water consumption appears consistent with the water demand 
projected for this other quarry.  The commenter has provided no information to 
support his claim that the water usage assumptions are understated.  The water 
demand described in the EIR provides a solid basis for assessing impacts to 
groundwater resources. No revision of the RDEIR analysis, conclusions, or 
mitigation are required.   

 
8-37. The comment is incorrect.  The discussion on page 322 of the RDEIR contains 

the same conclusions as are presented in Section 4.2 (Hydrology).  The 
discussion on page 322 specifically states: It is expected that the well would 
meet all project demands. This is the same conclusions presented in Section 4.2 
However, as stated on page 322, there is always the possibility that under 
prolonged severe drought year conditions that the well would not provide 
sufficient water (see the WSA that follows the responses to this commenter). To 
address such unexpected, but possible events, the RDEIR contains a mitigation 
to ensure that adequate dust control is maintained at the quarry to avoid air 
pollution impacts.  Contrary to what the commenter states, this mitigation does 
not indicate a need for the applicant to purchase off-site water.  The applicant 
has the option of such purchase as it has done in the past.  However, as stated 
in the RDEIR, this water would only be needed in times of a severe drought year, 
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and off-site water likely would be unavailable under those regional conditions.  
The RDEIR accurately describes water availability and mitigation that could be 
needed in times of prolonged drought.  No revision of the RDEIR is needed. 

 
8-38. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the RDEIR states that there is a peak 

water demand of 2,400 gallons of water per day.  The commenter is directed to 
page 164 of the RDEIR where it states water demand for dust control ranges 
from a peak of 7,200 gallons of water per day to a minimum of 2,400 gallons per 
day.  Mitigation Measure 4.8-D.1 is consistent with this described water demand.  
Contrary to what the commenter states, there is no shift in the water demand 
projections.  The commenter has provided no data to show that the water 
assessment that was peer reviewed for use in the RDEIR is inaccurate or needs 
to be redone (also see the WSA that was prepared consistent with the 
commenter’s request).  As such, no revision of the RDEIR is required.  The 
RDEIR does note that the applicant could seek to purchase water from off-site 
sources during a prolonged drought.  There is no requirement to identify 
“alternative sources of water” because if there is inadequate water available from 
on-site wells or purchasing from off-site sources, this project would need to be 
reduced or terminate production.  This is quite different from a residential 
development where if water is not available, additional sources may need to be 
developed (since it is not feasible to “shut down” a residential development).  It is 
also noted that the County Water Agency has been merged into the County 
Department of Planning and Building Services who oversaw preparation of this 
EIR.  The Department of Planning and Building Services has concluded that the 
staff of the former Water Agency incorrectly identified this as an issue that 
needed to be addressed in the EIR. The commenter has not provided data to 
counter the conclusion in the RDEIR that there is adequate groundwater to meet 
predicted demand for normal years or show that an alternate water source would 
be required for normal years.  In the case of a severe drought year, the project 
like most residents and businesses would be affected, and it is possible that 
production would need to be reduced or terminated for the remainder of the 
drought as required in Mitigation Measure 4.8-D.1.  The RDEIR and the WSA 
accurately describes the availability of water to serve the project availability and 
mitigation that could be needed in times of prolonged drought.  No additional 
studies are needed to explore alternate sources of water, since the project would 
be curtailed if there is inadequate water. No revision of the RDEIR is needed. 

 
8-39. The comment is incorrect.  As described in the previous responses, the EIR 

analysis of hydrologic and water quality impacts was thorough and accurate.  
There is sufficient information to identify impacts and develop mitigation 
measures that ensure that impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level.  The EIR does precisely what the commenter states – it assesses impacts 
from a worst case scenario of full project operation.  There has been absolutely 
no attempt to “hide” any fact or possible impact. The commenter cites the well 
known Sundstrom case.  In that case, the County included mitigations to conduct 
studies to identify what the possible impacts would be and then to develop 
mitigations for those impacts.  This is far from what is presented in this RDEIR.  
The “study” the commenter refers to is to develop water quality information in 
order to revise the specific mitigations that are incorporated into this RDEIR if 
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runoff water quality does not meet permit requirements, and this situation is not 
expected to occur.  The RDEIR includes no mitigations to “study” the 
environment or project to identify whether there would be any new impact.  All 
potential impacts are identified and mitigation measures proposed as warranted.  
As noted in the previous responses, the commenter has failed to provide any 
evidence that the description of the setting or the analysis of impacts is 
inaccurate.  As such, no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
8-40. The comment is incorrect.  As noted in Response 8-39, the environmental setting 

was correctly identified in the RDEIR.  The recommended mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts to water quality and hydrology to a less than significant 
level.  The commenter’s comments referring to hydrology and water quality 
provide no examples of an inaccurate description of the setting.  The analysis of 
the potential impacts given this setting are complete and accurate, and the 
mitigations are detailed and specific to the impact.  The conclusions that the 
mitigations would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level remain 
accurate.  No revision of the RDEIR is needed. 

 
8-41. This is a general comment regarding the baseline used for truck trips.  

Responses to the commenter’s specific comments on traffic are presented below 
along with the responses to Comment Letter 11. 

 
8-42. The RDEIR did not provide an evaluation of intersections in the City of Willits.  

The County determined that such an analysis was not warranted, and the City of 
Willits did not request this analysis after its review of the original DEIR or in 
responding to the NOP for the RDEIR.  Strictly from the perspective of adding 
traffic, the Harris Quarry will directly add truck trips to congested intersections in 
the City of Willits.  However, truck trips within the City of Willits are a function of 
the future need for aggregates at various construction sites in and beyond the 
City that result in through truck trips on Highway 101 and State Route 20.  In 
addition haul truck trips from the Harris Quarry to various construction sites 
would displace other haul truck trips from another quarry and will likely not alter 
the total truck traffic within Willits.  Further, only 10 truck trips from the Harris 
Quarry site are expected to occur during the evening commute period (4 inbound 
and 6 outbound) in the peak month of October as shown in Table 7 of Appendix 
C of the RDEIR.  With 35 percent of trips assumed to be to and from the north of 
the Harris Quarry, 3 to 4 peak hour truck trips would be generated during 
October, and this minimal increase in traffic volumes can reasonably be expected 
to have a less-than-significant impact on existing traffic operation.  For these 
reasons level of service assessments were not made for intersections within the 
City of Willits. It should be further noted that the Harris Quarry routinely provides 
aggregate to Northern Aggregate’s concrete plant located in the southern portion 
of the City of Willits.  The demand for aggregates to make concrete (PCC) is a 
function of the demand for concrete from that plant and not the amount of 
aggregates produced by the project.  The location of the cement plant and the 
project site will not result in increased truck trips at key intersections in the City of 
Willits and will therefore not result in an impact. 

 
8-43. The cited guidelines were followed. 
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8-44. See the earlier responses to the questions asked by the commenter about the 

project setting and assumptions used. 
 
8-45. The comment about deferral of mitigation is an incorrect reading of the impact 

and mitigation.  See subsequent Response 8-62 to this same comment. 
 
8-46. The air quality analysis relied upon the MCAQMD-recommended CEQA Criteria 

and GHG Pollutant Thresholds (CEQA thresholds).  These CEQA thresholds 
were discussed in an October 7, 2010 Memorandum from the MCAQMD to 
Planning Agencies and Planning Consultants1 along with a copy of the 
recommended CEQA thresholds.2. As stated in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, “Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following determinations3”, where the referenced 
determinations are the required CEQA determinations of significance.” 

 
 The air quality analysis evaluated the potential for significant air quality impacts 

from both direct and indirect sources.  Tables 4.6-12 and 4.6-13 provide project 
related direct and indirect emissions, respectively, and comparison of these 
emissions with the appropriate direct source and indirect source CEQA 
significance thresholds.  

 
 The MCAQMD CEQA thresholds list separate significance criteria for 

operational-related direct and indirect sources.  Indirect source significance 
thresholds are based on average daily emissions, in pounds per day, from 
project-related indirect sources such as passenger vehicles and heavy-duty haul 
trucks, while the direct source significance thresholds are based on maximum 
annual emissions, in tons per year.  As discussed in the MCAQMD October 7, 
2010 memo, the indirect source thresholds were based on the District’s Indirect 
Source Rule (Reg 1 1-130[i1]) which sets a higher standard than the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District’s CEQA thresholds for ROG and NOx 
emissions, and that these thresholds should be used for “indirect operational 
emissions” (vehicle trips).  For stationary source (direct source) emissions, the 
“MCAQMD has higher allowable emissions from stationary sources because 
local air quality meets all Federal Standards (particularly Ozone). The BAAQMD 
standards for NOx and ROG were directly based on the Federal standards for 
permitting in the BAAQMD.  Projects in MCAQMD should use the NOx and ROG 
figures for MCAQMD (40 tpy)”.  The analysis of air quality impacts is consistent 
with CEQA requirements, and no revision of the RDEIR is necessary. 

 
8-47. As discussed in Response 8-46, the MCAQMD has established separate CEQA 

significance thresholds for direct and indirect sources.  The air quality analysis 
followed a methodology and used significance thresholds recommended by the 
MCAQMD for determination of significance, where direct and indirect source 
emissions are evaluated separately.  However, in order to provide complete 

                                                
1 http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/aqmd/pdf_files/CEQA102010.pdf  
2 http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/aqmd/pdf_files/MCAQMDCEQARecomendations.pdf  
3 http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/Appendix_G.html  
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information and for informational purposes the RDEIR did provide the total 
combined direct and indirect source average daily and maximum annual 
emissions.  These emissions are specifically identified in Table 4.6-9 (RDEIR p. 
276) for the daily emissions and Table 4.6-10 (RDEIR, p. 277) for the annual 
emissions. 

 
 With respect to the 2010 NOx emissions, the RDEIR concluded that the indirect 

NOx emissions due to the project alone exceed the MCAQMD significance 
threshold and is considered a significant and unavoidable impact (RDEIR, page 
281), not a less than significant impact as the commenter indicated.  The 
analysis of NOx emissions was accurately prepared, and no revision of the 
RDEIR is required. 

 
8-48. As discussed in the Responses 8-46 and 8-47, the MCAQMD recommends 

evaluating direct and indirect impacts separately and provides CEQA significance 
thresholds that are used for evaluating the significance of direct and indirect 
source emissions.  Indirect NOx emissions for 2010 from the proposed project 
were identified as being a significant impact.  These emissions would be 
predominantly due to heavy duty diesel haul trucks when traveling off site.  As 
discussed in the RDEIR, since haul truck trips generated by the proposed project 
are independently generated by the quarry and asphalt plant’s clients and the 
applicant does not have control over these trucks, mitigation of NOx emissions 
from these trucks is not feasible.  As importantly (as discussed on page 281 of 
the RDEIR), on a regional basis the indirect emissions of NOx would not increase 
due to the overall reduction in vehicle miles travelled. Therefore, no mitigation is 
actually required to address any actual impact to air quality.  The impact is 
significant solely because the MCAQMD threshold does not consider regionwide 
effects but solely effects from trucks hauling aggregate from the project.  The 
RDEIR accurately describes indirect NOx emissions.  No mitigation is provided 
as there are no feasible mitigations. 

 
8-49. See Responses 8-12 and 11-1 regarding how truck trip estimates were 

developed.  The commenter has not provided any data that would show that 
these estimates are not adequate for the purposes of the EIR analysis of traffic 
and air quality impacts.   

 
 The RDEIR identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a toxic air contaminant 

and that DPM has the potential to cause cancer (see RDEIR, pages 253 to 255 
for the discussion of DPM).  Additionally, a health risk assessment was 
conducted as part of the air quality analysis.  In addition to other toxic air 
contaminants that would be emitted from the proposed project, the potential for 
DPM to cause increased cancer risks in the project area was assessed.  As 
described on p. 283 of the RDEIR, “the State of California has declared diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) in diesel exhaust as a carcinogenic TAC, as well as 
having non-cancer health effects.  As such, DPM emissions from the exhaust of 
the stationary and mobile equipment were included in the risk evaluation.  
Additionally, DPM emissions from haul trucks traveling on-site and along 
Highway 101 in the project vicinity were included.”  Potential increases in truck 
DPM emissions and increased cancer risks due to increased truck trips 
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associated with the proposed project were specifically identified, defined and 
evaluated.  The results of the health risk assessment (RDEIR, page 288, Table 
4.6-16), which included evaluation of the project’s on-site and off-site DPM 
emissions, showed that potential cancer risks from the proposed project would 
be less than the MCAQMD significance threshold of an increase in cancer risk of 
greater than 10 cases in a million people.  The RDEIR contains a thorough and 
accurate assessment of DPM and other toxics and their impact on health.  No 
revision of this analysis in the RDEIR is required. 

 
8-50. The total indirect GHG emissions from the proposed project are 2,007 short tons 

per year (tons/year), or 1,821 metric tons of CO2 equivalents per year (MT 
CO2e/year).  As shown in Table 4.6-6 the total indirect CO2 baseline emissions 
associated with existing conditions are 706 tons/year.  The net increase of 
indirect CO2e emissions from the proposed project is 1,301 tons/year, or 1,180 
MT CO2e/year.   

 
 As shown in Table 4.6-8 of the RDEIR, the MCAQMD significance threshold for 

GHGs for projects other than stationary sources (i.e., indirect sources) is 1,100 
MT CO2e/year, not 1,200 MT CO2e/year as referenced in the comment.  Since 
indirect emissions associated with the proposed project would have a net 
increase of 1,180 MT CO2e/year, these emissions would be greater than the 
significance threshold for indirect sources.  As described under Impact 4.6-I 
(pages 297 to 299 of the RDEIR), the project would have a potentially significant 
impact regarding conflict with plans and regulations that address GHG 
emissions.   

 
 When calculating GHG emissions for the proposed project, several State and 

CARB regulatory requirements that have been recently adopted were not 
accounted for.  For mobile sources these regulations include the CARB Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), which calls for a reduction of at least 10% in the 
carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels by 2020, and the “Pavley” 
regulations that reduce GHG emissions in new passenger vehicles from 2009 
through 2016. The Pavley regulations will reduce GHG emissions from 
passenger vehicles by about 22 percent in 2012 and about 30 percent in 2016.  
In addition to GHG requirements affecting mobile sources, Senate Bill 2 of the 
First Extraordinary Session (Simitian, SB 2 (1x)), which requires California 
energy providers to buy 33 percent of their energy from clean, renewable energy 
sources by 2020, was signed into law on April 12, 2011.  In 2010, 15.9 percent of 
PG&E’s energy load was provided by renewable energy sources4.  GHG 
emissions from PG&E generated electricity with the increased renewal energy 
source requirements will further reduce GHG emissions from the proposed 
project.  Incorporating the above regulatory requirements into the proposed 
project’s estimated GHG emissions would reduce the emissions to levels below 
the significance levels for indirect sources. 

 
 As importantly, the project would result in a decrease in regional VMT (see pages 

281 and 296 of the RDEIR as well as Responses 8-48, 10-8, 10-9, and 11-7).  As 
                                                
4 California Public Utilities Commission, 2011.  Renewables Portfolio Standard, Quarterly Report, 
2nd Quarter 2011. 
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such, it is expected that on a regionwide basis there would be no increase in 
indirect emissions. Finally, Mitigation Measure 4.6-I.1 would reduce indirect 
emissions by more than 80 MT CO2e/year, which would reduce project-
generated emissions to below the MCAQMD significance threshold. 

 
 This additional discussion of indirect GHG emissions will be added to the RDEIR 

text to provide additional information regarding the impact – see Chapter 3 for the 
revised text.  This additional discussion would not result in a new impact, 
increase the severity of any impact, require a new mitigation, nor change the 
conclusions about impact significance. 

 
8-51. The commenter is incorrect. The RDEIR does assess the cumulative impacts of 

possible future mining of the site in each pertinent impact section of the EIR. The 
cumulative impact analysis in the RDEIR explicitly addressed the potential 
cumulative impacts of mining the original footprint that was assessed in the 
original DEIR and determined whether the current proposed project would make 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to those cumulative impacts. As stated 
on page 98 of the RDEIR, there are no other projects that the County identified 
for use in the “list of projects” approach to the cumulative impact analysis.  The 
EIR assessed the local cumulative impacts from the past and foreseeable future 
mining and use of the project site, even though the applicant has no stated 
interest in mining the site after the termination of the proposed Use Permit.  
Potential regional impacts were based on Caltrans traffic projections, and noise 
and air quality cumulative impact assessments also used these projections, 
consistent with the second CEQA approach to cumulative impacts to use 
planning documents describing regional impacts.  The RDEIR provides a detailed 
assessment of the possible cumulative impacts and whether the project would 
make s significant contribution to these impacts. The commenter does not 
provide any specific examples of the purported inadequacy of any of these 
analyses or suggest additional analyses that should be done, so no additional 
response is required.  

 
 The RDEIR did not use the approach of assessing the project per buildout under 

the County’s new General Plan as the County felt that this approach would be 
less useful than the one selected for use in the RDEIR.  However, as discussed 
below, if that approach had been used, the project would have been found to 
have a less-than-cumulatively considerable contribution to significant impacts 
resulting from development under the General Plan. 

 
 The EIR prepared for the County General Plan5 identified 11 significant impacts 

from future development under that plan and 8 significant cumulative impacts 
where development allowed under the plan would make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution.  These significant impacts are listed below along with 
a discussion of whether the project would make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to any of these impacts. 

 

                                                
5  PMC, County of Mendocino General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2008. 
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Short-Term Emissions from Grading and Construction 
Impact 4.3.2 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan may result in short-term emissions generated 
by construction and demolition activities that would affect local air quality and 
could result in health and nuisance-type impacts in the immediate vicinity of 
individual construction sites as well as contribute to particulate matter and 
regional ozone impacts. This is considered a significant impact to air quality. 

 
 Dust emissions from grading and mining will be controlled so that visible dust 

does not leave the site. The project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Operational Air Pollutants 
Impact 4.3.3 Negative air quality impacts associated with long-term emissions 
from projected growth over the planning horizon of the General Plan Update 
may result in violations of ambient air quality standards or create significant 
nuisance impacts (e.g., wood smoke). This is considered a significant impact. 

 
 The air quality analysis prepared for the RDEIR concludes that the project would 

not result in any significant cumulative impacts on air quality.  The significant 
impact regarding NOx would not be significant when viewed at the regional level 
envisioned by the General Plan. In fact, the project would be expected to reduce 
regional emission of criteria air pollutants. The project would make a less-than-
cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants 
Impact 4.3.4 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update may result in projects that would 
include sources of toxic air contaminants which may affect surrounding land 
uses and/or place sensitive land uses near existing sources toxic air 
contaminants. 
 

 The air quality analysis prepared for the RDEIR showed that the project would 
not result in significant releases of Air Toxic Contaminants.  On a regional basis, 
meeting regional demand from a modern asphalt facility would be expected to 
reduce emission of TACs from older plants currently meeting that demand. The 
project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to this 
impact. 

 
Cumulative Regional Air Quality Impacts 
Impact 5.0.3 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan along with existing, approved, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable development in the county would contribute to 
regional air quality impacts.  

 
 As stated above, project-generated pollution emissions would be less than 

significant and on a regional basis would be expected to reduce some emissions. 
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The project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to 
this impact. 

 
Regional GHG Emissions Impacts 
Impact 5.0.4 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the county, would 
result in the cumulative increase of greenhouse gases including CO2 emitted 
into the atmosphere.  
 

 The air quality analysis prepared for the RDEIR concluded that the project would 
emit GHGs, but the amount would be less than the Mendocino County AQMD 
threshold for significance.  The RDEIR recommends GHG emission mitigations 
to ensure project compliance with pertinent GHG plans and regulations. The 
project therefore would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution 
to this impact. 

 
Regional Impacts of Global Climate Change 
Impact 5.0.5 The impacts of global climate change would cumulatively result 
in the potential decrease in water supply, increase in air pollutants, and 
increase in health hazards. The contribution of the proposed General Plan 
Update to this impact is considered cumulatively considerable. 
 

 As noted above, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to global climate change, air pollution, and water availability.  The 
project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to future 
health hazards or other changes caused by global climate change. 

 
Impacts to Sensitive Biotic Communities 
Impact 4.4.2 Subsequent land use activities and growth under the proposed 
General Plan Update could have a substantial adverse effect on wetlands, 
riparian, or other sensitive biotic community or native habitat within the 
county.  

 
 The project plus recommended highway widening would require filling of less 

then 0.05 acre of wetlands and 1,400 square feet of waters of the U.S.  Mitigation 
measures included in the project and the RDEIR would replace these wetlands 
and enhance other wetland and stream resources.  The impact to sensitive 
wetland habitat would be reduced to a less than significant level.  Mitigation 
measures are also recommended for mitigating the loss of 117 native oaks and 
oak woodland, and these mitigations would reduce the impact to that resource to 
a less than significant level.  Given recommended mitigation measures, the 
project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to this 
impact. 

 
Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts 
Impact 5.0.6 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development, would substantially 
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contribute to cumulative impacts associated with significant effects to special-
status plant and wildlife species, sensitive natural communities, and 
movement corridors.  

 
 As described above, impacts to sensitive habitats and communities would be 

reduced to a less than significant level.  The project would not affect special 
status species on the site.  Water quality and other recommended mitigations 
would reduce the impact to special status fish in Forsythe Creek and downstream 
to a less than significant level.  The project would have a less than significant 
impact on wildlife movement.  As such, the project would make a less-than-
cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Groundwater Level Overdraft 
Impact 4.8.4 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update may increase the demand for water 
from groundwater sources and could thus result in overdraft.  

 
 The hydrologic assessments done for the RDEIR plus the Water Supply 

Assessment added to this FEIR show that the project has adequate groundwater 
resources beneath the applicant’s property to meet project demand (except for 
the single most severe drought year) without affecting neighboring wells or 
springs.  The RDEIR includes measures to curtail operations or otherwise reduce 
water demand at the site under those conditions.  The project would not result in 
an overdraft of the local aquifer.  The project would make a less-than-
cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Cumulative Groundwater Decline and Recharge Impacts 
Impact 5.0.13 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the region, would 
contribute to the drawdown of underlying aquifers and decreased recharge in 
the North Coastal Basin.  

 
 See the discussion above regarding adequate water and how the project would 

not result in a permanent drawdown of the aquifer.  The project would include 
additional impermeable surface, but the effect on this large property which is 
otherwise in a natural state or a quarry that detains runoff on site (where it can 
percolate into the aquifer) is a less than significant impact. The project would 
make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts 
Impact 5.0.16 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, along with existing, approved, 
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the region, could 
result in increased traffic noise conflicts. This is considered a cumulatively 
considerable impact. 

 



 
 

Harris Quarry Final EIR  Page 94 
County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

 The project would not cause significant traffic noise on Black Bart Drive or 
Highway 101.  Therefore, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Increased Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 
Impact 4.12.1.1 Subsequent land use activities associated with 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may increase the 
demand for fire protection and emergency medical services and facilities. 

 
 The project would potentially increase calls for fire and emergency service 

response.  However, components of the project (such as the 210,000-gallon 
water storage tank that would be available for firefighting on the site and in the 
surrounding area) and mitigation measures recommended in the RDEIR reduce 
all impacts regarding fire and emergency medical providers to a less than 
significant level.  Therefore, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Increased Demand for Law Enforcement Services 
Impact 4.12.2.1 Subsequent land use activities associated with 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update may result in increased 
demand for law enforcement services, potentially resulting in the need for 
additional law enforcement personnel and related facilities.  

 
 Given the nature of the project, it is not expected that the project would result in a 

significant increase in calls for police service, and the impact was found to be 
less than significant. Therefore, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Cumulative Increase in Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Medical 
Services 
Impact 5.0.18 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, or reasonably foreseeable development in the county, would 
demand for fire protection and emergency medical services.  

 
 See the discussion above regarding impacts to fire protection and emergency 

medical suppliers. The project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to this impact. 

 
Cumulative Demand for Law Enforcement Services 
Impact 5.0.19 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, or reasonably foreseeable development in the county, would 
contribute to the cumulative demand for additional law enforcement services 
and facilities.  
 

 See the discussion above regarding impacts to police services. The project 
would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 
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Level of Service Impacts 
Impact 4.13.1 Subsequent land use activities in the county could result in 
additional traffic on area highways, which could exceed level of service 
standards Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would 
contribute to this impact.  
 

 The project would not result in unacceptable levels of service on Highway 101 
under cumulative conditions. The project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Cumulative Traffic Impacts 
Impact 5.0.22 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the county, would 
result in cumulative traffic impacts on area highways.  

 
 The traffic analysis in the RDEIR shows that the project would have less than 

significant impacts on Highway 101. The project would make a less-than-
cumulatively-considerable contribution to this impact. 

 
Increased Demand for Water Supplies and Services 
Impact 4.14.1.1 Subsequent land use activities associated with 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update could require additional 
water supplies, storage capacity, and treatment and conveyance facilities to 
adequately serve subsequent development.  

 
 The project will be served by on-site wells.  It would not have any effect on 

municipal water systems.  The project would make no contribution to this impact. 
 

Cumulative Water Service Impacts 
Impact 5.0.23 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation 
of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with existing, approved, 
proposed, or reasonably foreseeable development in the North Coastal 
Basin, may contribute to the cumulative demand for water supplies and 
associated facilities.  

 
 The project will be served by on-site wells.  It would not have any effect on 

municipal water systems.  The project would make no contribution to this impact. 
 
 To summarize, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to any of the plan and cumulative significant impacts identified for 
future development under the County’s new General Plan.  This analysis shows 
that there are no new significant cumulative impacts or substantially increased 
cumulative impacts beyond those already identified in the RDEIR.   

 
8-52. The commenter is incorrect.  The cumulative impact analysis in the RDEIR 

explicitly addressed the potential cumulative impacts of mining the original 
footprint that was assessed in the original DEIR and determined whether the 
current proposed project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
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those cumulative impacts. Again, the commenter has provided no specific 
examples of inaccuracies or inadequacies, and no additional response is 
required. 

 
8-53. As noted in the previous two responses, a full assessment of the possible 

cumulative impacts of mining the remainder of the site was presented in each 
pertinent resource section of the RDEIR.  Section 2.2 of the RDEIR (see pages 
12-15) describes the changes that were made to the original DEIR and where 
these changes could be found in the RDEIR.  We would also note that Section 
1.3 of the RDEIR (see pages 3-4) cites CEQA when stating that old comments 
on the original DEIR would not be responded to and that new comments needed 
to be submitted that were pertinent to the project addressed in the RDEIR.  The 
commenter submitted a 25-page comment letter on the original DEIR, which he 
requested be “incorporated by reference” to address his concerns regarding 
cumulative impacts(though it was not attached to this comment letter).  He has 
provided no specificity about what cumulative impacts concern him given the new 
information and analyses presented in the RDEIR.  We believe that all issues 
relevant to understanding the cumulative impacts for the purposes of determining 
their potential cumulative significance and whether the project would make a 
cumulatively-considerable-contribution to those impacts have been presented in 
the RDEIR, and any specific concerns about those impacts have been 
responded to in this FEIR. We have reviewed the commenter’s letter submitted 
on the original DEIR and concluded that all the issues raised about the 
comments on the original project have been addressed by 1) the revised project; 
2) the revision of the EIR analysis to incorporate recommendations made by the 
commenter and other commenters: 3) revision of the setting and analysis to 
clarify questions raised by the commenter and other commenters; 4) a thorough 
analysis of the proposed project in the RDEIR; 5) a discussion of the cumulative 
setting that could include additional mining of the quarry, though the applicant 
has stated they have no interest in conducting expanded mining of the site; and 
6) a discussion of whether the project would make a cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to the possible significant cumulative impacts. That said, to ensure 
legal compliance, the lengthy letter was included above and is responded to 
beginning at Response 8-73. 

 
8-54. The consistency analysis is provided to assist the County in making its 

determinations about plan consistency.  The consistency analysis would 
generally apply to all Range Lands where the combining district zoning might be 
sought.  The potential consistencies and inconsistencies would apply to other 
properties, details of specific consistencies would be speculative without knowing 
what, if any, other quarry owners would seek this new zoning.  As importantly, 
and as described on page 96 of the RDEIR, the County would need to approve 
any future rezoning to this district after reviewing a CEQA review of the rezoning 
and can deny such a rezoning if it has unacceptable environmental 
consequences.  The consistency analysis provided in the RDEIR complies with 
CEQA requirements for such analyses, and no additional analysis or revision of 
the RDEIR are warranted. 
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8-55. See previous Response 8-54 as well as Responses 8-19 and 8-20 regarding the 
potential of future concrete facilities.  The consistency of potential concrete plants 
at other locations with the general plan would be the same as asphalt plants, in 
fact, the impacts of concrete plants are less.  Again, such facilities would be 
allowed only after CEQA review and County decision that such facilities would 
not have significant environmental consequences.  The consistency analysis 
provided in the RDEIR complies with CEQA requirements for such analyses, and 
no additional analysis or revision of the RDEIR are warranted. 

 
8-56. The EIR preparers believe the commenter has incorrectly interpreted the cited 

text.  The general types of land use allowed include processing and development 
of natural resources. The cited section states that general issues include “uses 
determined to be related to and compatible with ranching, conservation, 
processing and development of natural resources, recreation, utility installations.” 
This seems to mean that other uses that could be compatible with the listed uses 
may be allowed.  It does not state that each of these listed uses must be 
compatible with each of the others, as frequently they are not (e.g., development 
of natural resources is typically not consistent with conservation or recreation and 
utility installation).   

 
 As the DEIR states, consistency with the General Plan and zoning are a legal 

issue that will be determined by the County Board of Supervisors.  The DEIR 
provides an analysis of potential consistency, but it is the County Board of 
Supervisors that will make the final determination of consistency with the General 
Plan. 

 
8-57. The commenter is incorrect.  As described on pages 330-345 of the RDEIR, 

there are three active quarries that could be developed with processing facilities 
and only one that is of a size and in location where there is the potential for such 
a rezoning.  The Project Alternatives section of the RDEIR assesses alternatives, 
including a temporary or permanent facility at another location. 

 
8-58. This is a general statement about the requirement of zoning to be consistent with 

the County’s General Plan. This consistency is a legal requirement, and the 
County Board of Supervisors must make this finding of consistency before 
adopting a Zoning Code amendment adding a new zoning district. 

 
8-59. Regarding consistency of the proposed Combining District with the General Plan, 

the RDEIR provides a consistency analysis in the Plan Consistency section of 
the document. This section identifies both consistency and inconsistency with 
various General Plan policies. Virtually no specific planning action is typically 
found to be consistent with the specific language of each General Plan policy.  
As the court case cited on page 350 of the RDEIR states, a general plan must try 
to accomplish a wide range of competing interests, and the County must 
determine whether a project would be "In harmony” with the policies. The RDEIR 
analysis states that the proposed Combining District is consistent with many 
General Plan policies including the general uses allowed under the Range Lands 
land use category as set out in Policy DE-17. However, this analysis points out 
that the final determination of consistency will be made by the Board of 
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Supervisors as a part of the Board’s consideration of adopting the amendment 
creating the Combining District. Based on the consistency analysis presented, 
the County determined that no General Plan Amendment is necessary. 

 
8-60. CEQA does not require that the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP) be included in the Draft EIR.  Because mitigations may be revised 
based on comments received on the Draft EIR, many jurisdictions, including the 
County of Mendocino, include the MMRP as part of the Final MMRP or as a 
separate document that accompanies the Final EIR.  The MMRP will be available 
for public review and comment prior to the Board of Supervisors consideration of 
EIR certification. 

 
8-61. The comment does not include any specific examples of the mitigation measures 

the commenter references.  The RDEIR provides specific mitigation measures to 
address project-generated significant impacts. For some impacts the 
Responsible Agency may require additional or revised components of mitigation 
measures (e.g., see Comment Letter 72).  To indicate that this standard 
permitting process is akin to a “future study” is incorrect.  The cited Sundstrom 
case forbids a mitigation measure that requires a study to determine if there 
would be a significant impact and then to determine appropriate mitigation 
measures.  The mitigation measures included in the RDEIR do not include any 
requirements for future studies.  Each mitigation measure requires conformance 
with defined performance standards and describes how those standards will or 
can be met.   

 
8-62. In critiquing these two air quality mitigation measures, the commenter ignores the 

fact that the analysis of the impact found that the impact would be less-than-
significant.  The analysis was based on the equipment proposed for use by the 
applicant.  The discussion concluded that if different equipment than what was 
proposed (and assessed in the RDEIR) was included in the final list submitted to 
the County AQMD when it sought the Authority to Construct and the Permit to 
Operate and the emission levels of that equipment exceeded what was assessed 
in the RDEIR, then additional CEQA analysis would be required.  The RDEIR 
determined that the equipment proposed for used would have a less-than-
significant impact.  The two mitigations simply clarify existing legal requirements, 
that is, if there is a change to a project after EIR certification but prior to operation 
that would cause unforeseen or more significant impacts than were assessed in 
the EIR that additional CEQA analysis is required.  If that were to occur, qualified 
experts would need to prepare the additional CEQA analysis, and it would 
undergo CEQA-required public review. The commenter is incorrect in concluding 
that mitigation measures for this proposed project were deferred to the AQMD. 

 
8-63. Please see Responses 8-61 and 8-62.  The RDEIR includes distinct performance 

standards.  It does not require future studies of impacts nor defer mitigation for 
significant impacts to studies done by other agencies.  The RDEIR contains quite 
specific and detailed measures to address the project’s significant impacts. 

 
8-64. The commenter is incorrect.  The RDEIR clearly identifies what mitigations must 

be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant 



 
 

Harris Quarry Final EIR  Page 99 
County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

level. The MMRP will describe the implementation and monitoring requirements, 
and the Findings and Conditions of Approval that the Board of Supervisors must 
adopt will describe how the final mitigation measures will mitigate (or not) the 
identified impacts. 

 
8-65. The commenter is incorrect.  What the commenter does not state is that 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-B.1 contains five specific measures to reduce the safety 
risk.  The mitigation the commenter cites was added to make sure that these 
measures are adequate and/or that conditions do not change to increase the risk, 
since definitively quantifying traffic hazard is difficult.  If that monitoring indicates 
that the recommended safety measures are not adequate and there remains a 
safety hazard, then the cited mitigation measure requires that the County limit 
project operations or require construction of a partial or full highway interchange 
at the intersection.  This is an adequate mitigation measure and does not need 
revision in order to mitigate the impact. 

 
8-66. The commenter is incorrect.  As stated in earlier responses to the commenter’s 

opinion that the EIR project description is “shifting,” this is not the case, and the 
commenter has not shown any data or evidence to show otherwise.  The lengthy 
alternatives analysis meets CEQA requirements of comparing feasible project 
alternatives to the proposed project to determine if one or more of these 
alternatives would reduce or eliminate significantly project impacts. 

 
8-67. The commenter is incorrect.  The RDEIR assessed seven project alternatives.  

The RDEIR clearly explains the potential for segmenting the project and 
developing an asphalt plant on an alternate site (see pages 384-388 of the 
RDEIR).  It clearly states that if the County were to determine that an asphalt 
plant should be developed elsewhere, then it could approve one of several 
project alternatives that did not include an on-site asphalt plant.  The applicant 
would then need to determine whether it wished to purchase or lease one of the 
alternative sites identified in the RDEIR or other sites as they become available 
and pursue approvals for an asphalt plant at that site. 

 
8-68. The staff of the County Building and Planning Department were queried.  In 

addition, LCA has been preparing EIRs in Mendocino County since 1978 (29 
CEQA documents prepared in the County, including CEQA documents for all 
incorporated cities and the County) and recently completed the EIR for the Ukiah 
Valley Area Plan and is quite familiar with the County and potential sites for 
industrial development.  No efforts were made to identify potential other quarry 
sites as such a study was not deemed necessary by the County to assess the 
impacts of the proposed project.  Finally, the individuals and groups opposed to 
the project have not identified other alternate sites.  More importantly, the RDEIR 
clearly states that if the County finds that the impacts of allowing an asphalt plant 
at this site are significant and unacceptable, then it can approve a project 
alternative that does not include an on-site asphalt plant. 

 
8-69. As suggested, the RDEIR does address the alternative of a temporary plant in 

the Highway 101 right-of-way (see page 388).  Again, the County could approve 
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a project alternative that does not include an onsite asphalt plant and a 
temporary plant could be applied for. 

 
8-70. Please see the responses to Mr. Grassetti’s letter (Comment Letter 10) where 

responses to these opinions are provided.  Based on those responses, the 
alternatives analysis does not need to be revised nor recirculated.  Also, the 
RDEIR assumptions about the Willits Bypass are correct (see Response 10-7). 

 
8-71. The comment is inaccurate.  The RDEIR provides a detailed analysis of seven 

project alternatives.  The commenter has not identified any new alternatives not 
considered in the RDEIR.  The RDEIR identifies a project alternative that is 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  The alternatives analysis is 
fully consistent with CEQA; the commenter has not provided any factual 
evidence to show that it is not, and it neither needs to be revised nor does the 
RDEIR need to be recirculated because of the project alternatives analysis.  The 
RDEIR fully meets the core rationale for CEQA – to provide decisionmakers and 
the public with sufficient information on project impacts, mitigation measures, and 
project alternatives to make an informed decision about the project and its 
alternatives. 

 
8-72. In earlier comments, the commenter has stated that the project description is 

“shifting;” assumptions used for analyses were not explained or incorrect; certain 
impact analyses were incorrect; certain mitigation measures might not be 
successful or enforced; and the assessment of project alternatives was incorrect.  
To each of these comments, we have provided specific responses to explain how 
the analyses were prepared; how impact determinations were arrived at and 
mitigations developed; and how the project alternatives analysis provided a clear 
comparison of impacts for seven alternatives.  We believe that the RDEIR fully 
meets CEQA requirements.  The original DEIR, the hearings held on that DEIR, 
the RDEIR, the comments submitted on the RDEIR, the FEIR, and the 
subsequent hearings on the FEIR and the project merits have provided and will 
continue to provide substantive information that will be used to inform the 
decisionmakers when they decide whether to approve the project or one of its 
alternatives.  The commenter as well as other commenters have not provided 
new information that would result in the need to substantively alter the impact 
analyses, the mitigations, or the conclusions of the RDEIR.  It is understood that 
the commenter may disagree with some of these analyses and the conclusions, 
and these disagreements are presented in this FEIR for the decisionmakers to 
review and consider.  If a new RDEIR was prepared, it would essentially be the 
same as this RDEIR – no substantively different information or analyses would 
be included, and recirculation of yet another iteration of the EIR is neither 
warranted nor required. 

 
The following are responses to the commenter’s comment letter submitted on the 
original DEIR in February 2007, which he has incorporated by reference as regards 
deficiencies in the original DEIR that could affect the cumulative impact analysis 
included in the RDEIR. 
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8-73. The first seven pages (Sections I and II) are comments on procedural matters 
and on the project description.  These comments do not apply to the current 
project nor the cumulative impact analysis. No response is needed to these 
comments as they deal with a different project and a different project description.  
Section III includes comments on the environmental baseline that was used for 
the original analyses.  These comments do not apply to this project as a revised 
environmental baseline was developed and presented in the RDEIR. 

 
8-74. The bio-retention facility has been redesigned to meet current project 

requirements.  It would potentially need to be expanded or redesigned at the time 
a new application is submitted to conduct future mining.  The project would have 
been terminated by this date, so the project would make a less-than-
cumulatively-considerable contribution to any water quality impacts from future 
mining. 

 
8-75. The issue of the lack of baseline water quality information is the same issue 

raised in the commenter’s new letter (see Response 8-32).  In addition, by the 
time future mining occurred, there would be extensive baseline water quality data 
available. 

 
8-76. Issues concerning hydrologic threshold criteria refer to the original project 

impacts.  Additional water quality requirements would be required at the time a 
new use permit is applied for. The project would have been terminated by this 
date, so the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to any water quality impacts from future mining. 

 
8-77. Blasting impacts on water quality were assessed in the RDEIR. 
 
8-78. The requested permit timeframe has been shortened, and the comment no 

longer applies. 
 
8-79. The RDEIR contains an analysis of project impacts on stream water flow and 

found it to be less than significant.  The cumulative impact is discussed on page 
172 of the RDEIR and was found to be less than significant. 

 
8-80. The RDEIR contains a completely revised and expanded assessment of impacts 

to groundwater resources, and the impact is less than significant.  The 
cumulative impact could be significant and would need to be addressed further at 
the time a new use permit is sought.  However, as described on page 173 of the 
RDEIR, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to that potential, cumulative impact. 

 
8-81. The wetland inventory was completely redone for the RDEIR.  Future mining of 

the site would not affect additional wetlands beyond those impacted by the 
project. 

 
9-82. The discussion of the impact to the Forsythe Creek fishery was expanded and 

revisited in the RDEIR.  The impact would be less than significant for the revised 
project.  Future mining could affect water quality and salmonids (see page 198 of 
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the RDEIR), but the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-considerable 
contribution to this possibly significant cumulative impact.  That impact would be 
further assessed at the time a new use permit application was filed.  

 
8-83. The loss of oak woodlands was revised in the RDEIR and additional mitigation 

was provided.  The impacts would not be substantially greater for cumulative 
mining as the footprint would not expand substantially.  It is expected that similar 
mitigation for oak loss would be required at the time of the subsequent CEQA 
review. In any case, the project would make a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable contribution to that cumulative impact. 

 
8-84. As mentioned above, the baseline has been redefined in the RDEIR, and 

comments on the baseline used in the original DEIR do not apply. 
 
8-85. The proposed highway improvements meet all Caltrans requirements, and 

CalTrans has stated that the improvements would reduce project and cumulative 
impacts to the highway to a less than significant level. 

 
8-86. See Response 8-42 to this same comment. 
 
8-87. All this information has been provided in the RDEIR for the revised project. 
 
8-88. The RDEIR contains a full assessment of air quality impacts for the revised 

project, and this analysis was done using MCAQMD guidelines and significance 
thresholds.  It also contains an analysis of the cumulative impacts (pages 295-
301 of the RDEIR).  As the project would be complete prior to any future mining, 
emissions from the project would not combine with future emissions generated 
by future mining.  The project would make no contribution to any cumulative air 
quality impacts regarding criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants.   

 
8-89. The cumulative impact analysis was revised for the RDEIR.  It includes analysis 

of GHG impacts on climate change (see pages 295-300 of the RDEIR). 
 
8-90. The issue of consistency of the new zoning district with the County General Plan 

has been revised previously by the commenter – please see Responses 8-56 to 
8-59 above.  The RDEIR assesses the long-term impacts of adding such a 
district. 

 
8-91. Energy use for the revised project, including cumulative energy use impacts, is 

presented on pages 345-347 of the RDEIR. 
 
8-92. Mitigation measures were revised to address the revised project as well as 

comments received on the original DEIR.  Mitigation measures that would be 
required for any future mining of the site would be developed based on existing 
local and regional conditions occurring when that future application is submitted.  
In addition, these questions have no bearing on the adequacy of the RDEIR 
cumulative impact analysis. 
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8-93. These comments on project alternatives are similar to those raised in earlier 
comments from this commenter – see Responses 8-66 to 8-71.  In addition, 
these questions have no bearing on the adequacy of the RDEIR cumulative 
impact analysis. 



2827 Spafford Street 
Davis, CA 

530-759-2484 
Fax 530-756-2687 

www.hydrofocus.com 

 
 
January 11, 2012 
 
Ms. Tina Wallis 
Clement, Fitzpatrick & Kenworthy 
3333 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 200 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403 
 
Subject:  Final Draft Water supply Assessment for the proposed Harris Quarry Expansion 
 
Dear Ms. Wallis, 
 
Please find attached the subject document.  The objective of this Water Supply Assessment is to 
determine whether existing water supplies meet the projected water demand of the proposed Harris 
Quarry expansion.  We utilized historical rainfall, runoff, and temperature data and modeling to 
estimate water supplies and demands for typical, single dry, and multiple dry years.  
 
The results of our comparison of groundwater recharge estimates and future demand indicated that the 
water supply is sufficient to meet demand in all years except the single severely dry year when projected 
future demand exceeds supply by about 50-percent.  However, accounting for spatial uncertainty in 
contributing area, precipitation and temperature indicated that there may be adequate recharge even in 
the severe drought conditions to supply adequate water for the proposed project.   During the most 
severe drought conditions, if groundwater supplies are unable to meet full demand we understand that 
the applicant will reduce water use by using lignin, modifying the processing/washing operation 
schedule to concentrate on wetter season conditions, or reduce production rates as appropriate so that 
there will be adequate water during extremely dry years. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Steven Deverel, Ph.D., P.G. 
Principal Hydrologist 

 
John Fio 
Principal Hydrologist 
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Harris Quarry Expansion 
Water Supply Assessment (DRAFT)  January 11, 2012 

Water Supply Assessment 
Proposed Harris Quarry Expansion 

Summary of Findings 
The objective of this Water Supply Assessment is to determine whether existing water supplies meet the 
projected water demand of the proposed Harris Quarry expansion. The assessment documents project 
water supplies and demands for typical, single dry, and multiple dry years. We utilized historical rainfall, 
runoff, and temperature data for the following periods to represent the three year types. 

Typical Year: Average conditions for the period 1961 through 2011(water years 1961-2011). 

Single Dry Year: 1977. 

Multiple Dry Years: 1988 through 1992. 

The planned water source is groundwater from the applicant’s well. The well extracts water from 
fractures in the surrounding bedrock aquifer. The fractured rock allows ready infiltration of rainfall and 
surface water, but the volume of water stored in the fractures, the rate of recharge, and groundwater-
flow directions are difficult to quantify. Several springs are located north and west of the planned 
pumping well, but water levels and aquifer test results suggested that the water tapped by wells and 
springs in the area have limited connection if any at all. Annual recharge is considered available as 
discharge from springs and wells during and following the rainy season, but the carry over between 
years as groundwater storage is probably small. 

HydroFocus employed soil moisture budget modeling to estimate monthly groundwater recharge to the 
bedrock aquifer during the period 1961-2011. The comparison between the most conservative 
groundwater recharge estimates and future demand indicated that the water supply is sufficient to 
meet demand in all years except possibly the single dry year represented by 1977. In this severely dry 
year, projected future demand may exceed supply by about 50-percent (997,800 gallons, or 3.06 acre-
feet). During these most severe drought conditions, if groundwater supplies are unable to meet full 
demand the applicant will reduce water use by using lignin, modifying the processing/washing operation 
schedule to concentrate on wetter season conditions, or reduce production rates as appropriate so that 
there will be adequate water during extremely dry years. Less conservative supply estimates and an 
analysis of data uncertainty suggest that recharge could be greater, indicating that groundwater may be 
adequate to supply the proposed project even in extremely dry years. 
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Harris�Quarry�Expansion�
Water�Supply�Assessment�(DRAFT)� � January�11,�2012�

1.0.0�Introduction�

1.1.0�Background�
Effective�January�1,�2002,�Senate�Bills�610�and�221�(SB�610�and�SB�221)�amended�state�law�to�improve�
the�link�between�water�supply�availability�information�and�certain�land�use�decisions�made�by�cities�and�
counties.�SB�610�and�SB�221�are�companion�measures�which�seek�to�promote�more�collaborative�
planning�between�local�water�suppliers�and�cities�and�counties.�The�statute�requires�a�lead�agency�to�
consider�detailed�water�availability�information�prior�to�making�a�decision�on�the�development�
application�for�a�project.�The�statute�also�requires�that�this�information�be�included�in�the�
administrative�record�that�serves�as�the�evidentiary�basis�for�the�lead�agency’s�approval�decision�on�
these�projects.�

Under�Senate�Bill�610�(SB�610),�water�supply�assessments�(WSA)�must�be�furnished�to�local�
governments�for�inclusion�in�documentation�for�certain�projects�(as�defined�in�Water�Code�10912�[a])�
subject�to�the�California�Environmental�Quality�Act�(CEQA).�The�WSA�is�required�to�include�an�
identification�of�existing�water�supply�entitlements,�water�rights,�or�water�service�contracts�relevant�to�
the�identified�water�supply�for�the�proposed�project�and�water�received�in�prior�years�pursuant�to�those�
entitlements,�rights,�and�contracts.�

This�report�describes�the�WSA�for�the�proposed�Harris�Quarry�expansion�located�in�Willits,�California.�
Project�details�and�an�assessment�of�potential�environmental�impacts�are�provided�in�“Harris�Quarry�Use�
Permit�and�Reclamation�Plan,�Revised�Draft�Environmental�Impact�Report”�(RDEIR).1�The�objective�of�this�
WSA�is�to�determine�whether�the�groundwater�supply�meets�the�projected�water�demand�of�the�
proposed�project,�in�addition�to�existing�and�planned�future�uses.��The�WSA�is�required�to�document�
project�water�supplies�and�demands�for�typical,�single�dry,�and�multiple�dry�years�during�a�20�year�
projection.�Because�the�quarry�permit�renewal/modification�is�for�30�years,�this�WSA�addresses�the�
water�supplies�and�demands�for�a�30�year�projection.�A�brief�description�of�the�Harris�Quarry�expansion�
is�provided�below�in�Section�1.2,�followed�in�Section�1.3�by�a�discussion�of�SB�610’s�applicability�to�the�
project.�The�water�supply�is�documented�in�Section�2�and�Section�3,�and�the�demand�for�water�is�
summarized�in�Section�4.�Section�5�and�Section�6�document�dry�year�supply�and�demand,�respectively.�
Section�7�is�the�Water�Supply�Assessment�and�includes�the�Determination�of�Sufficiency.�

1.2.0�Project�Description�
�
Harris�Quarry�is�located�in�Mendocino�County,�and�occupies�approximately�11�acres�between�the�
southwest�side�of�Highway�101�and�the�north�side�of�Forsythe�Creek�(Figure�1).�The�proposed�project�
would�expand�the�quarry�floor�approximately�30.6�acres�to�the�west�and�relocate�the�Willits�washing�
plant�to�the�quarry�site.�Currently,�the�quarry�operators�(Northern�Aggregates,�Inc.�–�NAI)�have�utilized�
self�supplied�water�from�wells�and�springs�to�process�aggregate�and�suppress�dust,�but�the�proposed�

������������������������������������������������������������
1�Leonard�Charles�and�Associates,�May�2011�
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project�will�rely�solely�on�the�applicant’s�well�for�the�water�supply�(Harris�Quarry�Production�Well,�
referred�to�as�“Well�1”).�
�
�As�a�result�of�the�proposed�expansion�and�washing�plant�operation�relocation,�water�use�is�expected�to�
increase�from�its�current�level�of�1,313,500�gallons�per�year�(4.03�acre�feet�per�year)�to�2,957,800�
gallons�per�year�(9.08�acre�feet�per�year)�–�a�net�annual�increase�of�about�5�acre�feet�per�year�(125�
percent�net�increase).�The�RDEIR�concluded�the�applicant's�well�provides�an�adequate�water�supply�to�
meet�projected�demand,�and�the�proposed�increase�will�not�significantly�affect�neighboring�wells�or�
springs.�Nevertheless,�the�applicant�has�formulated�plans�to�reduce�their�water�consumption�if�
necessary�by�using�lignin�to�suppress�dust�from�the�quarry�floor2,�modify�the�operation�schedule,�or�
reduce�production�to�reduce�water�consumption�as�appropriate.�

1.3.0�SB�610�Applicability�

1.3.1�Is�the�project�subject�to�CEQA?�
The�application�is�a�“project”�and�is�subject�to�CEQA�because�it�requests�discretionary�approvals�that�
may�result�in�a�direct�physical�change�in�the�environment.�

1.3.2�Is�it�a�“project”�as�defined�by�the�water�code?�
SB�610�and�SB�221�are�companion�measures�requiring�detailed�water�availability�information�to�include�
in�the�administrative�record�for�applications�that�meet�specific�criteria.�In�this�situation,�SB�610�defines�a�
project3�as�one�that�demands�an�amount�of�water�equivalent�to,�or�greater�than,�the�amount�of�water�
required�by�a�500�dwelling�unit�project.4��Under�SB�610,�water�assessments�must�be�furnished�to�local�
governments�for�inclusion�in�any�environmental�documentation�for�certain�projects�(as�defined�in�Water�
Code�10912�[a])�subject�to�the�CEQA.�

1.3.3�Has�an�assessment�already�been�prepared�that�includes�this�project?�
There�are�no�prior�WSA’s�that�include�the�Harris�Quarry�expansion.�

1.3.4�Is�there�an�adopted�Urban�Water�Management�Plan?�
A�foundational�document�for�compliance�with�both�SB�610�and�SB�221�is�the�Urban�Water�Management�
Plan�(UWMP).��As�the�name�implies,�UWMP’s�are�prepared�by�California's�urban�water�suppliers�to�
support�their�long�term�resource�planning�and�ensure�adequate�water�supplies�are�available�to�meet�
existing�and�future�water�demands�over�a�20�year�planning�horizon�considering�normal,�dry,�and�
multiple�dry�years.�
�
There�is�no�urban�water�supplier�or�public�water�system�responsible�for�supplying�water�in�the�vicinity�of�
the�site,�and�therefore�there�is�no�UWMP�that�applies�to�the�project�and�no�domestic�water�suppliers�

������������������������������������������������������������
2�Lignin�is�a�natural�timber�by�product�that�can�be�used�as�a�dust�suppressant;�the�applicant�has�requested�that�
they�be�allowed�to�use�either�water�or�lignin�for�dust�control.�
3�Both�CEQA�and�SB�610�define�“project”,�however,�they�define�this�word�differently.�Please�compare�Water�Code�
section�10912(a)�to�Public�Resources�Code�section�21065.�
4�A�500�dwelling�unit�project�is�generally�acknowledged�as�requiring�150�to�250�acre�feet�per�year�of�water�–�
approximately�48.9�to�81.5�million�gallons�per�year.�
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whose service area includes the project site (Figure 2). The City of Willits, which is the closest urban 
area, is located almost 4 miles north of the quarry site. Other documented water agencies are located 
similarly distant: Pine Mountain Mutual Water (about 4 miles northeast of the quarry), Ridgewood 
Water System (almost 2 miles southeast of the quarry), and Redwood Valley County Water District 
(almost 10 miles southeast of the site). The Local Agency Formation Commission of Mendocino County 
(LAFCO) indicates there are no plans for public water supply in the vicinity of the Harris Quarry site.  

Because no UWMP is available, this WSA assessment must therefore be prepared using information 
from other sources and reports. Thus, the current and proposed future demand for water must be 
obtained from existing and proposed Harris Quarry requirements reported in the RDEIR (Table 3-2 in the 
RDEIR). 

1.3.5 What information should be included in the assessment? 
The WSA is required to include an identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or 
water service contracts relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project and water 
received in prior years pursuant to those entitlements, rights, and contracts. However, water is self-
supplied because there is no public water supply for the project. This WSA is still required and is 
required to discuss a projected 20-year water supply available during normal, single dry, and multiple 
dry water years. Because the water supply is groundwater, there are also additional special 
documenting requirements (see Section 2.2 below), and the WSA must determine whether the available 
supply meets the proposed project’s water demand and whether it is sufficient for existing and planned 
future uses. 

2.0.0 Document Wholesale Water Supply 
Because there is no urban or public water retailer in the area, and groundwater will be supplied entirely 
by the applicant’s well, there is no wholesale water supply to document. 

3.0.0 Document Supply 
The current water source is self-supplied groundwater from a well and spring; the planned water source 
is self-supplied groundwater from the well only. In terms of water rights, this usage falls under the 
category of a correlative right that automatically accrues to landowners overlying a “percolating” 
groundwater resource such as occurs at the quarry and its surrounding areas.5 Correlative groundwater 
rights are not quantified, and all overlying landowners have an equal (correlative) right to use the 
available yield of the groundwater system6 (Bachman and others, 2005). All water rights in California are 
                                                           
5 Percolating groundwater occurs broadly in alluvial groundwater basins and upland, fractured-rock groundwater 
systems. It is distinct from groundwater flowing in known and definite channels that are typically closely associated 
with streams. 
6 Bachman, S., C. Hauge, R. McGlothlin, K. Neese, T. Parker, A. Saracino and S. Slater, “California groundwater 
management, 2nd edition,” Groundwater Resources Association of California, Sacramento, CA, 2005. 
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further subject to the restriction that the use of water be reasonable and beneficial. Use of groundwater 
for processing aggregate and incidental dust control meets that standard. 

3.1.0 Existing and Projected Supply 
The actual and projected water supply was obtained from Table 3-2 of the RDEIR and is summarized in 
Table 1 below. Existing annual water use has been 1,313,500 gallons per year (4.03 acre-feet per year); 
the projected annual water use is 2,957,800 gallons per year (9.08 acre-feet per year). The projected 
water use will be the same each year of the 30-year permitting period. 

Table 1. Existing and Projected Annual Water Received in Normal Years, in gallons. 

Water Supply Sources Existing Proposed 30-year Supply 
Wholesale 0 0 

Groundwater 1,313,500 2,957,800 
Local Surface Water 0 0 

Transfers 0 0 
Exchanges 0 0 
Reclaimed 0 0 

Other 0 0 
TOTAL 1,313,500 2,957,800 

 

3.2.0 Groundwater Supply 
Current water supply sources include groundwater extracted from below the project site and 
groundwater discharged from the California Division of Forestry (CDF) spring; however, the project 
applicant plans to rely solely on site groundwater from Well 1. Special requirements are needed because 
the project supply is groundwater, and because there is no UWMP which would provide the required 
groundwater details, this WSA must also include the following information. 

� Description of the groundwater basin proposed to supply the water, including information as to 
whether the basin has been adjudicated and/or identified as over drafted or projected to 
become over drafted under present conditions. 

 
� The amount and location of groundwater pumped for the past five years from the basin based 

on reasonably available information. 
 

� The amount and location of self-supplied groundwater projected to be pumped from the 
applicant’s well based on reasonably available information including, but not necessarily limited 
to, historic use records. 

 
� An analysis of sufficiency of groundwater from the basin from which the project will be supplied 

to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project.  
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3.2.1 Groundwater Basin Information 
Harris Quarry is located within the Forsythe Creek Watershed (Figure 1). Forsythe Creek is a tributary of 
the Russian River and flows to the southwest of the quarry area; a tributary of Forsythe Creek runs 
directly south of the active quarry site. The quarry site is not located within a California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) defined groundwater basin, but is located in the area between two defined 
basins – Little Lake Valley (Basin Number 1-13) and Ukiah Valley Groundwater (Basin Number 1-52).7 The 
rocks in this area form hydrologic boundaries adjacent to the Little Lake Valley and the Ukiah Valley 
basins. Because the quarry is not located in a defined basin, the area does not have a groundwater 
management plan nor has it been identified as over drafted or projected to become over drafted under 
present conditions. However, groundwater in the area is known to be limited to local rock fracturing and 
consequently considered generally scarce; wells in fractured rock usually have a low production rate 
(less than 5 gallons per minute) and small capacity to store water. The following sections briefly discuss 
the geology and hydrologic characteristics of the water bearing rocks that supply water to wells in the 
area and estimated monthly recharge that potentially contributes groundwater to Well 1. 

3.2.2 Water-Bearing Rock Zone Characteristics 
Harris Quarry is located in the Coast Range Geomorphic Province, south of a north-south trending 
structural depression that roughly follows the Maacama fault zone. Exposed Franciscan Formation exists 
in the quarry area and its surroundings; Franciscan greenstone beneath the quarry, highly weathered 
and fractured Franciscan sedimentary and meta-sedimentary rock north of the quarry (where Well 1 is 
located), and undifferentiated Franciscan rock west and south of the quarry. The relationships between 
land surface topography, surficial geology, and well and spring locations is shown in Figure 3 (modified 
Figure 4.2-2 from the RDEIR). A few minor faults have been identified within the quarry area, and 
percolating groundwater is thought to move and accumulate in the open joints associated with the 
sheared and fractured rocks along faults. This type of groundwater system is characterized conceptually 
as a fractured bedrock aquifer with smaller, intermixed perched aquifers. The perched aquifers are 
found in surface soils overlaying weathered bedrock, and they are often seasonal and variably located 
throughout the area (RDEIR). 
 
In the vicinity of Well 1, the bedrock zone is formed by highly weathered, fractured, and sheared 
greenstone of the Franciscan Formation. The greenstone exposed at the active quarry face is reportedly 
“intensely fractured” (fracture spacing ranging from 0.1 to 0.3 feet) to “slightly fractured” (fracture 
spacing ranging from 1 to 3 feet). Many of these fractures are reportedly filled with calcite or quartz.8 

The RDEIR reports that the occurrence of groundwater within the fractured bedrock is variable. The 
fractured rock allows ready infiltration of rainfall and surface water, but the volume of water stored in 
the fractures, the rate of recharge, and groundwater-flow directions are difficult to quantify. 
Unproductive zones are locally present where faulting fractures do not appear to be interconnected 
with other water-bearing fractures. Furthermore, the fault planes provide lateral boundaries that likely 
inhibit flow through the fault and direct flow within the fractures. Several springs are located north and 

                                                           
7 California Department of Water Resources, “Groundwater Basins in California,” Bulletin 118, 2004. 
8 Blackburn Consulting, Inc.”Engineering Geology and Geohazards Report, Harris Quarry, Willits, California,” 2004. 
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west of the quarry in an area mapped as having fractured bedrock, but water levels and aquifer test 
results suggest that the water tapped by these individual wells and springs have limited connections – if 
connected at all. 

The aquifer tests at the quarry, most recently conducted in 2009 (LSCE, 2010)9, evaluated impacts of 
pumping from Well 1 on surrounding wells and springs.  Although well water levels and spring flows 
generally declined during the test, LSCE concluded that the declines were seasonal and the data did not 
indicate any of the declines were attributable to the well pumping. LSCE analyzed the aquifer test results 
and estimated the physical properties of the aquifer and concluded that groundwater in the fractures 
generally behaved as confined. Their analysis indicated that the aquifer could be represented locally by 
transmissivity and storativity values of 530 gpd/ft and 0.001, respectively.  LSCE compared their results 
with an earlier test conducted in 2007 (Rau, 2007)10 and concluded there are seasonal variations in the 
drawdown and recovery of the pumping well. 

Although the locally fractured rock apparently allows recharge to rapidly infiltrate, the volume of water 
storage available within the fracture network is assumed relatively small. This assumption is consistent 
with LSCE’s (2010) low storativity estimate and the RDEIR which characterized the area as water short 
noting that residents west of the quarry truck water in during the summer and fall of low rainfall years. 
Annual recharge is therefore available as discharge from springs and extraction wells during and 
following the rainy season, but the carry over between years as groundwater storage is probably small. 

3.2.3 Recharge 
Infiltrated rainfall less the water consumed by plants results in groundwater recharge to the rocks that 
provide water to wells and springs in the quarry area. HydroFocus employed a Soil Moisture Budget 
(SMB) accounting model11 to estimate monthly groundwater recharge during the period October 1960 
through September 2011 (water years 1961-2011). Details on model input data sets, SMB accounting 
methods, and modeling results are provided in Appendix A. Because of uncertainty in the area that 
recharges to the water-bearing rocks tapped by Well 1, the SMB model was employed to estimate 
recharge in the three water budget areas shown in Figure 4. 

(1) The largest water budget area is delineated by the upper Forsythe Creek watershed, which is an 
approximately 1,700 acre tributary drainage area to Forsythe Creek that includes both the quarry site 
and Well 1. This water budget area is substantially greater than the area that probably contributes 
recharge to Well 1. Recharge occurring in this area can also discharge from springs and other existing 
extraction wells. The recharge estimate for this budget area may be useful for determining the 

                                                           
9 Luhdorff and Scalmanini, “Potential Impacts of Increased Groundwater Pumping to Supply Proposed Harris Quarry 
Expansion,” November 19, 2010. 
10 Rau and Associates, “Well Test for Quarry/Processing Plant Environmental Review at Harris Quarry South of 
Willits,” 2007. 
11 Phillips, S. P., S. N. Hamlin, and E. B. Yates, “Geohydrology, water quality, and estimation of ground-water 
recharge in San Francisco, California, 1987-92,”  Water-Resources Investigations Report 93-4019,  U. S. Geological 
Survey, Sacramento, CA, 1993. 

Page 111



   
 

8 
Harris Quarry Expansion 
Water Supply Assessment (DRAFT)  January 11, 2012 

sufficiency of groundwater to supply the quarry and other uses conceivably affected by quarry 
operations.  

(2) A second water budget area is delineated by the quarry property [the area identified as “Harris 
Quarry and Dutra Properties” in Figure 2 “Location of Wells and Springs Monitored during Harris Quarry 
Aquifer Test” in LSCE (2010)]. About 15-percent of the area is located outside the Forsythe Creek 
watershed and was excluded from the water budget calculation. Similarly, almost an additional 4-
percent of the area was located outside the upper Forsythe Creek watershed budget area and was 
therefore also excluded from the water budget calculation. As explained in the RDEIR, for CEQA 
purposes allowable groundwater use is considered equal to the long-term average natural rainfall 
recharge to the groundwater body that occurs within the parcel in question. This budget area therefore 
provides a relatively conservative estimate of recharge that is potentially available to Well 1 and 
allowable for CEQA purposes (i.e., the simulated volume of recharge will be smaller than for the entire 
property area). 

(3) A third water budget subarea is delineated by a general overlapping between the upper Forsythe 
Creek watershed, the quarry property boundary, surface geology, soil and land use cover, and the area 
within approximately 0.5-mile of Well 1 [the 0.5-mile radius represents an approximation of the 
contributing area for Well 1 based on LSCE’s (2010) 180-day peak-season drawdown simulation]. Figure 
4 shows the general overlap of these areas and the resulting third water budget area. No springs or 
pumping wells exist in the area other than Well 1, and this area may be a reasonable representation of 
the area that contributes recharge to Well 1. Accordingly, comparisons between annual recharge in this 
area to projected quarry water use estimates the sufficiency of Well 1 as a supply source for the quarry. 

Simulated historical recharge for these three water budget subareas is summarized below in Table 2 for 
average (1961-2011), dry year (1977), and multiple dry years (1988-1992). On average, annual historical 
recharge in the upper Forsythe Creek watershed was over 300 million gallons per year (over 900 acre-
feet per year). In the other two water budget areas (the quarry property boundary and estimated 
contributing area to Well 1), the simulated annual historical recharge was more than 92 and 28 million 
gallons per year, respectively (about 280 and 86 acre-feet per year). Annual recharge decreases during 
dry years, with the greatest decline occurring in the severe drought year of 1977 (a decline in recharge 
of approximately 90 percent or more). 

Table 2. Simulated annual recharge for three water budget subareas (million gallons per year). 

Subarea 
Year Type 

Normal Dry Multiple Dry 
1961-2011 average 1977 1988-1992 average 

Upper creek watershed 317 12.9 138 
Quarry property 92.4 1.96 40.0 

Contributing area 28.2 3.86 13.7 
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The values in Table 2 represent the most reliable estimates based on the best estimates for model input 
parameter values. However, there is uncertainty in the simulated recharge rates reported in Table 2 due 
to model input parameters that are imprecisely known. Appendix A includes sensitivity test results that 
assess the uncertainty in simulated recharge for the three budget areas. 

3.2.4 Groundwater Use 
This WSA is required to document the amount and location of groundwater pumped from the basin for 
the past 5-years based on reasonably available information. Additionally, the WSA is required to 
document the amount and location of groundwater projected to be pumped for the project. 

For the past 5-years, the quarry has presumably relied on 1,313,500 gallons per year (4.03 acre-feet per 
year) of groundwater from well Well 1 and the CDF spring (existing water use reported in the RDEIR). 
The locations of this well and spring are shown on Figure 4. Most of the area surrounding the quarry is 
zoned by the County as Range Land, and is retained for livestock grazing, ranching, residential (clustering 
or one dwelling per 160 acres), agriculture, forestry, cottage industries, natural resource development, 
recreation, and utility installations. Land and water use therefore have probably not changed 
substantially in the past 5 years. 

HydroFocus estimated average, total annual water use for the upper Forsythe Creek watershed budget 
area. Most of the demand for water is met with groundwater either pumped from wells or collected 
from springs. Based on existing land uses, estimated existing groundwater use for this budget area is 
about 67.4 million gallons per year (207 acre-feet per year). Existing on-site groundwater use by the 
quarry is reported in the RDEIR to be 1,313,500 gallons per year (4.03 acre-feet per year), and existing 
off-site water demand in the upper Forsythe Creek budget area is estimated to be approximately 66 
million gallons per year (203 acre-feet per year).12 Based on the estimated recharge rates in Table 2, 
groundwater is sufficient to meet water demand in the Forsythe Creek budget area in most years. 
During extremely dry years, the quarry may be required to use lignin, modify the processing/washing 
operation schedule to concentrate on wetter season conditions, or reduce production rates as 
appropriate to match the supply available for their use. 

Other than the proposed quarry expansion, there are no planned water use increases in the near future. 
The Local Agency Formation Commission of Mendocino County (LAFCO) indicated there are no 
proposals for annexations within a 2 mile radius of the quarry site (Frank McMichael, personal 
communication, January 5, 2012). The County of Mendocino Planning & Building Services Department 

                                                           
12 HydroFocus estimated off-site water demand for existing parcels based on a map of known water sources within 
two miles of Well 1 prepared by Rau and Associates and reproduced for this WSA as Figure 5. The map indicates 
144 parcels exist in the watershed budget area having an average area of 11 acres each. Unit demand rates for 
single family dwellings utilized by the Ukiah Valley Water Supply Assessment (500 gallons per day, which is 
equivalent to 0.56 acre-feet per year) were used to estimate indoor water use for residences located on these 
parcels. Maximum potential outdoor water use was estimated using the maximum ETo assuming all outdoor 
demand was irrigated grass. The area of applied water was estimated using the average percent irrigated area 
visually estimated from aerial photographs (3-percent). 
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identified three projects requiring EIRs: Harris Quarry, Garden’s Gate, and Kunzler Terrace Mine. Both 
the Garden’s Gate and Kunzler Terrace Mine sites are located on the outskirts of Ukiah, and are 
therefore outside the area potentially influenced by pumping from Well 1. Hence, all of the increase in 
planned future groundwater use in the water budget area is attributed to the proposed pumping 
increase from Well 1.  Total planned future groundwater use is 69.1 million gallons per year (212 acre-
feet per year) assuming projected quarry water use is 2,957,800 gallons per year (9.08 acre-feet) and 
future off-site water use does not change from existing conditions at 66 million gallons per year (203 
acre-feet per year). Based on the estimated recharge rates in Table 2, groundwater is sufficient to meet 
this use in most years. During extremely dry years, the quarry may be required to use lignin, modify the 
processing/washing operation schedule to concentrate on wetter season conditions, or reduce 
production rates as appropriate to match the supply available for their use. 

4.0.0 Document Demand 
Because all water used is groundwater, existing and planned future demand was described previously in 
Section 3.2.4 above. The demands for the three water budget areas are repeated and summarized 
below in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Existing and Planned Demand for Water for three water budget areas, in million gallons per 
year. 

Sector Watershed area Quarry property Well recharge area 
Existing Planned Existing Planned Existing Planned 

On-site 1.3135 2.9578 1.3135 2.9578 1.3135 2.9578 
Off-site       
Indoor 26.3 26.3 0 0 0 0 

Outdoor 39.8 39.8 0 0 0 0 
Total 67.4 69.1 1.3135 2.9578 1.3135 2.9578 

5.0 Document Dry Year Supply 
Annual groundwater supply was based on estimated historical annual recharge (Appendix A).  The 
historical record includes single dry (1977) and multiple-dry (1988-1992) years. We utilized simulated 
recharge for the water budget area delineated by the quarry property in Table 2 to represent dry year(s) 
supply because it provides (1) a quantitative estimate of allowable groundwater supply for CEQA 
purposes; and, (2) the simulated recharge rate is smaller than the other two budget areas and therefore 
provides the most conservative dry-year supply estimate. The single dry year (1977) and multiple dry 
year (1988-1992 average) supply for the quarry property budget area is 1.96 and 40.0 million gallons per 
year, respectively. 
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6.0 Document Dry Year Demand 
For this WSA, we assumed total demand does not change appreciably during dry years and water use is 
identical to what is reported in Table 3. During dry years, the demand for outdoor water use likely 
decreases as private well owners increase water use efficiency and limit outdoor water uses in an 
attempt to preserve water in storage. Using average year demand to represent demand in dry years is 
therefore conservative in that it likely over-estimates the actual demand during the dry years. 

7.0 Analysis of Sufficiency 
The objective of the WSA is to determine whether existing water supplies meet the projected water 
demand of the proposed Harris Quarry expansion. The assessment is required to document project 
water supplies and demands for typical, single dry, and multiple dry years during a 20-year projection. 
We utilized historical rainfall, runoff, and temperature data for the following periods to represent the 
three year types. 

Typical Year: Average conditions for the period 1961 through 2011(water years 1961-2011). 

Single Dry Year: 1977. 

Multiple Dry Years: 1988 through 1992. 

Table 4 summarizes estimated water supply, represented by simulated groundwater recharge, and 
proposed demand for normal, single dry, and multiple dry years. The most conservative supply 
estimates indicate there is adequate water to meet existing demand. The most conservative supply 
estimates are also adequate to meet proposed future demand except possibly in the single dry year, 
when demand exceeds supply by about 50-percent (997,800 gallons, or 3.06 acre-feet). However, the 
applicant’s project description indicates they will reduce water use by using lignin, modifying the 
processing/washing operation schedule to concentrate on wetter season conditions, or reduce 
production rates as appropriate so that there will be adequate water during extremely dry years. 

Table 4. Comparisons between estimated water supply and future demanda for the water budget area 
that contributes recharge to Well 1 (in million gallons per year). 

  
Normal 

(1961-2011 
average) 

Single dry 
(1977) 

Dry 
(1988-1992 

average) 

Existing Supply 28.2 1.96b 13.7 
Demand 1.3135 1.3135 1.3135 

Projected Supply 28.2 1.96a 13.7 
Demand 2.9578 2.9578 2.9578 

a: Quarry water use is the sole demand in the water budget area. 
b: Recharge for property boundary budget area used instead of the contributing area to Well 1 because it is the 
lowest recharge rate of all three budget areas considered. 
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This analysis of sufficiency is conservative in that it utilizes the lowest simulated recharge values to 
estimate the quarry water supply. For example, in Table 4 the estimated single dry year water supply is 
based on results from the quarry budget area rather than the budget area that is estimated to 
contribute recharge to Well 1. As described in Appendix A, the single dry year recharge for the 
contributing area to Well 1 is substantially greater (3.86 million gallons), and suggests a dry year supply 
that is sufficient to meet the water demand of the proposed project.   Similarly, uncertainty in simulated 
recharge values as affected by spatially variable precipitation and temperature can also influence the 
analysis of sufficiency.    

Specifically, the sensitivity test results reported in Appendix A suggest that rainfall and temperature 
data from a climate station located closer to the quarry reveal that single dry year recharge is about 
one-half an inch greater than represented by the supply numbers in Table 4, which translates into an 
increase in estimated dry year supply from 1.96 to 10.6 million gallons.  Hence, it is possible that 
adequate recharge occurs even in the severe drought conditions to supply adequate water for the 
proposed project13.   

 

                                                           
13 It is noteworthy that the data from this climate station (Willits Howard) was incomplete and it was necessary use a 
regression relation to estimate values for periods of missing record.  The available data indicated yearly rainfall was about 10 % 
greater than the Willits 1 NE station that was used to generate the results shown in Table 4.  The station is located near Willits 
about 5.5 miles north of the quarry and has a period of record beginning in 1960. The Willits Howard RS is located closer to the 
quarry than Willits 1 NE (about one mile north of the quarry), but its period of record is much shorter relative to Willits 1 NE 
(daily rainfall data was not available until October 1985, and daily temperature data did not begin until November 2009).  As a 
result, 54-percent of the monthly rainfall data and 96-percent of the monthly temperature data had to be synthesized using a 
correlation to complete the 51-year analysis (333 and 589 of the 612 total values had to be synthesized, respectively).  
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DATE: 1/6/2012

Figure
5

PROJECT: 5581

Known Water Sources and Water Budget Areas in the 
Harris Quarry Vicinity
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Known well on Parcel; completed or existing well on file with MCEHD

Probable well on Parcel; septic or proposed well on file with MCEHD

Unknown if well is on Parcel; no well information on file or dry well, existing file with MCEHD

Other well source; public or spring water on file with MCEHD

No information; no contact with MCEHD regarding well or septic issues

Estimated Contributing Area

SMB Budget Area

Modified from "Known Water Sources within 
Two (2) Miles of Northern Aggregates, Inc.
Well" (Rau and Associates).
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Response to Second Letter from Howard Wilkins III (Remy Thomas Moose & 
Manly LLP) 
 
9-1. The comment is inaccurate. The RDEIR does provide a programmatic discussion 

of the potential range of impacts that could result from approval of amending the 
Zoning Code.  See pages 338 through 343 of the RDEIR. 

 
9-2. The comment is inaccurate.  The proposed zoning would allow asphalt and/or 

concrete facilities with a Use Permit only at permitted quarries to allow 
processing of material from those quarries.  It would not allow processing 
facilities in Range Lands that did not have a permitted quarry. 

 
9-3. The commenter is correct that the EIR preparers did not find that such uses 

would be inconsistent with the Range Land use classification as described in the 
General Plan since it appears that an asphalt plant that processed aggregate 
produced at the adjacent quarry could be viewed “as related to and compatible 
with” processing of natural resources.  The commenter disagrees and presents 
data to support his claim.  It is not the role of the EIR to make the final 
consistency finding.  As described in previous responses on this same issue, 
including from the commenter (Responses 8-54 to 8-59), the County Board of 
Supervisors will determine project consistency with the General Plan.  The 
County Department of Planning and Building Services did not require a General 
Plan Amendment because the Department did not find the proposal inconsistent 
with the General Plan. 

 
9-4. The EIR preparers believe the commenter has incorrectly interpreted the cited 

text.  The general types of land use allowed include processing and development 
of natural resources. The cited section states that general issues include “uses 
determined to be related to and compatible with ranching, conservation, 
processing and development of natural resources, recreation, utility installations.” 
This appears to mean that other uses that could be compatible with the listed 
uses may be allowed.  It does not state that each of these listed uses must be 
compatible with each other use, as frequently they are not (e.g., development of 
natural resources and conservation, or recreation and utility installation).   

 
 As the DEIR states, consistency with the General Plan and zoning are a legal 

issue that will be determined by the County Board of Supervisors.  The DEIR 
provides an analysis of potential consistency, but it is the County who will make 
the final determination of consistency with the General Plan. 
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Response to Letter from Richard Grassetti (Grassetti Environmental Consulting) 
 
10-1. The comment is incorrect.  It is standard for the project applicant to provide what 

the applicant’s objectives are in proposing the project. The County is not 
proposing this project, and, therefore, does not have any objectives regarding the 
project. The County accepted these objectives as part of the project application. 
More importantly, regardless of the commenter’s opinion about what the 
objectives should be, the objectives did not limit what alternatives were 
addressed in the RDEIR. The RDEIR assesses the proposed project plus seven 
project alternatives, which is more than are included in most EIRs.   

 
10-2. The comment is inaccurate.  The CEQA Guidelines do not state that the only 

project alternative that can be approved is one that meets all the applicant’s 
objectives.  We refer the commenter to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) 
wherein it states that the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify 
alternatives that avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant effects 
even if it would impede the attainment of the project objectives. 

 
10-3. Again, the objectives are provided by the project applicant – they are not County 

objectives as the County is not the applicant.  The CEQA Guidelines do not limit 
what the applicant can include as his/her objectives.  More to the point, the 
commenter does not show how this expression of the applicant’s objectives has 
any bearing on the EIR analysis.  The revision of the applicant’s objectives are 
not required to address any impact, mitigation, or project alternative.  As such, no 
revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
10-4. The commenter’s opinion about what the applicant’s objectives should be are 

noted for the record. The commenter’s objectives are more suitable for a County 
general plan or area plan where the County is attempting to identify locations that 
should be zoned for certain uses.  This RDEIR is on a specific project proposal 
on a specific site.  It is not a planning exercise in identifying the ideal location for 
specific types of land use.  The commenter does not give an example in this 
comment about how such general objectives would result in new project 
alternatives not assessed in the RDEIR.  As such, no revisions of the objectives 
or RDEIR are needed. 

 
10-5. The commenter assumes that the RDEIR assesses the project and/or 

alternatives based on the applicant’s statement that the project meets a regional 
need for aggregate. It does not. The RDEIR assesses the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project. It assesses project alternatives to determine to what 
level they reduce the project’s potentially significant impacts.  The actual future 
need for aggregate and how it could be supplied is not an issue for the RDEIR. 
The CEQA Guidelines do not require the RDEIR to analyze the need for a 
product that an applicant proposes to provide. As such, no revision of the RDEIR 
is needed.  In addition, regarding the need for the products, the commenter is 
referred to Comment Letter 5 from the County Department of Transportation, 
which states that the aggregate and asphalt from the project are needed local 
commodities. 
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10-6. Again, the RDEIR is not required to show there is a need for what the project 
proposes to produce.  The commenter incorrectly identifies the “need” for the 
project’s products as the only factor the County could consider if it approves the 
project and needs to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  There are 
a number of factors that CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a) states are to be 
considered, namely CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as 
applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including 
region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determine whether to approve the project.  
If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including 
region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, outweigh the unavoidable 
adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 
considered “acceptable.” 

 
 Again, the commenter has not provided any suggestions regarding what 

additional alternatives should be assessed, so no revision of the RDEIR is 
required. 

 
10-7. This comment is inaccurate.  According to Phil Dow, the Director of the 

Mendocino Council of Governments, Phase 1 of the Willits Bypass project has 
been fully programmed as a project by the State and $164 million have been 
allocated to construct Phase 1.  The project has been delayed as the Army Corps 
needs to approve a 404 Permit, but the permitting process is proceeding. MCOG 
expects the project and all approvals will be complete by February 2012 with the 
project being funded by July and construction beginning in the autumn of 2012.6  
This bypass project is a reasonably foreseeable project as stated in the RDEIR.  
The County, recognizing this, required the RDEIR to contain traffic analyses for 
various timelines with and without the bypass to ensure a full analysis in the case 
that the project was not built, but it currently remains scheduled for construction.  
Given that the bypass remains a reasonably foreseeable project, no revision of 
the RDEIR regarding this project is required. 

 
 The County specifically directed the RDEIR preparers to include traffic analyses 

with and without the Willits Bypass (see page 215 of the RDEIR).  Traffic impacts 
were identified for scenarios that included or excluded the bypass.  The traffic 
work done for the project alternatives to show vehicle miles traveled did not 
assume demand from the Willits Bypass (see Response 11-7 regarding the VMT 
analysis). 

 
10-8. As described in Response 10-7 above, the analysis of alternatives including the 

Willits Bypass remains accurate and is not speculative.  The Kunzler Terrace 
Mine was included in the alternative traffic analysis (see Table 5.2-1).  Also, see 
the revision to that Table included in Response 11-7. The Grist Creek project 
(also known as the Longvale site) on Highway 162 was not a foreseeable project 
at the time the RDEIR was prepared.  It is currently an incomplete application 
that seeks to resume aggregate processing on that site.  The application does 
not list what facilities or equipment would be included, but the previous use 

                                                
6  Phil Dow. Personal communication, 9/28/11. 
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permit for the site included an asphalt facility and a concrete plant.  Though the 
application has been submitted, the County has requested additional information 
from the applicant, and that information has not yet been supplied.  Once the 
application is accepted as complete, a CEQA analysis will be conducted prior to 
the County considering the merits of the project.   

  
 Though not required, an analysis was performed by Wtrans and peer reviewed 

by the EIR traffic engineer to determine the resulting VMT if the Harris Quarry 
asphalt plant were replaced with one having an equal production capacity at the 
Longvale site.  The Longvale site is located approximately 10 miles north of the 
City of Willits on SR 162 and approximately two miles easterly of US 101.  The 
VMT associated with providing asphalt to Mendocino County with a plant located 
at the Harris Quarry site is projected to be 648,120 miles traveled annually.  The 
same sized plant located at the Longvale site would result in 659,718 miles 
traveled annually to provide asphalt to Mendocino County, or an increase of 
11,598 miles annually.  Table 1 summarizes the trips and vehicle miles traveled 
from the various asphalt plants with and without the Harris and Longvale plants.  
The Longvale site is located further from the principal centers of population than 
the Harris Quarry site and would therefore be expected to result in longer trips to 
provide asphalt and higher VMT.  VMT calculations are provided in Enclosure A 
of Comment Letter 15 below.  

Table 1 
Vehicle Miles Traveled Comparison 

Asphalt Plant Base Harris Plant Longvale Plant 

 Trips VMT Trips VMT Trips VMT 

Harris 0 0 2,644 85,621 0 0 

Ford Gravel 7,499 284,767 5,444 183,063 5,420 176,041 

Ten Mile 1,718 71,146 1,815 61,089 1,808 66,720 

Syar Healdsburg 2,501 445,239 1,816 318,347 1,805 295,720 

Longvale 0 0 0 0 2,721 121,238 

Total 11,718 801,152 11,719 648,120 11,754 659,718 

 
 It should be noted that the VMT calculations for asphalt do not include trips to 

haul aggregate to the asphalt plants.  See Response 11-7 for more information 
on VMT. The haul trips made from quarries to asphalt plants are considered to 
be included in the VMT calculations for aggregates.  It is also logical to conclude 
that asphalt plants located at or near quarry sites that provide raw materials will 
result in shorter haul trips and contribute less to overall VMT. 

 
10-9. The comment is incorrect that the RDEIR states that products produced by the 

project would primarily be used for constructing the Willits Bypass.  The products 
would be used throughout the central portion (and perhaps further) of the County.  
It is to be noted that the proposed project is not for a temporary asphalt facility 
just to meet the demand of the Willits Bypass.  Based on the analysis of VMT for 
the project and the alternatives, the RDEIR correctly concluded that the project 
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would have fewer air quality impacts than five of the project alternatives.  There 
was no attempt to “skew” information since the EIR preparers have no stake in 
whether the project is approved or not.  The comparison of the alternatives does 
note that among the disadvantages of several of the alternatives would be the 
increase in VMT with corresponding air quality ramifications.  However, the 
RDEIR did not identify these effects as a new impact of the alternatives or an 
impact that increased sufficiently to become a significant and unavoidable 
adverse impact not already identified for the proposed project. 

 
 The analysis of traffic and air quality effects of the project alternatives was done 

per County specifications and based on what remains likely consumers of 
aggregate and asphalt.  No revision of the alternatives analysis of the RDEIR is 
required. 

 
 In these first nine comments and subsequent comments, the commenter is 

suggesting that the alternatives analysis was skewed to make the project look 
like the only or best alternative.  He states that the analysis of the alternatives as 
regards traffic and air quality should be redone because the Willits Bypass may 
not be built, there is currently a lower demand for aggregate and asphalt, and/or 
that the Willits Bypass might be served by a more distant source.  The 
commenter overlooks that on page 388, the RDEIR concludes that of the seven 
feasible alternatives, the RDEIR rates the Project as Proposed as the least 
environmentally superior.  This would remain the RDEIR conclusion even if we 
concurred (which we do not – see the following two responses) with the 
commenter’s suggestions. 

 
10-10. See Responses 10-7 to 10-9 regarding the status of the Willits Bypass in the 

environmental analysis. The VMT analysis does not include meeting the demand 
from constructing the Willits Bypass. See Response 11-7 for more information on 
VMT. Regarding reduced general demand, again, the commenter confuses the 
responsibility of the RDEIR.  The RDEIR assesses a project’s impacts on the 
environment not whether there is a consumer demand for what the applicant 
proposes to produce.  In the same manner, the demand for the products does 
not affect the analysis nor the comparison of project alternatives.  While the need 
for the project may be considered by the County when determining the merits of 
the project, it is not the EIR’s responsibility to identify or quantify that demand.  
As such, no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
10-11. See Response 10-7 about how the RDEIR assessed traffic impacts with and 

without the Willits Bypass and Response 10-9 regarding predicted markets for 
the products.  It is possible as the commenter states that another asphalt plant 
and/or quarry could supply all or most of the demand for the bypass.  However, it 
is unlikely that more distant sources would be less expensive.  In any case, the 
VMT analysis did not include demand from the Willits Bypass because it is a 
short-term project.  

 
10-12. See earlier Responses 10-3 and 10-4 regarding the commenter’s concern about 

the project objectives.  As noted previously, the objectives did not drive the 
identification of alternatives nor their environmental ranking.  The commenter has 
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not suggested a new alternative other than the idea that perhaps the material for 
the Willits Bypass would be supplied by some out-of-County source.  This is not 
an alternative to the project; it is simply a possibility that could affect the project’s 
profitability. 

 
10-13. The comment is inaccurate.  The RDEIR analysis of air quality impacts for the 

alternatives does not state that air quality impacts would be increased 
“significantly.”  It does say they would be increased for five of the alternatives but 
not “significantly.”  The comment is also incorrect in stating that the analysis was 
based on speculation.  As noted above in Responses 10-7 to 10-9, the analysis 
is based on countywide demand from customers, but not for the Willits Bypass.  
The commenter has not provided any information that there will not be an 
ongoing demand for aggregate and asphalt in the County, regardless of when the 
Willits Bypass is built.  The project’s central location would be expected to reduce 
the VMT, especially for asphalt, given that, as the County Department of 
Transportation notes they frequently need to purchase asphalt from out-of-
County sources. See Response 11-7 for more information on VMT. On these 
bases, the analysis and conclusions regarding increased VMT for five of the 
project alternatives remain accurate, and no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
10-14. As discussed on page 381 of the RDEIR, the alternative that includes the existing 

production limits for the quarry (Alternative 6) would possibly increase VMT 
because the demand for aggregate would need to be supplied by more distant 
sources for the Willits area and north and for asphalt for much of the County (as 
this is frequently supplied by out-of-County sources).  If the commenter is making 
the point that Alternative 6 is superior to the project as proposed, this is the same 
conclusion reached in the RDEIR (see page 388 where this alternative is 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative of all alternatives that are 
not a “no project” alternative). 

 
10-15. As noted in previous comments on this same subject, it is not the role of the EIR 

to identify future aggregate or asphalt demand and whether it can be met by 
other sources.  The reduction in VMT over the long term is due to the centralized 
location of the site and the reduced need to import asphalt from out-of-County 
sources. See Response 11-7 for more information on VMT. 

 
10-16. It would be quite speculative to think that aggregate or asphalt from the project 

would be directed to the main population centers in the area in Sonoma County 
as there are supplies of both aggregate and asphalt that are much nearer those 
centers than the project site, and the materials would be less expensive from 
those nearer businesses.  It is also speculative that there would be any 
substantial demand to Lake, Trinity, or Humboldt that could not be met by nearer 
sources.  There is no evidence to indicate that any substantial quantities of 
materials from the project would be shipped out of the County.  In fact, imports 
from out of the County will continue. This speculative analysis is not needed for 
the RDEIR.  As noted previously, even if the commenter’s assumptions were 
used, it would not change the conclusions about or ranking of the project 
alternatives. 
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10-17. It is not an assumption that the existing asphalt plant north of Ukiah is an old 
plant lacking modern Best Available Control Techniques.  The plant was installed 
in the 1950s.  It is true that new asphalt facilities if they were built elsewhere 
would likely be required by the MCAQMD to have similar emission controls.  
However, such facilities are speculative at this point. 

 
10-18. See Responses 10-15 to 10-17 regarding what the commenter terms 

unsupported assumptions.  As the RDEIR states on page 364, it is possible that 
some of the assumptions used to develop the VMT comparison could be 
incorrect, however, there would remain some increase in the VMT for 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. See Response 11-7 for more information on VMT.  
One could develop a set of assumptions that might change this conclusion.  If 
one assumed, as the commenter suggests, that 1) there is little demand for 
project-produced materials so they would be trucked out of County; and 2) 
asphalt could be produced at new asphalt facilities at other quarries in the 
County, one could possibly find that the project as proposed generated more 
VMT than the no project or reduced production alternatives. Such a scenario is 
very speculative and much less likely to reflect probable future conditions. More 
importantly, as noted in several previous comments, it would not change the 
conclusions regarding the environmentally superior alternative or the ranking of 
alternatives presented in the RDEIR. 

 
10-19. The VMT analysis presented in Table 5.2-1 assumes travel from all quarries and 

asphalt facilities in the County to meet County demand. Also see previous 
Response 10-8. See Response 11-7 for more information on the assessment of 
VMT for the project alternatives analysis. 

 
10-20. The point of a project alternatives analysis is to provide a range of alternatives to 

allow an understanding of the different levels of impact that would result from 
various configurations including alternatives that do not include the EIR-
recommended US 101 improvements.  As is stated in the RDEIR, Alternative 3 
would substantially increase traffic safety impacts, and this was identified as a 
new significant and unavoidable impact for that alternative.  It is possible, if not 
likely, that if the County approved this alternative it would require the highway 
improvements rather than add this impact to the other significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  Alternative 6 maintains existing conditions.  It does not 
increase traffic safety hazards and highway improvements are not needed to 
mitigate a project-generated impact.  That said, the County is free to impose 
conditions to improve the highway when considering the merits of the proposed 
use permit renewal. 

 
10-21. As stated in previous responses, the commenter has an incorrect understanding 

of the role of who is responsible for objectives, plus he has not presented any 
data that shows that the objectives included in the RDEIR affect any of the 
analyses in the RDEIR.  No new analysis of alternatives is required. 

 
10-22. The peak extraction rate within the past five years twice exceeded the 75,000 

cubic yard volumes allowed for under the existing permit (with associated 
violation fines assessed by the County).  If we had used the excessive figure 
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reported as the baseline, impacts would be less than reported in the RDEIR.  The 
County chose to use the 5 year average (2006-2010) average, which was 
approximately the 75,000 cubic yard in situ maximum production level.  This 
75,000 cubic yard in situ production level was correctly used as the baseline for 
environmental review purposes. 

 
10-23. See Response 11-3 to this same comment. 
 
10-24. The increase in production rate is needed to meet peak demand and does not 

affect overall truck traffic generation.  The RDEIR assesses truck trip generation 
for normal and peak days. 

 
10-25. The requested list of the range of possible impacts that could be expected at 

other quarries is presented on pages 340 to 342 of the RDEIR.  The RDEIR 
assesses the impacts on other quarries precisely because, as the commenter 
notes, the new zoning district would allow future processing at quarries meeting 
the proposed zoning district requirements. 

 
10-26. The commenter is incorrect.  Nowhere does the RDEIR state that the project 

would reduce truck traffic.  If the commenter is referring to the VMT analysis in 
the project alternatives section, then he is correct that the project would reduce 
the vehicle miles travelled to provide customers in the County with aggregate and 
asphalt. While it may be somewhat counterintuitive, the project would increase 
truck traffic in and out of the site.  However, because there is a finite demand for 
these materials, supplies from Harris Quarry would replace trips from more 
distant quarries and asphalt facilities.  Therefore, the number of miles travelled in 
a year would be reduced. As noted in previous responses to this commenter, the 
VMT analysis in the project alternatives section does not include supplying the 
construction of the Willits Bypass.  Please also see Responses 11-7 and 11-9 
regarding the VMT issue. 

 
10-27. Please see Response 10-26 above.  The analysis of greenhouse gas on pages 

294 to 297 did assess impacts on existing conditions.  The project alternatives 
section assessed changes in VMT if the project was approved.  Again, the 
project would reduce existing VMT due to its central location.  In fact, the VMT 
analysis included in the assessment of alternatives is conservative in that it does 
not attempt to calculate the further decrease in VMT for the Harris Quarry project 
needing to haul aggregate less than a mile to the asphalt facility.  Because it 
would reduce the current VMT, it would, as correctly stated in the RDEIR, reduce 
emission of greenhouse gases from haul trucks.  This is different than the 
analysis of all greenhouse gas emissions presented on pages 294 to 297.  The 
RDEIR does not state that the project would result in an overall decrease in GHG 
emissions.  Please also see Responses 11-7 and 11-9 regarding the VMT issue. 

 
10-28. The commenter provides no scientific support for his claim that the project would 

have a significant nighttime noise impact.  The commenter is referred to pages 
236 to 241 for an analysis of noise, including nighttime noise, impacts. The noise 
analysis was done by well-known and respected acoustic consultants and done 
consistent with guidelines for examining noise impacts, including potential 
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repeated single-event sources.  The commenter is correct that by using the 
standard significance criteria for assessing noise impacts, the project would have 
a less-than-significant nighttime noise impact.  The commenter has provided no 
data to show why this analysis is inadequate, and a new study is not warranted. 

 
10-29. This is a general comment. The commenter is incorrect, but because he provides 

no examples, no additional response is possible.  The RDEIR contains no 
recommendations for what are defined as “future studies.” 

 
10-30. A study on road wear was not requested by Caltrans, the County Department of 

Transportation, or any other agency or individual during the NOP review period 
or in the review of this RDEIR, the present comment being the one exception.  
There is no CEQA Guidelines criterion for road wear.  Given that and the fact that 
responsible agencies concerned with roads did not require it, such a study is not 
warranted for this RDEIR.  We would further note that because the project would 
reduce the VMT for aggregate and asphalt transport, it would reduce road wear 
on a countywide basis. 

 
10-31. The County as Lead Agency approved the significance criteria used in the 

RDEIR.  The commenter has not provided any data to show these criteria are 
inadequate.  The RDEIR is not required to show the effect of the County adoption 
of these standards on other sensitive receptors spread throughout the County.  
On a countywide basis, these effects were addressed in the EIR certified for the 
new County General Plan.  

 
10-32. We believe that the commenter is incorrect in his conclusions.  As the previous 

responses have shown: 1) it is not the County’s or EIR preparers’ responsibility 
to provide project objectives; 2) the analysis of the alternatives and the effects on 
VMT and air quality are correct and not skewed; and 3) the commenter misses 
the point that even if his recommendations about how to identify objectives and 
assess alternatives were accurate, the conclusions of the EIR regarding the 
ranking of the alternatives would be exactly the same as listed in the RDEIR.  
The commenter has provided no grounds for additional analysis, and the RDEIR 
does not need to be recirculated. 
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Response to Letter from Richard K. Haygood (TJKM) 
 
11-1. The RDEIR inaccurately stated that the 2006 traffic counts were included in 

Appendix C.  To reduce report length, they were removed from that appendix 
prior to publication and the citation to Appendix C was not caught and removed.  
The RDEIR should have stated that the counts were In Appendix E of the original 
DEIR, which is on file for public review at the offices of the County Department of 
Planning and Building Services.  This correction to the text has been made in 
Chapter 3 of this FEIR.  That said, the intersection service level evaluations for 
the year 2010, 2030 and 2040 presented in the Revised DEIR are based upon 
the 2006 traffic volume data factored upwards based upon growth projections 
published by Caltrans District 1 of 1.5%.  A review of the initial data and the 
adjustment factors together with historical traffic volume data, also published by 
Caltrans, for U.S. 101 in the vicinity of the Harris Quarry shows that the 
projections for projected traffic volumes for the years 2010, 2030 and 2040 are 
overestimated.  The consequences of this overestimation of traffic volumes 
results in higher vehicular delay and lower service levels than will likely occur in 
the future, making the analysis that was performed for the RDEIR conservative.  
If the analysis were based on lower growth rates, as the commenter suggests, 
lower projected future traffic volumes would result on U.S. 101 translating to 
reduced potential project impacts.  The traffic engineers agree that the economy 
has had an impact on traffic volumes on roadways throughout the nation and 
state.  The analysis in the RDEIR is accurate and needs no revision.  As 
Comment Letter 2 from Caltrans states, the EIR–recommended mitigation 
measures reduce impacts to U.S. 101 to a less-than-significant level. 

 
11-2. It is true that with increased production at the Harris Quarry delay on the Black 

Bart Drive approach would be expected to increase by an average of 2.1 
seconds during the 11 a.m. to noon hour in July if the existing geometric 
conditions were maintained. However, since implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures will improve service to LOS C conditions with 
an average delay of only 17.3 seconds, the impact is less-than-significant.  The 
evaluations and conclusions presented in the Revised DEIR are clear as 
presented in Appendix C. 

 
11-3. The use of "normal" operating periods was intended to provide a sense of the 

number of truck trips that will likely occur mid-week on average, outside of the 
July and October peaks used in the detailed analysis. The "normal" operating 
periods typically are expected to occur in the months of May, June, August, and 
September (and even less during the winter and early spring months). It is 
recognized that the number of truck trips to and from the quarry will vary 
depending upon the need for aggregates on any particular day. Some days will 
have higher or lower than average demand. Also, there will typically be fewer 
truck trips to and from the quarry than used to assess worst case conditions 
during peak travel on Highway 101 in July and October during peak production 
occurs.  In any case, the trips for the peak periods are the ones used to assess 
actual project impacts.  
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11-4. The applicant’s and the EIR traffic engineers agree that this configuration, like 
many intersection configurations, presents the opportunity for potential conflict 
points. However, they feel that the potential conflicts would be reduced when 
compared to existing conditions, and the proposed configuration represents an 
improvement. 

 
 The recommended highway improvements will allow drivers entering and exiting 

the Harris Quarry site to accelerate and decelerate outside the through lanes on 
US 101.  Vehicles, primarily loaded trucks, can accelerate to nearly the same 
speed as through traffic prior to merging into the traffic stream.  This reduces the 
delay to vehicles exiting the site, as drivers only have to contend with one 
direction of traffic flow on the mainline at one time.  The acceleration and 
deceleration lanes reduce the potential for rear-end collisions by providing a 
refuge area for vehicles that are accelerating, decelerating, or waiting to turn.  
The northbound acceleration lane will extend well beyond the intersection of 
Black Bart Drive and provide the added benefit of allowing drivers turning left 
onto US 101 from Black Bart Drive to accelerate prior to their merge.  The 
northbound acceleration lane also permits drivers turning left from Black Bart 
Drive to contend with vehicles moving in only one direction at a time while 
making the left turn movement onto U.S. 101.  This improvement will reduce 
delay and improve overall levels of service (and safety) to motorists on Black 
Bart Drive compared to existing conditions. 

 
 It should also be noted that in all cases, the levels of service for the minor vehicle 

movements at the Black Bart Drive intersection and the Harris Quarry approach 
improve with the mitigation measures in place when compared with existing 
conditions.  Improved service levels and reduced delay for the minor movements 
at intersections are direct indications that drivers will find it easier to make turn 
movements into and out of Black Bart Drive. Presented below are responses to 
specific concerns raised by the commenter.  

 
 Northbound vehicle attempting left turn pulls into lane behind slow-moving truck, 

requiring rapid deceleration from fast-lane speed.  With the truck in front, visibility 
between the left-turning driver and oncoming southbound traffic will be obscured. 

 A driver pulling in behind a slower moving vehicle will need to decelerate.  
However, as there is adequate sight distance along U.S. 101, a rapid 
deceleration would not be necessary for a prudent driver.  The prudent motorist 
can see well in advance that there is a truck entering the left-turn lane and can 
decelerate at a comfortable rate to merge into the left-turn lane without an abrupt 
speed change. 

 
 A driver behind a large truck, on any roadway, can be obscured to opposing 

traffic.  However, a prudent driver following close behind is still required to yield 
to oncoming traffic before turning left.  The prudent driver will slow or stop in the 
left turn lane waiting for the leading truck to increase the distance separating 
them and increasing the sight lines to opposing traffic.  Having waited until 
opposing traffic is clear, the turn can then be completed safely. 
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 In addition, this risk should be compared to the existing situation where a 
northbound driver wanting to enter the left-turn pocket for Black Bart Drive could 
encounter a slow-moving, accelerating truck in the northbound through lane at or 
before the left-turn pocket.  That driver either needs to slow to pull in behind the 
accelerating truck or speed up and pull into the left-turn pocket in front of the 
truck.  The increase in risk of accident over existing conditions is slight if any. 

 
 Northbound vehicle attempting left turn pulls into the lane ahead of slow-moving 

truck, potentially requiring rapid deceleration depending on the remaining 
distance in front of the truck before reaching the intersection.  The slow-moving 
truck must choose between avoiding the left-turning vehicle by pulling into the 
fast lane before reaching sufficient speed, or slowing and potentially stopping 
until the vehicle ahead makes the turn and then proceeding to use the remaining 
portion of the acceleration lane, which will not be long enough to reach adequate 
speed before merging into the fast lane. 

 
 The conditions described are possible; however, the possibility remains very low.  

Potential conflicts are reduced as both accelerating vehicles and decelerating 
vehicles are traveling in the same direction.  Vehicles turning left from the Harris 
Quarry site will be traveling slowly as they begin accelerating prior to merging.  
Should there be a vehicle waiting to turn left into Black Bart Drive the driver of the 
accelerating vehicle leaving the Harris Quarry site will be traveling slowly and 
have sufficient reaction time to slow or stop to avoid a collision.  Also, the ability 
to see potentially conflicting vehicles is essential to completing maneuvers safely.  
There is more than adequate sight distance to permit drivers to clearly see the 
other vehicle and adjust their speed or delay their turn to avoid a conflict. The 
slowed or stopped truck will have lost some of the distance needed to accelerate, 
but this condition will be no worse than existing operations, and the probability of 
the confluence of these multiple events is very low. 

 
 Again, this risk should be compared to the existing situation where a northbound 

driver wanting to enter the left-turn pocket for Black Bart Drive could encounter a 
slow-moving, accelerating truck in the northbound through lane at or before the 
left-turn pocket. That driver either needs to slow to pull in behind the accelerating 
truck or speed up and pull into the left-turn pocket in front of the truck.  The 
increase in risk of accident over existing conditions is slight if any. 

 
 Northbound vehicle attempting left turn is stopped waiting for a gap in 

southbound traffic, when an accelerating truck approaches from behind.  The 
problematic options for the slow-moving truck are the same as described in the 
immediately preceding bullet point. 

 
 The slow or stopped truck will have lost some of the acceleration distance; 

however, a shorter acceleration lane is better than the existing conditions and the 
probability as stated in the RDEIR of the confluence of these multiple events is 
very low (less than 3 percent for peak periods).  Further, responding to the 
conditions described is well within the capabilities of drivers who operate trucks. 
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11-5. As noted above, the confluence of multiple events would occur less than 3 
percent of the time, and the situation would be better than existing conditions. 
Also, this 3% confluence applies to the worst case traffic conditions during peak 
July and October days; for other periods it would be much less. The lane warrant 
calculations for acceleration lanes and tapers are provided in Appendix G or the 
Updated Supplemental Traffic Impact Study (Appendix C of the Revised DEIR). 
The calculations do not show the probability of a potential conflict in the shared 
left-turn/acceleration lane as it was imbedded in the work sheet that was used 
and does not show in the printouts.  They have been separated out and are 
shown in the two sheets presented after responses to this letter.  The Opposing 
Volume is the southbound movement on Highway 101, the left turns are the turns 
being made onto Black Bart Drive and the Advancing Volume are the trucks 
using the acceleration lane.  Note that the factored truck volumes are a worse 
case scenario that assumes that the trucks leaving the quarry will be traveling at 
65 MPH. The model was run for the 2040 July and October numbers for the 11-
Noon hour and in both cases the probability is below 3 percent.  This 
overestimates the potential impacts of this project, and that a more realistic 
evaluation would use the un-factored truck volumes and truck speeds of around 
35 MPH.  Using non-exaggerated volumes and speed would reveal a much lower 
probability of potential conflicts.   

 
 A key element of the proposed acceleration and deceleration lanes is the ability 

of motorists to see other vehicles and to have sufficient time to react.  This sight 
distance is called “Decision Sight Distance” and the available sight distance 
exceeds the 1,050 feet needed for speeds of 65 mph on Highway 101.  

  
11-6. The comment is inaccurate regarding the status of the Willits Bypass project; see 

previous Response 10-7 about the status of this project.  This is a planned 
project. It is accurate that there would remain some risk until the bypass is 
completed (which is likely to be in 2014 if construction begins in 2012 as 
estimated).  However, as is stated in the conclusions regarding this impact on 
page 223, the overall reduction in safety hazards outweigh this hazard that would 
occur until the bypass is constructed. 

 
11-7. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the measure of the total miles traveled by 

residents, customers, employees or delivery of goods to and from a source or 
location.  VMT serves as a measure of the broader potential impacts of vehicle 
travel on an areawide circulation system and correspondingly relates to fuel 
consumption and vehicle emissions that include green house gases. 

 
 The VMT calculations done for the DEIR showed that truck trips from the Harris 

Quarry will likely be lower than projected by just dividing the total production 
potential by the average capacity of haul trucks. The VMT calculations are based 
upon a fixed demand for aggregates in the County and uniform production costs 
between quarries. Holding demand and production costs constant, travel time to 
deliver aggregates becomes the variable that determines which quarry will likely 
provide a portion of aggregates to the various population centers. The sum of the 
aggregate demand projected to population centers results in the likely number of 
truck trips from that quarry. This analysis indicates that with the Harris Quarry 
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and all other aggregate production sites running at capacity, the share that the 
Harris Quarry site would need to produce is likely to be less than the project's 
allowable maximum production. This results in a different number of haul trips to 
quarries than obtained by simply dividing the production by the capacity of haul 
trucks. This is explained in more detail below. Nevertheless, the RDEIR 
assesses a worst case of the project operating at maximum production levels. 

 
 The demand for aggregates is a function of population and will increase over 

time with population.  This relationship is recognized in Section 8.3 of the 
Background Report for the Mendocino County General Plan Update.  From day 
to day, month to month, and year to year there will be variations depending upon 
the locations of major projects; however, over time the demand for aggregates 
will follow population patterns in the County.  Specific projects such as the Willits 
Bypass are not included in the VMT evaluation as projects of this type change 
from year to year and do not represent average conditions.  For these reasons 
VMT is calculated on an average annual basis.  The total demand for aggregates 
and asphalt is expected to be met by a combination of quarries, mines, and 
asphalt plants currently operating within Mendocino County and the neighboring 
Counties of Humboldt, Lake and Sonoma. 

 
 Using the Mendocino County General Plan Update Growth Projections for 

incorporated cities and adjacent environs, population centers or sub-areas were 
identified and the distance from the operating quarries to the center of each sub-
area was determined.  Standard gravitational model theory indicates that the 
portion of total project trips to a sub-area is proportional to the population of the 
sub-area and inversely proportional to the square of the total trip distance.  Using 
this methodology, quarries that are closer to population centers will provide more 
aggregate or asphalt to those centers and correspondingly fewer trips to 
population centers of equal size that are further away.  Likewise, larger 
population centers will have a greater demand potential than smaller centers and 
will attract more trips from all available sources.  Application of this theory 
indicates that for two quarries or plants of equal size, the one that is closest to a 
population center will provide more material to that center than one further away.  
The number of trips and VMT from each quarry and asphalt plant to each 
population center fulfilling the demand for aggregate and asphalt within the 
County can then be calculated. 

 
 VMT would be expected to increase as the population of Mendocino County 

increases, resulting in an increase in the demand for aggregate and asphalt.  If 
production levels of aggregate and asphalt within Mendocino County remain 
constant and the demand increases, the shortfall will be filled increasingly by out-
of-county sources.  Trips made from out-of-county sources have greater travel 
distances and result in higher VMT overall.  Conversely, the expansion of the 
Harris Quarry together with asphalt production would result in fewer VMT in the 
future as a greater portion of the total demand will be met by local quarries and 
asphalt plants within Mendocino County and less from out-of-county sources. 

 
11-8. See Response 11-7 above.  The results of the VMT analysis are that the Harris 

Quarry will likely not achieve peak production when considering available 
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capacity of all other sources of aggregate producing aggregates for use in 
Mendocino County.  As stated previously, regardless of this fact, the RDEIR 
assesses a worst case of the project operating at maximum production levels. 

 
11-9. A review of the calculations revealed a formatting error that resulted in a higher 

number of trips to and from the Harris Quarry than are actually expected (see 
Response 11-7). Corrections have been made to Table 5.2-1 of the RDEIR; the 
revised version is provided below. As seen in the table, the addition of the 
Kunzler Quarry will result in the redistribution of trips providing aggregates to 
Mendocino County and will reduce the total vehicle miles traveled by trucks 
delivering aggregates by 213,190 vehicle miles traveled per year. This revised 
table is incorporated into the EIR – see Chapter 3.  The reduction in VMT now 
totals 366,712 vehicle miles traveled per year instead of 1,084,440 as shown in 
the original table.  The table was used to assess and compare the impacts of the 
project against the project alternatives.  In those cases where the project or 
project alternative was reported as reducing the VMT, no change is needed for 
this discussion.  The reduction will be less than assumed, but the discussions 
were based on a qualitative discussion of a VMT reduction and did not cite actual 
quantitative VMT reductions.  This is because the EIR preparers are aware that 
such modeling is based on certain assumptions that may need to be revised (as 
is the case).  As is stated on page 365 of the RDEIR, “This VMT analysis is 
based on several modeling assumptions.  It is possible that the reductions on 
VMT could be less (or more) than described here.  However, the modeling does 
indicate that the project would result in at least some reduction in VMT.  
Therefore, it is concluded that for Alternative 1, if the project were not approved, 
there would be an increase in VMT, especially by trucks hauling asphalt.”  This 
statement remains accurate, and no changes need to be made to the alternatives 
analysis except to replace Table 5.2-1. 

 



 
 

Harris Quarry Final EIR  Page 160 
County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

 
 

Revised Table 5.2-1 
Vehicle Miles Traveled Summary 

Base Permit Project  Project plus Near 
Term Cumulative 

Quarry 
 Aggregate VMT 

Annual 
Trips 

Annual 
VMT 

Annual 
Trips 

Annual 
VMT 

Annual 
Trips 

Annual 
VMT 

Change In 
VMT 

Harris 3,719 98,761 7,550 225,263 4,494 175,631 76,870 

Davis Pit 3,721 322,636 3,579 318,899 2,889 282,894 -39,742 

Keithly Ranch 4,959 415,506 4,747 401,631 3,847 366,318 -49,188 

DNA River 1,240 145,695 1,209 144,970 972 127,656 -18,039 

Cooks Humboldt 992 133,202 973 129,297 774 98,123 -35,079 

Ford Gravel 9,920 287,671 8,096 236,262 7,597 271,745 -15,926 

Ten Mile 2,480 75,480 2,018 58,816 1,459 38,935 -36,545 

Pieta 2,481 109,033 2,058 89,771 1,605 75,623 -33,410 

Layton Rock 2,480 69,650 2,088 47,997 1,761 29,530 -40,120 

Cooks Valley 2,480 329,488 2,420 319,171 1,925 243,918 -85,570 

Wisley Ranch 744 25,178 591 19,419 422 12,982 12,196 

Coal Mine 1,241 108,060 1,199 104,864 954 80,090 -27,970 

Syar Healdsburg 2,449 326,041 2,412 319,551 1,942 280,657 -45,384 

Kunzler 0 0 0 0 8,341 149,109 149,109 

Total 38,936 2,446,401 38,940 2,415,911 38,982 2,233,211 -213,190 

Plant (AC VMT)        

Harris 0 0 2,644 85,621 2,644 85,621 85,621 

Granite 7,499 284,767 5,444 183,063 5,444 183,063 -101,704 

Baxman 1,718 71,146 1,815 61,089 1,815 61,089 -10,057 

BoDean/Syar (Santa 
Rosa) 

2,501 445,239 1,816 318,347 1,816 318,347 -126,892 

Total 11,718 801,152 11,719 648,120 11,719 648,120 -153,032 

Project Total 50,654 3,247,553 50,659 3,064,031 50,701 2,136,113 -366,222 

Note: VMT = Vehicle miles traveled 

 
 
11-10.  See Response 10-20 to this same comment. 



Study Location Southbound U.S. 101
Black Bart

Study Scenario Future 2040
Study Period July 11-Noon

INPUT

Advancing Volume Va 32

Opposing Volume Vo 1259

Left Turn Volume Vl 22

Speed MPH 65 MPH
Lanes 2 or 4 4 Lanes

Required Critical Headway Gc 6 Seconds

Time to Make Turn T1 4 Seconds

Time to Clear Te 1.9 Seconds

Time of Wait Tw 14.45215 Seconds

Mean Headway Ta 112.5 Seconds

Mean Arrival Rate l 22 Vehicles/Hour

Mean Service Rate m 819.7632 Vehicles/Hour

Threshold Probability ro 0.03

Probability ri 0.026837

Probability Exceeds Threshold NO

Conflict
Probability

Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc. 10/21/2011
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Study Location Southbound U.S. 101
Black Bart

Study Scenario Future 2040
Study Period October 11-Noon

INPUT

Advancing Volume Va 44

Opposing Volume Vo 983

Left Turn Volume Vl 22

Speed MPH 65 MPH
Lanes 2 or 4 4 Lanes

Required Critical Headway Gc 6 Seconds

Time to Make Turn T1 4 Seconds

Time to Clear Te 1.9 Seconds

Time of Wait Tw 9.185865 Seconds

Mean Headway Ta 81.81818 Seconds

Mean Arrival Rate l 22 Vehicles/Hour

Mean Service Rate m 848.7277 Vehicles/Hour

Threshold Probability ro 0.03

Probability ri 0.025921

Probability Exceeds Threshold NO

Conflict
Probability

Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc. 10/21/2011
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Response to Letter from Paul Miller (MEC) 
 
12-1. The concern regarding diesel particulates is noted for the record.  As described 

in Impact 4.6-I, project-generated DPM emissions would not cause a significant 
health risk.  Additional PG&E-supplied electricity beyond that proposed by the 
applicant is not available at the site due to inadequate transmission line capacity.  
The RDEIR assesses project alternatives that exclude the asphalt plant. 

 
12-2. Please see Response 8-50 regarding this same comment. 
 
12-3. Please see Response 8-18 regarding this same comment regarding how 

operational limits will be imposed and enforced. 
 
12-4. Please see Response 8-62 regarding this issue. 
 
12-5. The items are not a “laundry list.”  The cited mitigation measure states that at 

least all the listed items in the mitigation measure will be conducted. 
 
12-6. The comment is accurate.  However, the EIR cannot measure project impacts 

using a projected future condition as the baseline.  The RDEIR calculates and 
assesses project impacts as required by CEQA. 

 
12-7. Site-specific meteorological data sufficient for use with air quality dispersion 

models were not available for the Harris Quarry site or from other nearby 
locations in the vicinity of the project site.  In order to calculate long term pollutant 
concentrations, such as annual averages, for use in calculating potential cancer 
risks due to long term exposures, air quality dispersion models require sequential 
hourly meteorological data.  The meteorological data used for modeling includes 
hourly values for wind speed, wind direction, ambient temperature, atmospheric 
stability, and atmospheric mixing heights. 

 
 The closest location to the project site where meteorological monitoring has been 

conducted that includes the requisite meteorological parameters for dispersion 
modeling on an hourly basis was the monitoring station in Willits.  The Willits 
monitoring station was located near South Main Street, between Franklin Avenue 
and Walnut Street, at an elevation of about 1,400 feet.  This monitoring station is 
about 4.7 miles northwest of the project site.  Elevations at the project site range 
from about 1,850 feet at the quarry site to about 2,200 feet at the location of the 
proposed asphalt plant. 

 
 Based on the Willits monitoring site location and its surrounding area, 

meteorological data from this station was considered generally representative of 
conditions in the region. Since site-specific meteorological data were not 
available these data were used in the RDEIR dispersion modeling to estimate 
pollutant concentrations and calculate health risks in the project area.  While 
there would be some variation in meteorological conditions between the Willits 
site and the project site due to differences in elevation and local topography, for 
dispersion modeling purposes the Willits data was considered to be reasonably 
representative of the range of meteorological conditions encountered at the 
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project site.  Due to the higher elevation of the project site compared to Willits, 
wind speeds at the project site are expected to be greater than winds in Willits. 

 
 In order to evaluate the representativeness of the Willits meteorological data with 

respect to the Harris Quarry site and to assess whether these data weret 
appropriate for use in the RDEIR’s dispersion modeling of potential health related 
impacts from the project, additional meteorological was developed for the Harris 
Quarry site for this FEIR by Lakes Environmental7 based on a high resolution 
meteorological model designed to analyze the horizontal and vertical structure of 
the atmosphere.  Lakes Environmental used the wind fields and other data 
produced by the MM5 model (5th generation Mesoscale Model) to produce a set 
of surface-based hourly meteorological data, including wind speed and wind 
direction, for the Harris Quarry site location for the same year as the Willits 
meteorological data (2004) used for the RDEIR dispersion modeling.   

 
 The MM5 model is a widely used three-dimensional numerical prognostic 

meteorology model developed by Pennsylvania State University and the U. S. 
National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR).  The model is a limited-area, 
non-hydrostatic, terrain following sigma-coordinate model designed to simulate or 
predict mesoscale and regional-scale atmospheric circulation by solving for the 
full set of physical and thermodynamic equations which govern atmospheric 
motions8.  The model uses objective analysis to process observed data at 
weather stations and output them to a regular grid.  Using the gridded MM5 data 
and a specific site location, surface meteorological data are developed by 
creating a pseudo meteorological station and extracting the data from the grid 
cell that contains the site location.   

 
 Surface meteorological data derived from MM5 data has been used for air 

dispersion modeling when other meteorological data are not available.  In 
California, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has 
prepared MM5 derived surface meteorological data for a number of locations 
within the San Joaquin Valley where there are no airports with data available for 
modeling.  These meteorological data sets are allowed for use in dispersion 
modeling for health risk assessment when other data are not available. 

 
 Using MM5 data from 2004 and the location of the Harris Quarry, Lakes 

Environmental developed a set of hourly surface meteorological data for 2004 in 
the National Weather Service SAMSON format.  This data included hourly wind 
speed and wind direction data.  The wind speed and direction data were then 
used for comparison with the Willits meteorological data for 2004 to assess the 
reasonableness of the Willits data for use in dispersion modeling for the health 
risk assessment presented in the RDEIR. 

 
 One of the basic methods of graphically presenting the wind conditions, direction 

and speed, over a period of time at a specific location is through use of a wind 
rose.  The wind rose gives a succinct view of how wind speed and direction are 

                                                
7 http://www.weblakes.com/  
8 Grell, G.; Dudhia, J.; Stauffer, D.  A Description of the Fifth-Generation Penn State/NCAR 
Mesoscale Model (MM5), National Center for Atmospheric Research, Boulder CO., 1994. 
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typically distributed at a particular location.  Figures 1 and 2 below show wind 
roses for the 2004 Willits meteorological data and the MM5 derived surface 
meteorological data for the Harris Quarry site, respectively, during the daytime 
hours 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.  This time period is representative of the conditions when 
project operations would occur and was also used in the dispersion modeling.  
The wind directions shown in the wind roses are for the direction that the wind is 
coming from. 

 
 As can be seen in the figures, both wind roses exhibit similar characteristics with 

the predominant winds from the west through northwest.  The Willits data shows 
the predominant wind direction from the west being much more pronounced than 
the Harris data.  Overall, the Harris data shows a shift in the wind direction from 
the west to the west-northwest, with the winds being more distributed between 
the west and northwest than the Willits data.  Average wind speeds during the 
daytime hours at the Willits site and from the Harris data are 6.6 mph and 7.4 
mph, respectively, with maximum wind speeds of 19.2 mph and 24.6 mph for 
Willits and Harris data, respectively.  Annual average wind speeds for all hours of 
the day are 5.1 mph for the Willits site and 7.2 mph for the Harris data.   

 
 Based on the comparison of the Willits meteorological data and the MM5 derived 

data for the Harris Quarry site, several general observations can be made.  First, 
the general pattern of winds is similar between the two sites, with the 
predominant winds at the Harris site being more distributed between the west 
and northwest than those observed in Willits.  Second, the Harris Quarry site is, 
on average, expected to experience higher wind speeds than the Willits 
meteorological data would indicate.  The effects of these differences between the 
Willits and Harris data on the results of the RDEIR air dispersion modeling and 
associated health risks are discussed below. 

 
 The transport and dispersion of pollutants in the atmosphere is governed by a 

number of factors, one of which is the wind speed.  In Gaussian dispersion 
models, such as the one used for the RDEIR modeling, the pollutant 
concentration at a downwind location from an emission source is inversely 
proportional to the wind speed9,10.  That is, as the wind speed decreases the 
concentration increases.  Or conversely, for a given level of emissions from a 
source, the downwind concentration at a specific location will decease as the 
wind speed increases.  Therefore, when considering that the wind speeds used 
in the dispersion modeling based on the Willits data are likely lower than may 
occur at the project site the predicted concentrations from the RDEIR dispersion 
modeling are likely overestimated due to use of lower than actual wind speeds. 

 
 In addition to the effect of wind speeds on pollutant concentrations, the location 

of receptors relative to the emission source and the frequency of winds that 
would transport emissions towards the receptor must be considered.  In the 
RDEIR, the dispersion modeling for the health risk assessment evaluated 

                                                
9 D. Bruce Turner. Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion, U. S. EPA, 1970. 
10 U.S. EPA. User’s Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Models, Volume II 
– Description of Model Algorithms. September 1995. 
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Figure 1:  Willits, CA Wind Rose – Daytime Hours (6 a.m. – 6 p.m.

 
Figure 2:  Harris Quarry MM5 Data Wind Rose – Daytime Hours (6 a.m. – 6 p.m.) 
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 pollutant concentrations at locations of sensitive receptors.  These included the 
residences off of Black Bart Drive to the west of the project; sensitive receptors to 
the south of the project site, which include the Church of the Golden Rule and the 
Golden Rule Mobile Village, and La Vida School; the CAL FIRE station north of 
the project site on the east side of Highway 101; and the commercial/residential 
area on the west side of Highway 101 near Black Bart Drive.  In order for the 
Black Bart Drive residential receptors to be affected by emissions from the Harris 
Quarry, the winds would come from the east-southeast through southeast.  
Winds from the north-northeast through the north would transport project 
emissions towards the receptors south of the project (Church of Golden Rule, 
Golden Rule Mobile Village, and La Vida School), and winds from the south-
southeast through south would transport project emissions towards the CAL 
FIRE station and the commercial/residential area adjacent to Highway 101 at 
Black Bart Drive.  The RDEIR identified that the maximum health risks would 
occur at the receptors in the commercial/residential area adjacent to Highway 
101 at Black Bart Drive.  These receptors are closest to the project site. 

 
 To evaluate what effects the use of the Willits meteorological data may have on 

modeled concentrations in areas of sensitive receptors when compared to use of 
site specific project data, the MM5 derived Harris meteorological data was used 
as a surrogate for actual site specific measured data.  This allows for reasonable 
conclusions to be drawn as to the appropriateness of the Willits data used in the 
RDEIR dispersion modeling and assess whether use of site specific monitoring 
would likely change the findings of the RDEIR. 

 
 For both the Willits data and the MM5 Harris data, the frequency of occurrence of 

winds, by time of day, along with the average wind speed, for each of the sixteen 
cardinal wind directions were calculated.  Table 2 below summarizes the wind 
direction frequency and average wind speed during the daytime hours (6 a.m. to 
6 p.m.) for both sites.   

 
Table 2:  Summary of Willits and Harris MM5 Wind Statistics  

For Winds Affecting Sensitive Receptors 
 Wind Willits Wind Data1 Harris MM5 Wind Data1 
 Directions 

Affecting 
Area 

Wind 
Direction 

Frequency 

Average 
Wind 

Speed 

Wind 
Direction 

Frequency 

Average 
Wind 

Speed 
Receptors (deg) (%) (mph) (%) (mph) 
Golden Rule2 NNE – N 1.4 3.8 3.1 6.0 
Black Bart Residences ESE – SE 3.6 3.1 5.6 8.8 
Hwy 101/Black Bart Dr.3 SSE – S 3.7 4.2 2.3 5.9 
CAL FIRE Station SSE - S 3.7 4.2 2.3 5.9 

1 Wind data for daytime period between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. 
2  Includes the Church of the Golden Rule, Golden Rule Mobile Village, and La Vida School 
3  Location of maximum health risks identified in RDEIR. 
 
 Using the data in Table 2 above the potential effects on the RDEIR dispersion 

modeling from use of the Willits meteorological data can be evaluated.  While 
there are factors other than wind speed and direction that affect the transport and 
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dispersion of pollutant plumes, such as atmospheric stability, temperature, and 
the mixing depth of the atmosphere, wind speed and wind direction play a 
primary role in determining what a resulting concentration will be.  As discussed 
above, a change in wind speed will directly change the concentration.  If the wind 
speed increases, the resulting concentration decreases.  For a receptor to be 
affected by an emission source the winds need to be blowing in the direction of 
the receptor from the source in order to transport the pollutants to the receptor.  
An increase in the frequency of winds in the direction of a receptor from a source 
indicates that the long term average concentration will also increase.  The actual 
magnitude of the increase will depend on the individual hourly wind directions 
and the geometric relationship between the source and receptor.  

 
 Based on the information in Table 2, the RDEIR modeled concentrations at the 

CAL FIRE station and the commercial/residential area along Highway 101 near 
Black Bart Drive using the Willits meteorological data are likely overestimated 
since the frequency of wind in the direction of these receptors is higher for the 
Willits data compared to the Harris MM5 data, resulting in fewer hours of the year 
winds that the project could affect the receptors.  Additionally, the wind speeds 
from the Harris MM5 data are greater than those used for the modeling with the 
Willits data, which would decrease the modeled concentrations.  Since the 
highest health risks reported in the RDEIR were for the commercial/residential 
area along Highway 101 near Black Bart Drive, use of site specific 
meteorological data would likely result in lower concentrations and health risks.  
Thus, the maximum health risks for the project are likely lower than those 
reported in the RDEIR. 

 
 For receptors in the residential area of Black Bart Drive, modeled concentrations 

using the Willits meteorological data and associated health risks would likely be 
similar or lower if site specific meteorological data were used.  Although there is 
an increase in the frequency of wind towards these receptors (5.6% for the Harris 
MM5 data compared to 3.6% for the Willits data), there is a substantial increase 
in the wind speeds associated with the winds towards the receptors in the Harris 
MM5 data (8.8 mph for the Harris MM5 data compared to 3.1 mph for the Willits 
data), resulting in decreased concentrations.  Therefore, the health risks for 
these receptors would likely remain the same or decrease if site specific 
meteorological data were used.  The health risks reported in the RDEIR 
associated with these receptors was well below the MCAQMD health risk 
significance threshold.   

 
 Modeled concentrations and associated health risks reported in the RDEIR for 

the receptors located south of the project site (Church of the Golden Rule, 
Golden Rule mobile Village, and La Vida School) were likely underestimated 
from use of the Willits meteorological data in the dispersion modeling.  As shown 
in Table 2, the frequency of winds towards these receptors is 1.4% for the Willits 
data compared to 3.1% for the Harris MM5 data.  This indicates that emissions 
from the project would likely affect these receptors more frequently if site specific 
meteorological data were used.  The average wind speed for the Harris MM5 
data for winds affecting these receptors is greater than the average wind speed 
for the Willits data (6.0 mph for the Harris MM5 data compared to 3.8 mph for the 
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Willits data).  The increased wind speed at the project site would act to decrease 
the average concentrations.  However, due to the magnitude of the increased 
frequency of winds towards these receptors, it is likely that the average annual 
concentrations and associated health risks based on use of the Willits data would 
increase from what was reported in the RDEIR.  Based on scaling of the wind 
frequency and speed data, it is estimated that the annual concentrations could 
increase by 30% to 50%.  

 
 In the RDEIR the increased cancer risks for persons at the Church of the Golden 

Rule from the proposed project for 30 years of operation were calculated as 0.02 
cases per million people, and 0.04 cases per million people for the Golden Rule 
Mobile Village.  For operation of the proposed project for 70 years, the increased 
cancer risks would be 0.14 per million for the Church of the Golden Rule and 
0.17 per million for the Golden Rule Mobile Village.  The MCAQMD threshold of 
significance for increased cancer risk from a project is 10 cases per million.   

 
 The primary reason that the risks are low in area south of the quarry is due to the 

distance between the quarry and the receptors, about one mile or more.  While 
meteorological conditions and the frequency of wind towards sensitive receptors 
obviously plays a part in the concentrations that these receptors will be exposed 
to, the degree of pollutant dispersion over the range of a mile is the predominant 
factor that results in very low pollutant concentrations and associated health 
risks. 

 
 In order for increased cancer risks from the proposed project to be considered 

significant in the area south of the quarry, they would have to be 60 to 250 times 
higher (6,000% to 25,000%  higher) than those estimated in the RDEIR.  The 
possible underestimation of annual pollutant concentrations due to use of the 
Willits meteorological data for the dispersion modeling in the RDEIR would not 
change the RDEIR conclusion that potential health risks effects at the Church of 
the Golden Rule or the Golden Rule Mobile Village would be considerably lower 
than the MCAQMD health risk significance thresholds.  

 
 Overall, based on review and comparison of the Willits meteorological data and 

surface meteorological data developed for the Harris Quarry site using the MM5 
model, the Willits data appears to be reasonably representative of meteorological 
conditions at the Harris Quarry site.  However, as may be expected due to 
elevation differences and the effects of local topography, there are variations 
between the Willits data and the MM5-derived Harris data.  In particular, the 
Harris data shows a consistent increase in wind speed compared to the Willits 
data.  The Harris data also shows a wider variation in the wind directions from 
the predominant wind direction (north through northeast) than the Willits data.  
From an air quality dispersion modeling perspective, given that actual site 
specific measured meteorological data are not available for the Harris Quarry 
site, use of the Willits meteorological data for the modeling conducted in support 
of the health risk evaluation in the RDEIR is both reasonable and appropriate.  
Use of site specific meteorological data for modeling would not substantially 
change the results from those presented in the RDEIR.  Use of such data would 
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not result in a new impact, substantially increase the severity of the reported 
impact, require additional mitigation, or alter the conclusions in the RDEIR. 

 
12-8. Please see Response 11-7 regarding the issue of VMT and aggregate supply 

and demand.  As stated in the RDEIR, the project would reduce regional VMT.  
The VMT analysis does not include providing aggregate or asphalt for the Willits 
Bypass project. There are no grounds for removing the discussion of VMT from 
the RDEIR. 
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Response to Letter from Matthew O’Connor (OEI) 
 
13-1.   Blackburn Consulting, Inc. (BCI) conducted an updated site review on September 

I5, 2011 to review the current slope conditions at the asphalt facility site given the 
concerns raised in this comment letter. Their September 2005 study of that site 
concluded the following: 

 
 "Scattered outcrops of hard, metavolcanic rock are exposed along the steep 

(natural) slopes west and south of the site, with some outcrops of serpentinized 
metavolcanic and/or metasedimentary, rocks. Some of the serpentinized rock 
occurs as blocks of resistant rock within a soft. clay-rich matrix. We observed a 
shallow, earthflow slump within serpentine materials at the southwest side of the 
site; we show the limits of this slump at Figure 2. 

 
 With the exception of the shallow slump. the natural slopes appear stable with no 

evidence of deep-seated landsliding. Based all our observations of existing cults 
in the area. the native (weathered rock) materials typically stand at slope 
gradients of I: I or steeper without significant erosion or failures." 

 
 Based on those observations, they conducted subsurface exploration and testing 

at the site, including the area of the shallow slump. The geotechnical report 
contains specific recommendations for site grading, rock excavation, fill 
placement, slope construction, treatment of the shallow earthflow, subdrainage 
and erosion control. Those recommendations were incorporated into the project 
plans prepared by Rau & Associates. The slope conditions they noted on 
September 19, 2011, including the limits of the shallow earth flow slump, are 
essentially unchanged from those observed in 2005. 

 
 The geotechnical report recommends keyways at the toe of all fills exceeding 5 

feet in height. The minimum keyway width is 10 feet (20 feet for fills exceeding 20 
feet in height) with a minimum depth of 3 feet into rock as determined by BCI. 
This meets or exceeds typical construction practice for fill slopes in the north 
coast area and is consistent with dozens of slope designs, including many 
successful highway embankments and landslide repair slopes, that BCI principal 
doing the analysis has conducted in his 36 years of geologic/engineering work. 
This design applies the imposed fill loads to the underlying stable rock (hence the 
rock keys) and not to shallow, potentially unstable material on native slopes 
beyond the site. 

 
 The EIR Geotechnical subconsultants (Questa Engineering) concur with this 

statement and note that while the existence of a shallow earthflow slump in the 
area of the asphalt plant was not explicitly stated in the RDEIR, a potential for 
unstable earth materials in the asphalt plant area was clearly noted.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-B.2 would further serve to address any slope stability issues.  This 
includes supplemental slope stability analysis to provide for the long-term stability 
of the fillslope.  

 
 In a response to the comments from OEI, BCI has indicated that the September 

2005 report was intended as a design level geotechnical investigation and 
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provides specific recommendations for fill construction and cut slopes, including 
in the earthflow slump area at the southwest edge of the proposed asphalt plant 
site. As such, the mitigation measures shall be re-written – see Response 15-2. 

 
13-2. The slopes west of the fill were reviewed and considered by Blackburn 

Consulting and included in the project design insofar as they will impact, or be 
impacted by, the project.  The project plans address these slopes by 
incorporating specific geotechnical recommendations for site grading, 
excavation, fill placement, slope construction, subdrainage and erosion control.  
The one shallow earthflow affected by the project will be mitigated during site 
grading. 

 
13-3. The runoff from the asphalt plant site would enter a swale that drains southwest 

towards Forsythe Creek.  This swale does not travel east near the proposed fill.  
At its nearest point the swale is over 360 feet from the toe of the fillslope, and it 
drains away from the fillslope (see Figure 3-7 of the RDEIR).  The additional 
runoff conveyed to this swale would not be substantial.  More importantly, the 
swale is not near the fillslope, and runoff in this swale would have no effect on 
the stability of the fillslope. 

 
13-4.   This information is noted for the record.  As described in the previous three 

responses, the fillslope has been designed to be stable in this landscape.  With 
EIR-recommended mitigations, the impact regarding slope stability, including 
under seismic conditions, would be less than significant. 

 
13-5. See Response 13-2 to this same issue.  The commenter is incorrect in stating 

that the RDEIR did not sufficiently addressed project geologic impacts.  The 
potential impacts were assessed by a qualified geotechnical consulting firm 
(Blackburn Consulting, Inc.), the project plans were developed consistent with 
their recommendations, and the Blackburn Consulting reports and the project 
plans were peer reviewed by the Certified Engineering Geologist and Registered 
Geologist of Questa Engineering, Inc. who were technical subconsultants for the 
RDEIR. The RDEIR recommended additional mitigations, including supplemental 
slope stability analysis to provide long-term stability. There is no evidence that a 
project constructed consistent with the project plans and the EIR-recommended 
mitigations would have more significant impacts than addressed in the RDEIR.  
However, it is recognized that the commenter may still disagree, which would 
constitute a disagreement among experts. 
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Response to Letter from Tina Wallis (Clement, Fitzpatrick & Kenworthy) 
 
14-1. This information is noted for the record.  Also, please see Response 8-2. 
 
14-2. This information is noted for the record.   
 
14-3. Please see Response 15-14 to this request. 
 
14-4. Please see Response 15-14 to this request. 
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California Construction and 
Industrial Materials Association

1029 J Street, Ste. 420
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: 916 554-1000
Fax: 916 554-1042
www.calcima.org
www.distancematters.org

California Construction and 
Industrial Materials Association

The Benefits of 
Local Supplies

matters
Distance

02-09

The Trend has been Towards Longer 
Distances

have been gradually increasing as local 
sources of aggregate diminish. These are a few 
examples:

receive aggregate from the Palmdale area, a 
distance of over 60 miles in congested 
Southern California traffic.

-
gate from as far away as the San Gabriel 

Shorter Distances are Better for the 
Environment 

If truck trip length can be reduced by even 
15 miles, then total transport distances could 
be reduced by 282 million miles per year. It 
would have these benefits:1

gallons annually. 

year. 

-
house gases.

Shorter Distances Reduce Congestion

materials through congested urban areas. 

Shorter Distances Mean More Money to 
Build Roads
If transportation distances were reduced by an 
average of 15 miles, Caltrans estimates these 
benefits:

million per year.

road and other construction projects, saving 

Local Materials Create Local Jobs

– especially when both jobs and the products 
produced will benefit the local community.

materials jobs are desirable, providing some 
the highest wages and compensation in 
California.2

Distance matters: 
A community 
can reduce 
consumer costs 
and environmental 
impacts by using 
locally produced 
materials

1 Aggregate Availability in California, California Geological Survey, 2007
2 Construction Aggregate Supply Limitations; Estimates of Economic Impact, Caltrans, 

2007

Aggregates are a vital natural resource. They are essential to our quality of life in California and 
needed to build and maintain all roads, bridges, ports, levees, homes, hospitals, schools and 
public and private construction. Historically, California communities have relied on local supplies 
of aggregates as the most efficient and effective way to supply materials. 

Today, we mainly transport aggregates by truck but, because it is a high bulk, heavy weight 
commodity, it is very costly to transport long distances and distance adds to environmental 
impacts. By supporting and obtaining locally produced materials, a community can help reduce 
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Response to Letter from Cathy A. McKeon (Rau and Associates Inc.) 
 
15-1. This typographic error has been corrected – see the revised text in Chapter 3. 
 
15-2. Upon further review by the EIR geotechnical consultants, it is concluded that a 

full new design level geotechnical report is not required. The reason that a design 
level geotechnical report was called for as mitigation was due to slope stability 
analysis that was not performed on proposed 1.5H:1V fill slopes and estimates of 
fill settlement that were not provided in the September 2005 BCI report. The 
report addresses surface and subsurface conditions at the site and includes 
representative cross sections of proposed cut and fill slopes.  The report also 
includes recommendations for use of material as engineered fill and construction 
of slopes with benching and keyway construction to promote stability of the final 
slopes. The report includes recommendations for sub-drains under fill slopes and 
techniques for minimizing the impact of erosion on final slopes. The report also 
includes recommendations for a pavement section to be used on the finished 
pad, thereby addressing most of the requirements of a design level geotechnical 
investigation. However, the proposed grading for the asphalt processing facility 
would include fill slopes as steep as 1.5H:1V. In 2008, the California Geological 
Survey released a document entitled “Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards in California” (CGS Special Publication 117A). This document 
indicates that slope stability analysis will generally be required by the lead 
agency for cut, fill, and natural slopes whose slope gradient is steeper than two 
horizontal to one vertical, and on other slopes that possess unusual geologic 
conditions such as unsupported discontinuities or evidence of prior landslide 
activity (page 27). While the site itself is not located within an official seismic 
hazard zone, that is likely due to the lack of mapping done in remote northern 
California than a lack of potential hazard at the project location. As such it would 
be prudent to follow the guidelines in the document for this project. As the 
proposed cut and fill slopes are at gradients of 1H:1V and 1.5H:1V, respectively, 
and evidence of prior slope instability is present at this seismically active location, 
slope stability analysis of the proposed cut and fill slopes should be performed. 
As the rest of the requirements have been fulfilled, completion of an entirely new 
geotechnical report would be excessive to address the concerns raised and it 
would be appropriate for these concerns to be addressed in a supplemental 
report. 
 
Fill settlement is another issue that should be addressed. Deep fills of up to 40 
feet are subject to settlement, and the expected settlement, both total and 
differential should be estimated in order to fully characterize the stability of the 
final pad. Fill settlement estimates can also be addressed in a supplemental 
report as opposed to production of an entirely new design level geotechnical 
investigation. 

 
 The text has been revised to reflect this new recommendation – see Chapter 3. 

The impact would continue to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with 
this revision. 
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15-3. This typographic error has been corrected – see the revised text in Chapter 3. 
 
15-4. Upon further review by the EIR geotechnical consultants, it is concluded that the 

applicant is correct. Given the general stability of the proposed cut slope face of 
the quarry, biennial inspections and a final slope stability analysis when the 
quarry face progresses to within 150 feet of the proposed final slope face would 
be appropriate.  The impact would continue to be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level with this revision.  See Chapter 3 for this revision. 

 
15-5. Actually, the cited BCI 2005 report states (page 1) that maximum fill heights are 

estimated at 50-60 feet. The typographic error has been corrected – see Chapter 
3. However, 40-foot thick fill slopes are subject to the same concerns as the 75-
foot thick fill slope and the recommendations do not change. As stated in 
Response 15-2, the report addresses most of the required aspects of a design 
level geotechnical investigation. However, slope stability of the 1.5H:1V fill slopes 
and 1H:1V cut slopes should be analyzed and estimates of expected settlement 
(both total and differential) of fill and underlying material should be provided to 
fully characterize the proposed building pad. Documentation of the observations 
and testing of fill placement and cut slope excavations during construction should 
also be made to ensure settlement is minimized. 

 
15-6. As stated in Responses 15-2 and 15-5 above, the BCI report fulfills much of the 

requirements of the required design level geotechnical investigation. However, 
the report does not include an analysis of expected settlement (both total and 
differential) of fill and underlying materials or a slope stability analysis of 
proposed cut and fill slopes. These issues should be addressed in a 
supplementary report, which may be prepared during construction activities 
including documentation of observations and testing of fill placement and cut 
slope excavations.  

 
15-7. See Responses 15-2 and 15-5 regarding the need for additional studies. Similar 

to the issues raised in previous comments by this commenter, CGS Special 
Publication 117A would indicate that the proposed road way cuts at gradients of 
1.5H:1V to 1H:1V should be analyzed for slope stability. Specific design 
recommendations for cut and fill slopes have been provided to address 
geotechnical issues with road construction. However, slope stability analyses 
should be provided for the steep (1H:1V) cuts proposed for the access road to 
ensure any slope failure is avoided. Slope stability analysis and documentation of 
observations and testing during construction of the access road, in conjunction 
with the recommendations provided in the previously completed geotechnical 
report and addendums would be sufficient to fully characterize the stability of the 
proposed roadway construction.  

 
 Upon further review by the EIR geotechnical consultants, the commenter is 

correct that the erosion control plan prepared by the applicant is adequate.  
Mitigation Measure 4.1-D.4 has therefore been deleted.  See Chapter 3 for the 
revised text. 
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15-8. Typically, in-sloped benches are preferable because sediments can be captured 
on the benches before reaching the pit bottom.  However, because runoff from 
this quarry would not leave the site, this mitigation has been revised to eliminate 
the requirements for in-sloping – see Chapter 3 for the revised text. The impact 
would continue to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with this revision. 

 
15-9. The commenter is correct and the final sentence of the first bullet point under 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-A.6 has been deleted – see Chapter 3 for the revised 
text. 

 
15-10. The request is noted for the record.  Because the project will go on for many 

years, it is necessary that the analyses be done to ensure that special status 
species are not killed or damaged in the future.  No revision of the RDEIR will be 
made. 

 
15-11. The discussion of impact on streamflows (RDEIR page 162) finds that the project 

would decrease flows under major storms. It concludes that this reduction would 
have a less-than-significant impact.  The cited discussion of impact on special 
status species of wildlife reaches the same conclusion.  No mitigation is required 
for salmonids.  No revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
15-12. The recommended mitigation measures are warranted to ensure adequate 

mitigation, and no change will be made.  However, the permitting agencies have 
the authority to revise, add, or subtract mitigation measures when issuing their 
permits.   

 
15-13. The proposed 200-foot deceleration lane is more than is warranted by Caltrans 

criteria.  A 400-foot deceleration lane would be better than a 200-foot lane 
because it would allow more deceleration out of the through travel lane than a 
200-foot lane.  However, because, even the 200-foot deceleration lane is not 
warranted, the mitigation is deleted.  See Chapter 3 for the revised text. 

 
15-14. It is accurate that the recommended mitigations would result in acceptable levels 

of service at the two intersections.  However, there is no quantifiable metric for 
acceptable levels of safety.  Monitoring every two years is considered 
appropriate to ensure that the independent truck drivers serving the project are 
utilizing the proposed circulation system improvements properly.  As volumes 
increase on Highway 101 and the number of acceptable gaps in traffic flow for 
turn movements to/from the project reduces, it is extremely important to 
determine if truck drivers begin to make unsafe turn movements (even with all 
proposed improvements in place).  Due to the unique placement of the project’s 
high truck volume access to a high speed state expressway on a mountain 
grade, it is considered prudent to have regular monitoring rather than to have 
undocumented operation for the next 25 years.  On this basis, the mitigation 
measure will be retained. 

 
 It is agreed that a 3-year time limit for interchange construction is infeasible.  The 

mitigation will be revised to state that the interchange will be constructed within 2 
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years of Caltrans’ approval of the final design and funding mechanism.  See the 
revised text in Chapter 3. 

 
15-15. The requirement to reserve right-of-way now will be deleted as the right-of-way 

can be finalized if and when it is determined that an interchange is warranted and 
design plans are developed. See the revised text in Chapter 3. 

 
15-16. The recommendation to light the access entrance was made to improve safety, 

particularly when visibility is limited by fog.  The EIR traffic engineers continue to 
feel that this mitigation is warranted to satisfactorily mitigate the impact.  No 
change will be made to this mitigation measure. 

 
15-17. Using the commenter’s approach, traffic safety would never be the concern in the 

review of project impacts on the public roadway system since all drivers are 
supposed to drive safely.  That said, the project does result in potential traffic 
safety impacts, and the mitigation recommended in the RDEIR is warranted and 
will not be revised.   

 
15-18. We concur that on a regional basis, the impact would be considered less-than-

significant, and this is what the RDEIR states on page 281.  The finding that the 
impact is significant is based on MCAQMD’s significance criterion that applies 
strictly to emissions caused by the project, which does not allow for the 
consideration of regional effects.  Because the EIR needs to use the significance 
criteria that the MCAQMD requests be used, the impact is significant and 
unavoidable.  That said, the EIR preparers agree (and the RDEIR so states) that 
indirect emissions would not cause a significant impact on air quality.   

 
15-19. The regional reduction in VMT is one component of the discussion of GHG 

impacts.  The project stationary equipment also emits substantial GHGs, and any 
increase in GHG emission may make it difficult for the State to meet its GHG 
reduction goals, as is reported in the RDEIR. 

 
15-20. The commenter’s opinion regarding the significance of the visual impact is noted 

for the record.  It is accurate that the impact is less than what would have 
resulted from the original project. The criterion used to make this decision is that 
the existing view is of undeveloped and vegetated land, which would be replaced 
by a view of facilities associated with industrial development.  It is agreed that the 
view of such facilities is limited to a short length of road. However, it remains the 
conclusion of the EIR preparers that this change in view is significant.  There is 
always some subjectivity in drawing conclusions about the significance of visual 
changes. Because there is no officially adopted, quantifiable significance 
criterion, the Board of Supervisors, after reviewing the FEIR and public input, is 
ultimately responsible for determining whether this change should be considered 
significant. 

 
15-21. We concur that the change in view is relatively minor.  The impact was 

considered significant due to the use of Ridgewood Ranch by educational groups 
and other groups and the fact that conservation easements have been placed on 
much of the property. As stated in the previous response, the Board of 
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Supervisors, on the basis of all the information it receives on the project and this 
EIR, is responsible for making the final determination of impact significance. 

 
15-22. The revised photosimulation, which was prepared by the visual consultant who 

prepared the photosimulations presented in the RDEIR, shows that from the 
vantage point on Black Bart Drive the lights would not be particularly noticeable 
and would be less-than-significant.  However, the facility is visible from a 
distance from several residences located to the west of the site.  Absent 
simulations from these more distant locations, the conclusion in the RDEIR that 
new night lighting added to a currently dark environment is maintained. As stated 
in the previous response, the Board of Supervisors, on the basis of all the 
information it receives on the project and this EIR, is responsible for making the 
final determination of impact significance. 

 
The subsequent comments in this Comment Letter are data supporting the commenter’s 
comments or the applicant’s consultants' responses to other commenters’ comments on 
the RDEIR.  As such, these comments do not require a response.  The information and 
opinions presented are noted for the record.  The commenter is referred to the 
appropriate comments and responses to see how the EIR preparers responded to the 
comments. 
 
The commenter has also attached comments on the RDEIR from Wtrans and Blackburn 
Consulting.  These comments were reiterated by the commenter above, and responses 
were provided. 
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Response to Letter from Jack Magne (Keep the Code) 
 
16-1. This is an introductory comment that does not contain any questions regarding 

the RDEIR, so no response is required. 
 
16-2. This is an introductory comment.  Responses to specific comments introduced 

here are presented below. 
 
16-3. Consistent with CEQA, in order to not “segment” the “project,” the County 

directed that the proposed new combining zone be assessed at the same time as 
the proposed quarry and asphalt plant. 

 
16-4. The RDEIR assessed potential sites near the project area in Alternative 7.  Since 

that time the Longvale site has become available. 
 
16-5. The RDEIR assesses the impacts of the project and identifies project alternatives 

that are environmentally superior to the project, including alternatives that 
eliminate the asphalt facility.  As noted in the discussion of Alternative 7, if the 
Board determined that another site would be better suited for the asphalt facility, 
then they could approve one of the alternatives that eliminates the asphalt 
facility. 

 
16-6. The site is designated and zoned for Industrial use. 
 
16-7. At the time the RDEIR was prepared, this site was not listed for sale.  For an 

alternative site to be feasible in an EIR it must be available for the applicant to 
purchase.  The RDEIR is not intended as a planning tool to identify what are 
optional sites for a particular land use.  To be a feasible alternate site, it had to 
be properly zoned, be of a certain size, and available for sale.  The Longvale site 
was not available, and was not identified as a possible site by the County, 
reviewers of the NOP, or the public.  It was only upon submittal of application in 
2011 that this site became known to the EIR preparers.  In any case, there is an 
application in to the County to develop this site, so it is not a feasible alternative 
site for the Harris Quarry project.  Also, please see Response 10-8.   

 
16-8. On page 204 of the RDEIR, the EIR accurately reports the speed limit at the 

quarry site as 65 MPH. 
 
16-9. The RDEIR correctly identified the speed limit on Highway 101 at the site. 
 
16-10. This opinion is noted for the record.  See the following responses to specific 

comments the commenter provides to support his opinion. 
 
16-11. This possible alternative is discussed on page 387 of the RDEIR.  It is 

considered a speculative alternative.  It would reduce asphalt haul traffic to the 
bypass construction zone.  As noted in the discussion of Alternative 7, an 
alternate site for an asphalt plant, including the type suggested by the 
commenter, would be the result of the County approving one of the project 
alternatives that does not include the asphalt facility.  
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16-12. The County’s future decision on the Longvale proposal does not affect this 

RDEIR.  The proposed project would remain as proposed and is assessed in the 
RDEIR and this Final EIR. 

 
16-13. See Responses 10-7 through 10-15 regarding the status of the Willits Bypass 

and the RDEIR analyses that reference construction of that bypass. 
 
16-14. The central location of the project bears on the reduction in VMT and consequent 

reduction of air pollutants and GHGs – see Response 11-7.  The site is central 
between the Ukiah Valley and Little Valley – the primary centers of demand for 
aggregate and asphalt.  The alternatives are ranked on page 388 of the RDEIR 
and alternatives that do not include the asphalt facility are ranked as superior to 
those that include the asphalt facility. 

 
16-15. See Response 10-7 regarding assumptions and conclusions about the VMT for 

the project and the alternatives.  Table 5.2-1 is based on a modeling of where the 
material sources are and the markets – also see the revision to this table 
presented earlier.  This includes the location of the Harris Quarry and the other 
quarries and asphalt plants.  It does not include providing materials to the Willits 
Bypass project.  It predicts the VMT changes if the project is approved. 

 
16-16. See Response 16-11 above regarding a temporary asphalt facility. 
 
16-17. The opinions regarding impacts to views are noted for the record.  The RDEIR 

does not assess effects of a project on property values or the desirability as a 
target for relocation unless the effects would be severe enough to cause 
buildings to be abandoned or sufficiently run down to cause “blight.”  CEQA 
requires a cost/benefit analysis of the project only if such blight is possible.  
There is no evidence that this project would cause people to move and 
neighborhoods of distant homes to fall into disrepair or cause “blight,” and the 
RDEIR does not need to include such an analysis. 

 
16-18. As described in Section 5.1 of the RDEIR (pages 368-369), the demand for 

aggregate and asphalt will be met by some source, even if it is distant and costs 
the customer more.  In California, development has not been stopped or 
significantly reduced due to increased costs of aggregate and asphalt.  This is 
why the RDEIR concludes that the project would not induce any more future 
development than would occur if it were not approved.  It is not the role of the 
RDEIR to determine whether there is a need for the project.  As described in the 
previous response, the RDEIR is not required to conduct a cost/benefit analysis 
regarding potential impacts on tax revenues.  There is no evidence that the 
project would cause blight or any impact on tourism. 

 
16-19. All of the traffic safety issues discussed in this comment are addressed in the 

RDEIR.  The commenter disagrees with the RDEIR conclusions that traffic safety 
impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level, and this disagreement is 
noted for the record.  The RDEIR discusses impacts to air traffic and bicycle 
paths because the CEQA Guidelines require that discussion. The RDEIR 
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provides accident history information so the reviewer can see how many 
accidents have occurred in the area and how many involved haul trucks.  The 
RDEIR goes on to assess future traffic safety impacts, finding them potentially 
significant, and recommends substantial road improvements to mitigate what the 
commenter correctly states is a hazardous location under existing conditions. 

 
16-20. The RDEIR contains a quantitative assessment of existing and future noise 

caused by project operations.  It concludes that the new noise generated by the 
project would not be a significant increase over existing levels and would not 
exceed any of the County’s adopted noise standards.  As the RDEIR states, 
neighbors do and will hear the project, but just the fact that one can hear 
something does not make it a significant impact under CEQA.  If that were the 
case, most new development would have a significant noise impact.  
Nevertheless, the commenter’s disagreement with this conclusion is noted for the 
record. 

 
16-21.  In the section of the RDEIR the commenter is citing, the RDEIR is listing those 

criteria of significance in the CEQA Guidelines that the project would have no or 
a less than significant impact on.  One of those criteria refers to emitting 
hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of a school.  The RDEIR correctly 
states that the project would not meet this criterion.  However, the effects of 
pollutant emissions, including on more distant schoolchildren, are thoroughly 
assessed in Section 4.6 of the RDEIR. 

 
16-22. The commenter’s recommendation reflect the conclusions of the RDEIR 

regarding the environmentally superior alternatives, except for the Alternate 
Location alternative.  If the County wished to have the asphalt plant elsewhere it 
would approve one of the alternatives that eliminate the asphalt facility. 
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Response to Letter from Jack Magne (Keep the Code) (second letter) 
 
17-1. The commenter’s opinion about the merits of the project are noted for the record.  

As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is 
required. 

 
17-2. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  See Response 16-3 regarding 

separating the zoning issue from the remainder of the proposed project. 
 
17-3. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  It is accurate that the RDEIR 

found that the project was inconsistent with six General Plan policies.  However, 
this is different from determining the project is inconsistent with the General Plan 
as a whole.  As described on page 349 of the RDEIR, only the County can 
determine final consistency with the General Plan.  Also, please see Response 
8-59 regarding this issue. 

 
17-4. Please see Response 8-20 about impacts of the new combining district on other 

properties. 
 
17-5. Please see Response 8-20 about impacts of the new combining district on other 

properties. The commenter’s opinion on the merits of the project are noted for the 
record. 

 
17-6. This introductory comment is noted for the record.  Responses to specific 

comments introduced in this comment are provided below. 
 
17-7. Please see Responses 16-10 to 16-15 regarding these issues that were 

previously submitted in the commenter’s Comment Letter 16. 
 
17-8. Please see Response 16-15 to this same comment. 
 
17-9. Please see Response 16-7 regarding this alternate site.  As stated there, this site 

is not a feasible alternate site for this proposed project. 
 
17-10. The asphalt silo would not be visible from Highway 101.  It would not emit visible 

smoke, and the lighting would not be visible from Highway 101.  The quarry itself 
is the significant visual impact to Highway 101. 

 
17-11. Please see Response 16-18 to this same comment. 
 
17-12. Please see Response 16-19 to this same comment. 
 
17-13. Please see Response 16-20 to this same comment. 
 
17-14. Please see Responses 12-7 and 16-21 to this same comment. 
 
17-15. The RDEIR provides a thorough assessment of these two alternatives.  

Alternative 6 is identified as the environmentally superior alternative that is not a 
no project alternative.  Alternative 7 is not a feasible alternative for the project as 
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a whole.  If the County wished to require an alternate site for the asphalt facility, it 
would approve one of the alternatives that eliminates the asphalt facility (e.g., 
Alternative 6). 

 
17-16. Please see pages 12-15 of the RDEIR regarding how the comments submitted 

on the original DEIR were incorporated into the RDEIR.  The comments 
submitted on the RDEIR are those pertinent to the revised project and the 
revised environmental analysis.  The commenter’s opinion about how the County 
should approach the project deliberation process is noted for the record. 
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Response to Letter from Jack Magne (Keep the Code) (third letter) 
 
18-1. Please see Responses 10-8, 11-7, and 11-9 regarding the issue of VMT and 

effects on air pollution from the project and the project alternatives.  As stated in 
those responses, the RDEIR analysis of VMT and air pollutant emissions is 
adequate. Keep the Code’s consultant has not provided any evidence to the 
contrary.  It is also to be pointed out that contrary to what the commenter states, 
the EIR preparers have no bias in favor of or against the project.  Please note the 
ranking of the project and project alternatives on page 388 of the RDEIR. 

 
18-2. Please see Response 12-7 regarding the air quality analysis and meteorological 

data and Response 19-4 regarding the synergistic effects of emissions. 
 
18-3. Please see Response 16-3 regarding separating the zoning issue from the 

remainder of the proposed project.  The RDEIR does address the potential 
impacts of future processing facilities being developed at other quarries and on 
pages 340-342 lists the range of possible impacts from that future development.  
The commenter has not provided any data to demonstrate that the analysis in the 
RDEIR is incorrect or in need of revision. 

 
18-4. The commenter’s opinion about the merits of the project are noted for the record.  

As no question is asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Patricia Tetzlaff 
 
19-1. The decisions regarding the final project equipment are the responsibility of the 

Mendocino County Air Quality Management District when it approves an 
Authority to Construct and a Permit to Operate.  The RDEIR does not require 
monitoring of toxic contaminants. 

 
19-2. The RDEIR does not require monitoring as it was concluded that the risk from 

toxics is less-than-significant.  Also, see the responses to Comment Letter 12 
and Comment Letter 63 regarding this issue. 

 
19-3. The concern is noted for the record.  The EIR preparers do not have authority to 

ensure that the County or other agencies fulfill required monitoring 
responsibilities. 

 
19-4. The information presented and the concerns expressed by the commenter are 

noted for the record.  The risk assessment done for the RDEIR followed standard 
protocols for assessing risk.  The commenter has not suggested an alternate risk 
assessment approach. The U.S. EPA is the primary risk assessment agency at 
the federal level.  In California, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) in the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(Cal/EPA) has the primary responsibility for developing procedures and practices 
for performing health risk assessments.  In developing health standards and 
evaluating health effects from toxic air contaminants the OEHHA conducts its 
own research and evaluations independent of the U.S. EPA and does not rely on 
U.S. EPA standards.  In fact, many of the standards and health effects criteria set 
by OEHHA are more stringent than those of the U.S. EPA. 

 
 As recommended by the MCAQMD, the health risk evaluation in the RDEIR used 

health risk assessment procedures and health effects criteria established by 
OEHHA and CARB.  These include “The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments”11, CARB’s “Recommended 
Interim Risk Management Policy for Inhalation-Based Residential Cancer Risk”12, 
and the most recent health effects criteria available from OEHHA13. Absent an 
alternate approved risk assessment procedure, the analysis in the RDEIR 
remains an accurate analysis of health risks associated with project operations, 
and no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
19-5. In evaluating the health effects of toxic air contaminants OEHHA uses studies 

based on human and animal testing.  As described in OEHHA’s “A Guide to 
Health Risk Assessment”, “The selection of a study is based upon factors such 
as whether the study has been peer-reviewed by qualified scientists, whether the 
study’s findings have been verified by other studies, and the species tested 
(human studies provide the best evidence). Some studies may involve humans 
that have been exposed to the chemical, while others may involve studies with 
laboratory animals.” Additionally, “Laboratory studies using human volunteers are 

                                                
11 Office of Health Hazard Assessment, August 2003. 
12 California Air Resources Board, October 9, 2003. 
13 http://www.oehha.org/air/hot_spots/index.html  
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better able to gauge some health effects because chemical exposures can then 
be measured with precision. But these studies usually involve small numbers of 
people and, in conformance with ethical and legal requirements, use only adults 
who agree to participate in the studies. Moreover, laboratory studies often use 
simple measurements that identify immediate responses to the chemical but 
might miss significant, longer-term health effects. Scientists can also use 
physicians’ case reports of an industrial or transportation accident in which 
individuals were unintentionally exposed to a chemical. However, these reports 
may involve very small numbers of people, and the level of exposure to the 
chemical could be greater than exposures to the same chemical in the 
environment. Nevertheless, human studies are preferred for risk assessment, so 
OEHHA makes every effort to use them when they are available.” 

 
 Details regarding the studies used in developing OEHHA’s reference exposure 

levels for non-cancer health effects and cancer potency factors for carcinogenic 
toxic air contaminants can be found in OEHHA’s technical support documents 
and other technical reports, and are available from OEHHA 
(http://www.oehha.org/air/hot_spots/index.html).   

 
 With respect to cumulative and synergistic effects of toxic air contaminants, it is 

worth noting that OEHHA’s health effects criteria for one of the toxic compounds 
of greatest concern, diesel particulate matter, reflect the cumulative and 
synergistic effects of the many compounds that make up diesel exhaust.   

 
 Diesel exhaust is complex mixture of gases and fine particles.  Diesel exhaust 

includes over 40 substances that are listed by the U.S. EPA as hazardous air 
pollutants and by the ARB as toxic air contaminants.  The gaseous fraction is 
composed primarily of typical combustion gases such as nitrogen, oxygen, 
carbon dioxide, and water vapor.  In addition, the gaseous fraction also contains 
air pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SO), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), volatile hydrocarbons, and low-molecular weight polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH) and PAH-derivatives.  Some of these gaseous components 
such as benzene, formaldehyde, and 1,3-butadiene are suspected or known to 
cause cancer in humans.  The particles are mainly aggregates of spherical 
carbon particles coated with inorganic and organic substances.  The inorganic 
fraction primarily consists of small solid carbon (or elemental carbon) particles 
ranging from 0.01 to 0.08 microns in diameter.  The organic fraction consists of 
soluble organic compounds (soluble organic fraction) such as aldehydes, 
alkanes, and alkenes, and high-molecular weight PAH and PAH-derivatives.  
Many of these PAH and PAH-derivatives have been found to be potent mutagens 
and carcinogens14.  

 
 In their review of the health effects from exposure to diesel exhaust and in 

developing the health effects criteria for diesel particulate matter (reference 
exposure level and cancer potency factor) OEHHA examined the overall toxicity 
of diesel exhaust.  This was because most of the human exposure studies have 
been to the whole exhaust and is consistent with the scientific studies to assess 

                                                
14 Office of Health Hazard Assessment, Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air 
Contaminant.  April 1998.  Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/diesltac/diesltac.htm.   
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health effects from exposure to diesel exhaust15.  Thus, the potential cumulative 
and synergistic effects of all the toxic compounds that comprise diesel exhaust 
are reflected in the OEHHA specified reference exposure level and cancer 
potency factor for diesel particulate matter that were used in the RDEIR. 

 
 Absent an alternate approved risk assessment procedure, the analysis in the 

RDEIR remains an accurate analysis of health risks associated with project 
operations, and no revision of the RDEIR is required. 

 
19-6. The concern is noted for the record.  As no question is asked regarding the EIR, 

no additional response is required. 
 
19-7. CEQA does not require analysis of a project’s impacts on other’s property value.  

See Response 10-8 regarding the Grist Creek site.  As noted previously, there 
are many rural residents near that site.  

                                                
15 California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Staff Report, 
Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant.  June 1998. 
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Response to Letter from Patricia Tetzlaff (submitted by Jack Magne) 
 
20-1. This information about Ridgewood Ranch is noted for the record.  As no question 

is asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letters from Sheila Jenkins (seven letters) 
 
The commenter sent this same letter to each County Planning Commissioner.  To 
reduce the use of paper, only the letter addressed to Commissioner Warner is presented 
here, 
 
21-1. The opinions are noted for the record.  The traffic analysis in the RDEIR 

examined all these potential traffic safety impacts and recommended mitigation 
measures to reduce them to a less-than-significant level.  It is recognized that the 
commenter believes that some of these impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. See responses to Comment Letter 11 for additional information on 
traffic issues.  On a general note, as concluded in the RDEIR and expressed in 
earlier responses, the proposed mitigation measures improve the existing traffic 
safety hazards in the area between the project access driveway and Black Bart 
Drive. 

 
21-2. The level of service analysis done for the RDEIR assessed a worst case of the 

periods when there would be maximum truck traffic on the roadway system, 
which does not coincide with the peak traffic for commuters and other highway 
users.  The analysis in the RDEIR is accurate and does not require revisions. 
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Response to Letter from Robin Goldner 
 
22-1. The RDEIR addresses these safety concerns on pages 217-224.  In Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-B.2, the RDEIR recommends monitoring of the intersections. If 
unsafe conditions are identified, then the County or Caltrans could require 
construction of a partial interchange that would incorporate both the quarry 
driveway and Black Bart Drive. 

 
22-2. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record. As no question is asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is 
required. 

 
22-3. There is no evidence that products produced by the project would not be used 

locally – see Response 11-7.  As discussed there, it is expected that import of 
aggregate from out-of-county sources will continue. A cost/benefit analysis of the 
project is not required by CEQA. This RDEIR provides the environmental 
analysis of the project.  However, this environmental analysis does not assume 
that substantial sales of project products will be made to out-of-County markets. 

 
22-4. The commenter’s opinions about the applicant’s history of operations and the 

merits of the project are noted for the record. As no question is asked regarding 
the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Larry Jenson 
 
23-1. See Response 8-60 regarding the issue of the MMRP. The MMRP will identify 

what entity is responsible for implementing required mitigations as well as what 
agency will review mitigation implementation to ensure that it is successfully 
completed. The EIR necessarily assumes that the County and other Responsible 
Agencies will fulfill their responsibilities as listed in the MMRP. 

 
23-2. It is accurate there are alternate sites as described in the RDEIR; also see 

Response 10-8 about a new alternate site. The comment is incorrect in stating 
there is no demand for asphalt.  The EIR is not required to conduct a market 
analysis of asphalt demand or existing suppliers.  The EIR’s responsibility is to 
identify significant impacts of a proposed project and identify mitigation measures 
and project alternatives that can eliminate or reduce those impacts.   

 
23-3. “Speculative” under CEQA means that in this case another project does not have 

an application submitted or is otherwise foreseeable (i.e., it has been included in 
some area-wide development plan, touted in the media, or some other means of 
determining there is a strong likelihood that a development application will soon 
be filed).  While the commenter states that other quarry owners will seek such 
approvals, there is no substantial evidence that this would be the case.  Over 
time, it is possible; however, within the guidelines CEQA established for 
assessing long-term impacts, such submittals are “speculative.” That said, the 
RDEIR does provide an analysis of the range of potential impacts at other quarry 
sites to the degree that such impacts can be identified at this time.  As described 
in the RDEIR, any quarry owner who seeks to add an asphalt or other processing 
facility will need to have a CEQA analysis of that project prepared prior to County 
consideration of approving such a use. The Board of Supervisors has 
responsibility for determining whether the requested zoning designation should 
be approved given the impacts that could result. 
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Response to Letter from John and Roni McFadden 
 
24-1. The opinions are noted for the record. The traffic analysis in the RDEIR 

examined all these potential traffic safety impacts and recommended mitigation 
measures to reduce them to a less-than-significant level. The analysis included 
assessment of poor weather conditions and nighttime operations. It is recognized 
that the commenters believe that some of these impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable. See responses to Comment Letter 11 for additional information 
on traffic issues.  As stated in previous responses to this same issue and as 
concluded in the RDEIR, the proposed mitigation measures improve the existing 
traffic safety hazards in the area between the project access driveway and Black 
Bart Drive.  As the commenters note, traffic safety near the quarry access is an 
existing concern.  The RDEIR (Mitigation Measure 4.4-B.2) requires monitoring 
of traffic safety conditions and identifies measures that could be required if traffic 
safety becomes worse; this includes construction of a partial interchange as 
suggested by the commenters. 

 
24-2. There is a difference between the noise created by a project being audible at a 

nearby residence and whether that new noise causes a “significant” impact under 
CEQA.  It is likely that the commenters may periodically hear more noise than 
they currently do.  However, the noise analysis done for the RDEIR concludes 
that the noise would not exceed standards that the County has determined are 
acceptable at residential locations nor cause a significant increase over existing 
levels.  Neither the commenters nor other commenters have submitted any data 
to indicate that the analysis done for the RDEIR was incorrect. 

 
24-3. The commenters agree with the RDEIR conclusion that the visual impact is 

significant and unavoidable.  Their opinions about the merits of the project are 
noted for the record. 

 
24-4. The commenters’ opinions about project operations are noted for the record.  As 

no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
 
24-5. The commenters’ concerns regarding air quality are noted for the record.  See 

the responses to Comment Letters 12 and 19 for additional information on air 
quality issues. 

 
24-6. The commenters’ opinions about cumulative impacts are noted for the record.  

As no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
 
24-7. The RDEIR assesses an alternate site alternative.  The Board of Supervisors has 

the ability to approve a project alternative that does not include an asphalt plant 
on the project site.  In that case, the applicant could seek approval for an asphalt 
plant at another location. 
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Response to Letter from John and Roni McFadden (second letter) 
 
This comment letter is one the commenters submitted in January 2008 on the original 
Draft EIR.   
 
25-1. See Response 24-1 to this same issue. 
 
25-2. See Response 24-2 to this same issue. 
 
25-3. See Response 24-3 to this same issue. 
 
25-4. See Response 24-5 to this same issue. 
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Response to Letter from Dori Kramer 
 
26-1. As described on page 306 of the RDEIR, the nighttime simulation was from the 

original DEIR.  The County determined that a new nighttime simulation was not 
warranted when setting the scope for the RDEIR.  As described on page 311 of 
the RDEIR, this simulation significantly overstates the nighttime impacts.  See 
the new Figure 4.7-4 that was prepared by the EIR visual subconsultant at the 
request of the project applicant.  This is included as part of Comment Letter 15. 

 
26-2. The concerns regarding the fill pad stability are noted for the record.  The RDEIR 

concludes that the pad can be constructed to withstand seismic activity and other 
threats.  No mitigation is needed beyond the requirement that it be designed and 
constructed to meet typical design standards.  See responses to Comment Letter 
13 for additional information on slope stability. The site will be reclaimed at the 
end of the project and planted with native species.  A flat reclaimed site in this 
area would be expected to provide more valuable biological habitat than the 
existing hillside it would replace.  No technical information has been provided to 
require revision of the EIR to require removal of the fill at the termination of the 
project.  The property owner could be liable for damages to Forsythe Creek 
similar to any owner whose improvements fail and enter the creek. 
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Response to Letter from Ruth Van Antwerp 
 
27-1. The RDEIR determined that there is sufficient water on the site and sufficient 

aquifer recharge to serve the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 4.8-D.1 
requires cessation of operations if there is insufficient water for dust control.  
Otherwise, no impact regarding groundwater was identified that required 
mitigation.  That said, the County has the ability to require such monitoring if it 
deems such monitoring necessary or prudent. 
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Response to Letter from Deborah Pruitt 
 
28-1. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record. As no question is asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is 
required. 

 
28-2. See previous Response 8-20 regarding the issue of developing processing 

facilities at other quarry sites. 
 
28-3. See Responses 21-1 and 21-2 regarding these same questions and concerns. 
 
28-4. See Response 11-2 regarding this same issue. 
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Response to Letter from Marvin Trotter 
 
29-1. These opinions are noted for the record.  As no questions are asked regarding 

the EIR or new information provided, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Ann Kelly 
 
30-1. See the responses to Comment Letters 12 and 19 regarding air quality impacts 

and toxic air contaminants. 
 
30-2. The commenter’s concern about effects on biological resources and local 

residents is noted for the record. 
 
30-3.  The commenter’s concerns about traffic safety are noted for the record.  See 

previous responses (e.g., Response 21-1) to this same issue. 
 
30-4.  See previous responses (e.g., Response 10-8) about this alternate site. 
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Responses to Letters from Diane Zucker, Karen Walsh, Cynthia Raiser Jeavons, 
Karen West, Kara McClellan, Charmaine Johnson, Kerry C. Sullivan, Christina and 
Paul Leinwetter, and Lyra Matthews 
 
31-1 to 39-1  These letters all raise the same points raised in Comment Letter 30.  
Please see the responses to that comment letter. 
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Response to Letter from Gene Wixson 
 
40-1. The commenter’s opinions on the merits of the project are noted for the record.  

As no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Colette Morris 
 
41-1. The commenter’s opinions on the merits of the project are noted for the record.  

As no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Carol Cox 
 
42-1. The commenter’s opinions on the merits of the project are noted for the record.  

As no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required.  
See previous responses such as the responses to Comment Letters 12 and 18 
regarding traffic issues. 
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Responses to Letters from Christina Sears, Kathe and Ken Todd, John Wieland, 
Tamey Sheldon, and Susan Henson 
 
These five letters all contains comments on the merits of the project and not on the 
RDEIR.  The following response applies to all five letters. 
 
43-1 to 47-1. The commenters’ opinions on the merits of the project are noted for the 

record.  As no question is asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Sandra Linn 
 
48-1. This letter contains the same comments presented in Comment Letter 30; please 

see the responses to that letter. 
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Response to Letter from Dan Hibshman 
 
49-1. This letter contains the same comments presented in Comment Letter 30; please 

see the responses to that letter. 
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Response to Letter from Marty Wysinger 
 
50-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from James Garza 
 
51-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Dot Brovarney 
 
52-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  Please see Responses 10-8 and 16-7 regarding the Longvale site. 
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Response to Letter from Tracey McNamara and Cora Saxton 
 
53-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Virginia De Vries and Christopher O. Jones 
 
54-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 

 
54-2. The EIR is not required to provide reasons why the project was proposed. The 

RDEIR contains an analysis of project alternatives.  Please see Responses 10-8 
and 16-7 regarding the Longvale site. 
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Response to Letter from Jenny Burnstad 
 
55-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required.  Please see Responses 19-4 and 19-5 regarding the health issue and 
Responses 10-8 and 16-7 regarding the Longvale site. 
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Response to Letter from Stacey Rohrbaugh 
 
56-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Linda Breckenridge 
 
57-1. The information and concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Jerry Wells 
 
58-1. The concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the record.  As no 

questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Pamela Tetzlaff 
 
59-1. The concerns expressed by the commenter are noted for the record, and the 

petitions are incorporated into the record.  As no questions are asked regarding 
the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Matt McKeon, P.E. 
 
60-1. The information and opinions expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required. 
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Response to Letter from Joseph West 
 
61-1. The information and opinions expressed by the commenter are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the EIR, no additional response is 
required.  Please see Section 4.2 of the RDEIR regarding water availability and 
water quality.  Also see Response 8-35. The commenter’s opinion regarding the 
advisability of changing the zoning code is noted for the record. 
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Response to Letter from Jack Magne (Keep the Code) 
 
62-1. Please see the responses to Comment Letters 12 and 63 regarding the issues 

the commenter raises. 
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Response to Letter from Norton Heath 
 
63-1. The comment refers to the discussion of wind patterns in the area (RDEIR, 

pages 244 – 245) and states that during daylight hours, down-canyon (north 
through northwest) winds predominate.  In addition, the comment further states 
that the correct wind velocities are closer to 10 to 15 mph north to south, with 
gusts to 20 – 25 mph instead of 5 mph.  In addition to the response below, 
please see Response 12-7 regarding this issue. 

 
 The discussion of wind patterns in the RDEIR was in the section of Climate and 

Meteorology and was a general discussion of wind patterns in the area, not a 
specific wind pattern analysis of areas south of the project site, which includes 
the Golden Rule Residential Park.  Specifically, this discussion was based on a 
description of wind patterns in the County contained on page 8B-2 of the 
Mendocino County General Plan Update, Background Report, January 2003.  In 
describing the wind patterns in the County, the background report stated: 

 
 “The prevailing winds are from the northwest, with local variations due to 

topography.  During daylight hours, up-canyon local winds predominate.  In the 
evening hours down-canyon “drainage” flows along watercourses predominate.  
Coastal hills are drained by numerous small creeks.  In the central interior of the 
County, two major river valleys run in a north-south direction.  The Eel River 
drains northward into Humboldt County along a relatively narrow river canyon.  
The Russian River drains southwards in a relatively wide canyon into Sonoma 
County.”  

 
 As stated above, the discussion in the RDEIR was not specific to the area just 

south of the project site.  Due to large scale and local terrain features, down-
canyon winds will occur in the area south of the project site.  Down-canyon winds 
would occur from the north where the quarry is situated, as well as from the two 
northwest-southeast trending ravines that are just to the northwest of the Golden 
Rule area.  Winds from each of these areas would contribute to the northerly 
winds observed in the area, in addition to the northerly winds caused by large 
scale weather patterns.  

 
 With respect to wind speeds, the 5 mph wind speed referenced in the RDEIR 

was an overall average wind speed for all directions at the Willits site, averaged 
over all hours of the year, not a wind speed specifically associated with the 
daytime or nighttime up-canyon or down-canyon winds in the vicinity of the 
Golden Rule Residential Park.  As would be expected, wind speeds in the project 
area for any given hour of the day will at times be greater than the average wind 
speed and lower than the average at other times, and will vary with direction, 
time of day, and season.  Thus, observations by the commenter that daytime 
down-canyon winds are higher than the average wind speed (closer to 10 to 15 
MPH) are entirely reasonable.  Also, as the commenter suggests, there may be 
times when the winds gust to 20 - 25 mph.  However, since wind gusts are of 
short duration, and not representative of normal or average conditions, it is not 
expected that an overall annual average wind speed would be of the same 
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magnitude as the wind gusts.  The annual average wind speed is expected to be 
much lower than a wind gust speed. 

 
 The Willits meteorological data used for pollutant dispersion modeling included 

winds from the north and northwest (winds towards the Golden Rule Residential 
Park) with wind speeds ranging from 1 meter per second (m/s) to 3.5 m/s (2.2 
mph to 10.1 mph).  As discussed in response to Comment 12-7, wind speeds at 
the Harris Quarry site are likely to be higher than those measured at the Willits 
site. Thus, it is likely that the RDEIR dispersion modeling used wind speeds 
lower than may actually occur.  Since a pollutant concentration at a downwind 
location from an emission source is inversely proportional to the wind speed16,17, 
as the wind speed decreases the concentration increases.  Or conversely, for a 
given level of emissions from a source, the downwind concentration at a specific 
location will decease as the wind speed increases.  Therefore, when considering 
that the wind speeds used in the dispersion modeling based on the Willits data 
are likely lower than may occur at the project site, and as noted by the 
commenter, the predicted concentrations from the dispersion modeling are likely 
to overestimate the pollutant concentrations due to use of lower than actual wind 
speeds. 

 
 Potential health risks at Golden Rule Residential Park and Church of the Golden 

Rule were evaluated using MCAQMD-recommended methods, which included 
dispersion modeling to estimate toxic air contaminant concentrations.  
Meteorological data from a meteorological monitoring station in Willits was used 
with the dispersion models to predict pollutant concentrations in the project area, 
including areas in the Walker Valley south of the project site.   

 
 As discussed in the RDEIR, the Willits meteorological monitoring station is the 

closest location where meteorological data were available.  Historically, there has 
been no long term meteorological monitoring of parameters needed for 
dispersion modeling in the vicinity of the project site, and only limited monitoring 
in the project region.  The Willits meteorological data were obtained from a 
location near South Main Street between Franklin Avenue and Walnut Street at 
an elevation of about 1,400 feet.  This monitoring station is about 4.7 miles 
northwest of the project site.  Elevations at the project site range from about 
1,850 feet at the quarry site to about 2,200 feet at the location of the proposed 
asphalt plant. 

 
 Based on the Willits monitoring site location and its surrounding area, 

meteorological data from this station was considered generally representative of 
conditions in the region.  Since site-specific meteorological data were not 
available these data were used in the RDEIR dispersion modeling to estimate 
pollutant concentrations in the project area.  While there would be variation in 
meteorological conditions between the Willits site and the project site due to 
differences in elevation and local topography, the Willits data was considered to 
be a reasonably representative of the range of meteorological conditions 

                                                
16 D. Bruce Turner. Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion, U. S. EPA, 1970. 
17 U.S. EPA. User’s Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Models, Volume II 
– Description of Model Algorithms. September 1995. 



 
 

Harris Quarry Final EIR  Page 380 
County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

encountered at the project site.  Due to the higher elevation of the project site 
compared to Willits, wind speeds at the project site are expected to be greater 
than winds in Willits. 

 
 As discussed in response to Comment 12-7, a meteorological data set for the 

same year as the Willits meteorological data (2004) used in the dispersion 
modeling, derived from mesoscale meteorological modeling data, was obtained 
for the Harris Quarry location in order to assist in evaluating the 
representativeness of the Willits meteorological data presented in the RDEIR.  As 
Comment 12-7 describes, the use of this more detailed meteorological data 
shows that the area south of the site could experience annual pollutants increase 
of 30-50% higher than described in the RDEIR.  However, as explained in that 
response, with operation of the proposed project for 70 years, the increased 
cancer risks would be 0.14 per million for the Church of the Golden Rule and 
0.17 per million for the Golden Rule Mobile Village.  The MCAQMD threshold of 
significance for increased cancer risk from a project is 10 cases per million.   

 
 In order for the increased cancer risks from the proposed project to be 

considered significant in the area south of the quarry, they would have to be 60 
to 250 time higher (6,000% to 25,000% higher) than those estimated by the 
RDEIR.  The possible underestimation of annual pollutant concentrations at the 
Golden Rule Mobile Village due to use of the Willits meteorological data for the 
dispersion modeling in the RDEIR would not change the RDEIR conclusion that 
potential health risks effects at the Church of the Golden Rule or the Golden Rule 
Mobile Village would be considerably lower than the MCAQMD health risk 
significance thresholds.  

 
 To conclude, the commenter is correct that additional meteorological data 

indicates that the area south of the project site would be exposed to higher 
annual concentrations of pollutants than described in the RDEIR.  However, the 
principal factor affecting the dispersion modeling and pollutant concentration is 
the distance from the proposed asphalt plant.  The pollutant concentrations 
would be substantially below the significance threshold as reported in the RDEIR.  
The additional meteorological information would not result in a new impact, 
substantially increase an impact, require additional mitigations, or alter the 
conclusions of impact significance. The text of the RDEIR has been revised to 
reflect the information presented above.  
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Response to Letter from Cody Bartholomew 
 
64-1. The information presented on Ridgewood Ranch and its programs is noted for 

the record as well as the commenter’s opinion about the project.  The project’s 
impact on the ranch’s water quality was addressed on pages 132 and 335 of the 
RDEIR. 
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Response to Letter from Dennis Slota 
 
65-1. The report prepared on groundwater that was submitted by the applicant was 

peer reviewed by the hydrologists who helped prepare the RDEIR.  The peer 
review concluded that the report was professionally prepared and met typical 
standards for such analyses. Also see Response 8-35 regarding water 
availability. Please see Response 8-36 regarding water use at other quarries.  
Water use monitoring is not required because no significant impact regarding 
water use was identified.  In addition, the quarry would need to reduce operations 
if there was insufficient water available for dust control. 

 
65-2. The headcut at the downstream end of the channel is about 3 feet high as 

accurately reported on page 127 of the RDEIR.  On page 128, the RDEIR reports 
that the stream bed (of the channel upstream of the quarry) has been incised 4-6 
feet.  The RDEIR accurately describes the drainage upstream and downstream 
of the quarry.  The incision of the channel has been from historical changes to 
area drainage.  The quarry’s component of this runoff is minor - most of the 
incision is due to highway runoff; in fact, the quarry by detaining flows on site has 
probably decreased the downcutting that would have occurred if the quarry were 
not in operation; quarry-generated runoff is not expected to substantially 
increase.  As a consequence, no mitigation is warranted or required for the 
project. 

 
65-3. Please see responses to Comment Letter 13 about pad fill stability.  The RDEIR 

does discuss the impacts of pad failure (see page 118 of the RDEIR).  If the fill 
pad is properly constructed as required in the RDEIR, it should not fail.  It is 
expected that the applicant or property owner would be responsible for a failure 
that affected Forsythe Creek.  It would be speculative to describe what those 
impacts might be or what remediation might be needed, particularly as this failure 
is not predicted. 

 
65-4. The MMRP describes who is responsible for monitoring and reporting the 

implementation of mitigation measures. 
 
65-5. The RDEIR identifies a suitable monitoring site, remembering that runoff from the 

quarry itself does not flow off the site.  This sump area is surrounded by a berm 
and will only accept additional water from the quarry floor during a catastrophic 
event (greater than 100-year storm event). It is likely that no one will be 
performing sampling during a catastrophic event. The intent of sampling at this 
location is to confirm that there are no contaminants entering the site along the 
access road, upslope of this area. Additional baseline sampling will occur at the 
first drain inlet entering the site from Highway 101. The recommended location of 
the sampling as noted in the RDEIR is appropriate. No reason has been 
presented to revise the recommended mitigation measure, and no change is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter from Dori Kramer 
 
66-1. The RDEIR is correct that there is no mass transit available to the site (or its 

driveway). According to the MTA office, there is a southbound bus stop but not a 
northbound one on Highway 101 near Black Bart Drive.  There would be minimal 
conflict with decelerating or accelerating southbound buses conflicting with 
southbound decelerating trucks.  The buses would be subject to the same safety 
hazards as other vehicles as discussed in the RDEIR.  The presence of buses on 
the highway stopping at a bus stop near Black Bart Drive does not affect the 
RDEIR traffic analysis, and no revision of the RDEIR text is required. 
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Response to Letter from Jack Magne, (Keep the Code) 
 
67-1. The commenter’s opinions are noted for the record.  As no question is asked 

regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
 
67-2. See Response 16-11 to this same comment by this same commenter.  Please 

see page 387 of the RDEIR where this temporary facility is discussed.  As stated 
there, such an alternative might be pursued if the County approves one of the 
project alternatives that does not include an asphalt facility on the site.  Also as 
stated there, the impacts of such a plant and comparisons with the impacts of the 
proposed project are speculative since where or if such a facility would be 
approved is unknown. 

 
67-3. See Response 16-7 regarding this alternate site.  In addition, see Comment 15-

33 submitted by the applicant for additional information regarding this site and 
surrounding land uses.  The commenter is incorrect that the CEQA review for a 
project on this site would be completed within a few months. 
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Response to Letter from Randi Dalton 
 
68-1. The information and opinions provided are noted for the record.  As no questions 

are specifically asked about the RDEIR, no additional response is possible. 
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Response to Letter from Toren Tvelt 
 
69-1. Please see responses to Comment Letters 12 and 63 regarding air quality 

questions and concerns.  If a death were to occur on Highway 101, it would be 
investigated like all other traffic-related deaths by the Highway Patrol. 
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Response to Letter from Dave and Cathy Ortiz 
 
70-1. The opinion about the project is noted for the record.  As no question is asked 

regarding the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Anonymous 
 
71-1 Existing volumes were shown for July and October – see Table 4.4-3 on page 

210 of the RDEIR.  Peak commute hours were not assessed because there is no 
or very little project-generated traffic during those hours.  The project would have 
less impact than identified in the EIR if peak a.m. and p.m. peak hours were used 
as the basis for the analysis. 



 
 

Linda S. Adams 
Acting Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
North Coast Region 

Geoffrey M. Hales, Chairman 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast 

5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403 
Phone: (877) 721-9203 (toll free) • Office: (707) 576-2220 • FAX: (707) 523-0135 

 
 

California Environmental Protection Agency
 

Recycled Paper 

 
July 5, 2011 
 
 
Mr. John Speka 
Mendocino County Planning 
501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440 
Ukiah, CA 95482 
 
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 

Northern Aggregates Harris Quarry Expansion and Asphalt Batch Plant, Black 
Bart Drive and Highway 101, Willets, Mendocino County, SCH # 2006112087  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Proposed Northern Aggregates Harris Quarry Expansion and Asphalt Batch Plant, 
located in Willets, Mendocino County.  The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Regional Water Board) is a responsible agency for this project, with jurisdiction 
over the quality of ground and surface waters (including wetlands) and the protection of 
the beneficial uses of such waters. 
 
The project proponent, Northern Aggregates, Inc., request a Use Permit Renewal and 
Reclamation Plan to allow an expansion of their existing quarry, extraction of up to 
200,000 cubic yards of material per year, and production of up to 150,000 tons of 
asphalt per year from a newly constructed asphalt batch plant. The site drains to a 
tributary to Forsythe Creek, a major headwater tributary to the Russian River. 
 
Regional Water Board staff inspections of the Harris Quarry over the past 10 years have 
shown that onsite stormwater pollution controls have done an excellent job of containing 
and treating stormwater runoff. An onsite retention pond and site grading have resulted 
in the vast majority of  stormwater runoff being contained onsite, either in the retention 
pond or within the pit floor as it meets up against the highwall. With the addition of an 
asphalt batch plant and access roads, there will now be direct stormwater runoff 
discharges to Forsythe Creek from the batch plant and access roads. Additionally, the 
addition of rock washing activities can greatly increase the volume of sediment laden 
water that would need to be detained and treated prior to discharge to state waters. This 
volume of rock washing wastewater can end up impacting the volume of stormwater 
runoff that can safely be retained in the existing onsite retention pond. 
 
Bioretention Swale 
 
The Regional Water Board acknowledges the effectiveness of bio-retention swales to 
treat stormwater runoff for a myriad of typical pollutants of concern, including 
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Recycled Paper 

hydrocarbons from asphalt batch plant operations. Keys to their success hinge on the 
bioswale’s overall size, shape, and soil depth. This translates into overall detention time 
required for pollutant removal prior to discharging to Forsythe Creek. The pre-bioswale 
sediment cleanout basin and bioswale shown has been designed per volume based 
BMP and sized to treat the 85th percentile average annual runoff volume. Worst case 
scenario calls for the bio-retention swale to be able to handle the 100-year storm event 
with 6 inches of freeboard. Sizing of the swale to handle a continuous rain event that 
spans numerous days is critical in preventing swale overloads which can diminish 
treatment effectiveness of the bioretention swale soils. 
 
In addition to your Industrial Stormwater permit, the following permit may be required by 
our agency: 
 
Water Quality Certification (401 Certification): Permit issued for activities resulting in 
dredge or fill within waters of the United States (including wetlands).  All projects must 
be evaluated for the presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the State.  
Destruction of or impacts to these waters should be avoided.  Under the Clean Water 
Act Sections 401 and 404, disturbing wetlands requires a permit from the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and a State 401 water quality certification.  To 
determine whether wetlands may be present on any proposed construction site, please 
contact Jane Hicks of ACOE at (415) 503-6771.  If wetlands or other waters of the State 
are present, please contact Mark Neely at (707) 576-2689.  Alterations or work within or 
adjacent to streambeds or lakes may also require a 1602 Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  
Removal of riparian vegetation also requires this permit.  We recommend that all project 
applicants contact CDFG for additional information on these requirements. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (707) 570-3761 or 
mdougherty@waterboards.ca.gov . 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mona Dougherty 
Senior Water Resources Engineer 
 
 
cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, P.O.  Box, 3044, Sacramento, CA  95812 
  Re: SCH No. 2006112087 
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Response to Letter from Mona Dougherty, North Coast RWQCB 
 
Note – this letter was placed last because it was not provided until the Final EIR had 
been formatted. 
 
72-1. These observations are noted for the record.  The issues of storm drainage and 

water quality were assessed in the RDEIR.  As no specific questions are asked, 
no additional response is required. 

 
72-2. The RWQCB requirement that the bioswale be designed to handle the 100-year 

storm event with 6 inches of freeboard will be added to Mitigation Measure 4.2-
A.6.  The RDEIR already states that the project will need to meet all RWQCB 
permit requirements.  This mitigation codifies one of those requirements.  See 
Chapter 3 for the revised language. 

 
72-3. This comment describes the State’s Water Quality Certification process that the 

project will be required to comply with when filling wetlands and waters of the 
U.S.  As no question is asked about the EIR, no additional response is required. 
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6. Matters from Staff. 

 
There were no matters from staff. 
 

7.  Matters from Commission. 
 
Commissioner Warner noted she would be absent for the July meeting. 
 

8. Approval of Minutes. 
 

Commissioner Warner noted that “not” had been omitted from Mr. Knapp’s statement on Page 10 of the 
Minutes.  

 
Commissioner Calvert submitted several typographical errors. 
 
Upon motion by Commissioner Calvert, second by Commissioner Holtkamp and carried by a voice vote of 
(5-0), the May 19, 2011 Planning Commission Minutes are Approved as corrected. 
 
[Break 9:16 AM – 9:28 AM] 
 

5c. DISCUSSION AND PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR FOR: 
 CASE#:  UR 19-83/2005/ OA 1-2007 

DATE FILED:  1/14/2005  
OWNER:  FRANK DUTRA AND ERICA PETERS AND JORGE LUNA 
APPLICANT:  NORTHERN AGGREGATES, INC  
REQUEST:  Use permit renewal/modification and reclamation plan and an ordinance amendment to the existing County code 
to allow for: 1) the extraction of up to 200,000 in-place cubic yards (cy) of rock from a hillside quarry (approximately 258,000 cy 
processed); production of up to 150,000 tons of asphalt per year from the processed material; and nighttime operations that 
could occur up to 100 nights per year; 2) an amendment to the County Zoning Ordinance creating a new Mineral Processing 
(MP) Combining District to allow for asphalt processing to occur onsite with a concurrent rezone adding the combining district 
to an 18-acre portion of the project site to accommodate the proposed asphalt facility; and 3) a revised Reclamation Plan for 
the site.   

 LOCATION:  Approximately 7 miles south of Willits, the quarry and aggregate processing site lies on the west side of Highway 101 
just south of its intersection with Black Bart Drive (CR# 370); the asphalt and concrete plants are located on Black Bart Drive, 
approximately 1 mile west of its intersection with Highway 101, located at Mile Marker 40.77 Black Bart Drive; AP# 147-180-07, 
147-180-08, and 147-140-07.  
PROJECT COORDINATOR:  JOHN SPEKA 

 
Mr. Mobley commented that staff would have a short presentation followed by Leonard Charles, EIR 
consultant, and clarified that comments should be directed at the Draft EIR, not the proposed project. 
 
John Speka, Project Coordinator, reviewed the staff report and discussed a power point presentation 
he had prepared.  He discussed the purpose of the hearing, to take comments on the Draft EIR, and 
noted the end of the comment period had been extended to July 20, 2011.  He stated that no 
decisions would be made at this hearing and continued with a brief discussion of the proposed 
project.  He noted that an Ordinance Amendment would be necessary to allow for the construction of 
the asphalt plant, followed by the rezoning of the property into the newly created Mineral Processing 
Combing District.  Mr. Speka continued with his presentation and discussed the history of the project 
from 2005 to date, noting that an EIR had been prepared in 2007, but substantial revisions to the 
project had resulted in the current revised draft EIR.  He discussed the surrounding land uses and 
described the location of the processing plant and haul road from maps on the projector.  Mr. Speka 
concluded his presentation noting the order of hearings required since the Board of Supervisors had 
authority over the Ordinance Amendment and Rezoning after certification of the Final EIR and the 
Planning Commission had authority over the Use Permit and Reclamation Plan.  
 
Leonard Charles, EIR Consultant, provided a refresher on the CEQA process, noting an EIR was an 
informational document not intended to promote or deny any proposed development; its simple 
objective to provide third party analysis of the facts.   He noted that since the previous EIR, a 
significant number of laws had changed and those had been addressed in the revised EIR.  He also 
noted that any comments that were submitted previously for the 2007 EIR would no longer apply and 
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new comments would have to be written.  He stated that of the 36 potentially significant impacts, 30 
were cumulative and 6 were unavoidable; specifically health risks, air contaminants, traffic safety, 
visual impacts, adverse affects to biological resources, and potential land use conflicts with residential 
neighbors.  Mr. Charles noted the nighttime simulation still needed to be redone since the scope of 
the project had changed and the applicant had put forth the funding to have an additional simulation 
for the current layout presented in the final EIR.  He stated that a new finding associated to NOx 
emissions from nitric oxide had been added and discussed the 8 project alternatives: 1. the project as 
proposed, 2. no project, 3. no project- 2 new residences, 4. quarry expansion only, 5. quarry and 
temporary asphalt plant, 6. project redesign, 7. reduced production, 8. alternate location.  He stated 
the environmentally superior alternative was no project and the second superior project was #7 with 
reduced production and no asphalt plant. 
 
The public hearing was declared open.   
 
Jack Magne, Keep the Code, was opposed to the expansion of the project to include an asphalt 
plant.  He did not think there was a compelling reason to change the zoning of the property and read 
sections from the DEIR for reference.  He was concerned with truck traffic entering and exiting the 
quarry and the emission that would be produced.  He felt alternative 6 or 7 would be appropriate to 
allow the continued extraction of rock without an asphalt plant.  He suggested the asphalt plant be 
built at the Grist Creek facility.  
 
Dori Kramer, Keep the Code, agreed that she was not opposed to the rock extraction, but was 
deeply concerned with the possible asphalt plant and rezoning the property to an industrial use.  She 
discussed the property characteristics as very steep, within a severe shake zone and was concerned 
that fill construction could slide into Forsythe Creek.  She was also unclear on the nighttime 
simulations. 
 
Sheila Jenkins was concerned with traffic impacts due to large trucks navigating a treacherous 
stretch of highway.  She felt the operation would be better located in an industrial zoning with 
infrastructure to accommodate large vehicles.  She also noted that the EIR lacked any mention of the 
severity of an accident on the Willits grade and felt the mitigation was unenforceable. 
 
Ike Heinz was opposed to the ordinance amendment and rezoning and was concerned with 
emissions from an asphalt plant that would destroy the views and ruin the environment.    
 
Rose Raiser Jeavons was opposed to the asphalt plant near her school and the Golden Rule 
community and was concerned with health risks and damage to wildlife and habitat. 
 
Cynthia Raiser Jeavons, board member of La Vita Charter School, was concerned with the health 
affects that the toxins would have cumulatively to the school children and residents.  She felt the EIR 
was lengthy and confusing and thought air quality was a detriment to the public.  
 
Mark Oswell noted he was a retired Operating Engineer from the Local 3 Union and stated his 
support of the project.  He discussed 2 types of asphalt plants and noted that the proposed batch 
plant would reduce pollution by removing trucks from the road.  He stated that currently, asphalt was 
delivered from Sonoma County or farther for jobs and if the plant was closer, truck emissions could 
be reduced.  
 
Ruth Van Antwerp discussed the photo of lighting in the DEIR and felt there was a lack of oversight 
in water usage with the project.  She asked that the applicant be limited to the amount of water stated 
in the EIR.  
 
Kathryn Greene commented that she could already hear noise from the site and freeway traffic and 
was concerned that the asphalt plant would ruin the water, destroy the environment and kill the 
wildlife. 
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Jim Houle approved of the EIR overall, but felt it was unlikely that the applicant could overcome the 
fear against the facility.  He noted that the County did need a supply of asphalt and suggested the 
Grist Creek facility or Masonite as an industrial location for the asphalt plant. 
 
Patricia Tetzlaff stated she was a microbiologist with experience in chemicals and toxicology and 
referenced section 4.6 from the DEIR, noting the project could jeopardize the health of workers and 
residents in area due to the cumulative and synergistic affects the pollutants from the asphalt plant 
could have when mixed. 
 
Bob Whitney, Keep the Code, stated he was concerned with traffic in such a busy intersection and 
noted he was opposed to the asphalt plant, ordinance amendment and rezoning, but was in favor of 
the current quarry operation.  
 
Susan Knopf was concerned that the diesel trucks fumes and particulate matter would travel down 
the valley into Ukiah and contaminate the area.  She was concerned with water contamination and 
the welfare of the creek, habitat and wildlife from the asphalt plant and felt the mitigation measures 
were not effective.  
 
Arjuna stated he could not fathom such a project in the proposed location.  
 
Jan Stevens encouraged the Commission to take a site view of the project and discuss cement 
versus asphalt. 
 
The public hearing was declared closed, noting the comment period was open on the Draft EIR until 
July 20, 2011.  
 
[Break 10:53 AM – 11:07 AM] 
 
Chairman Little asked staff about future proceedings.  
 
Mr. Mobley commented that the next step was to have the proposed Ordinance Amendment and 
Rezone come before the Commission for consideration and send to the Board of Supervisors for 
discussion.  He noted that the end of the comment period did not mean that written or oral comments 
could not be presented to the Commission; however the formal response from the consultant would 
end on July 20

th
.  

 
Chairman Little encouraged the public to put their comments and concerns in writing for ease of 
response and send them to the department to move the process forward.  
 
Commissioner Calvert commented that the table opposite page 236, figure 4.5-2, -3 was not clear 
and asked for further explanation.  She also was not clear regarding the studies, what impact the 
wash plant might have to noise and asked if table 4.5-5, page 239 included the wash plant or not. 
 
Commissioner Warner was concerned with the traffic issues and the safety of the intersection at 
Black Bart Drive and Highway 101, but was pleased to see further studies in Appendix C, including 
the background traffic data tables.  She thought she would need more time with the traffic study to be 
comfortable with the analysis. She also asked if the new mineral combining district would apply in the 
coastal zone and if coastal sites had been considered for the project alternative.  She discussed the 
ordinance in Appendix A and noted a redlined version would be greatly appreciated to see what 
language was new, specifically; she was concerned with the prohibition of offshore oil drilling.  Last, 
she asked for details regarding the notation in Appendix B, Biological Resources, of D NL and LS.  
 
Mr. Mobley noted the ordinance amendment would only apply to the Inland Zoning Code and would 
not affect the Coastal Zone. 
 
Mr. Charles commented that the alternative sites had encompassed all currently permitted mines, but 
he would follow up on the Grist Creek operation.  
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Commissioner Holtkamp noted she had toured the site and was concerned with traffic, especially 
northbound trucks exiting the quarry.  She also felt that she would need more time to be comfortable 
with the traffic study. 
 
Commissioner Hall agreed with previous comments and felt that traffic safety was problematic as it 
currently exists.  He was not convinced the revised plan was an improvement and was also 
concerned with vehicle emissions.  
 
Chairman Little discussed the mitigations to potential impacts as outlined in the EIR and asked which 
agency would have precedence if a mitigation was modified by a permitting authority.  
 
Mr. Charles commented that if it was a regulatory mitigation, the agency of authority would have 
precedence and noted Mr. Gonzalez might be able to provide further details.  
 
Mr. Gonzalez commented that if through the process of construction or reclamation a portion of the 
project changed, it was possible that a modified reclamation plan might be needed to address 
mitigation measures.  He also commented that the changes would be reviewed through CEQA and 
the scope of work could require a modification, change, or supplemental EIR.  
 
Chairman Little discussed the location of the batch plant from the cross section in the staff report and 
asked if the pad could be lowered further to provide additional shielding of the batch plant. 
 
Catherine McKeon, engineer for the applicant, stated that lowering the pad could impact development 
on the east side of the project due to the steep terrain and did not think it was a viable option.  
 
Chairman Little discussed the proposed mitigation for traffic exiting the quarry and noted that truck 
trailers tend to “cheat” the turn coming across the lanes.  He hoped Caltrans could provide a design 
for the intersection that was both feasible and safe.  He also commented on the creation of a visual 
significance threshold.  
 
Mr. Charles stated that Caltrans would have to sign off on the design and discussed the various way 
to quantify the view threshold.  He stated it was confusing and subjective to a degree.  
 
Commissioner Hall was unclear on the necessity to create a new zoning district and was concerned 
at the potential implications. He felt there should be a compelling reason to change the zoning; 
otherwise it would be unwise to rezone the quarry site.   
 
Chairman Little asked staff if the discussion would be continued to the July 21, 2011 Planning 
Commission meeting.

 

 
Mr. Speka noted the end of the comment period was July 20

th
 and that the project would have to be 

noticed for the continuance.  
 
Chairman Little did not think that extending the comment period and continuing the discussion to the 
next meeting would pose a problem if the remainder of the Commission concurred.  
 
The Commission agreed to continue the discussion to the July 21, 2011 Planning Commission 
hearing, noting the EIR comment period would also be extended to that day at 5:00 PM. 

 
9. Matters from Public. 
 

No one was present from the public who indicated a desire to address the Commission. 
 

10. Adjournment. 
 

Upon motion by Commissioner Hall, seconded by Commissioner Holtkamp, and unanimously carried (5-0), 
IT IS ORDERED that the Planning Commission hearing adjourn at 11:45 a.m. 
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Responses to Comments Made at the June 16, 2011 Planning Commission Public 
Hearing 
 
Jack Magne 
 
73-1. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project and the RDEIR 

alternatives are noted for the record.  See Response 16-7 regarding the Grist 
Creek site.   

 
Dori Kramer 
 
73-2. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record.  Please see responses to Comment Letter 13 and Response 64-3 about 
pad fill stability.   

 
Sheila Jenkins 
 
73-3. See Response 21-1 to this same commenter regarding traffic safety.  The RDEIR 

recognizes the hazard of loaded fuel trucks crossing the highway and requires 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-B.1 to address this potentially significant impact. The 
commenter’s opinion that the mitigation is unenforceable is noted for the record.  
We would note that in addition to the required mitigation that drivers of these 
trucks are trained and quite familiar with the hazard their trucks pose to both 
themselves and the public.  It would not be expected that they would make 
turning movements across the highway that put themselves or the public at risk. 

 
Ike Heinz 
 
73-4. The commenter’s concerns about the project are noted for the record.  As no 

questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
 
Rose Raiser Jeavons 
 
73-5. The commenter’s concerns about the project and its impacts are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Cynthia Raiser Jeavons 
 
73-6. The commenter’s concerns about the project and its impacts are noted for the 

record.  We concur that the RDEIR was lengthy and likely confusing.  The length 
and complexity is an unfortunate byproduct of the legal requirements that EIRs 
currently need to comply with in order to be considered “adequate.” As no 
questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response is required. 

 
Mark Oswell 
 
73-7.  The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record.   
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Ruth Van Antwerp 
 
73-8. Please see Response 26-1 regarding the nighttime photosimulation and 

Response 63-1 regarding monitoring water usage. 
 
Kathryn Greene 
 
73-9. The commenter’s concerns about the project and its impacts are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Jim Houle 
 
73-10. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Patricia Tetzlaff 
 
73-11. See the previous responses to the commenter’s letter where she raises the same 

point (Comment Letter 19). 
 
Bob Whitney 
 
73-12. The commenter’s concerns about the project and its impacts are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Susan Knopf 
 
73-13. The commenter’s concerns about the project and its impacts are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Arjuna 
 
73-14. The commenter’s opinions about the merits of the project are noted for the 

record.  As no questions are asked regarding the RDEIR, no additional response 
is required. 

 
Jan Stevens 
 
73-15. The suggestion is noted for the record. As no questions are asked regarding the 

RDEIR, no additional response is required. 
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Commissioner Calvert 
 
73-16. These figures show the measured maximum noise (Lmax), average noise (Leq), 

and noise exceeding various levels over a 1-hour period at two measurement 
locations.  The wash plant is not an especially noisy operation and would not be 
audible from off site locations above other noise generated onsite.  Table 4.5-5 
does include the wash plant operation. 

 
Commissioner Warner 
 
73-17. Please see responses to Comment Letters 8 and 11 regarding traffic issues.  All 

of Appendix A is new zoning language to address the new combining district.  
The letters in the cited table refer to the potential for the species to occur on the 
project site: N - not expected to occur; N-L = not expected to low potential to 
occur; L = low potential to occur; L-M = low to moderate potential to occur; M = 
moderate potential to occur; M-H = moderate to high potential to occur; and H = 
high potential to occur. 

 
Commissioner Little 
 
73-18. Caltrans would need to approve all changes to Highway 101.  The RDEIR 

assesses visual impacts on a qualitative basis. 
 
 



 
 

MENDOCINO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 
MINUTES FOR THE MEETING HELD ON: July 21, 2011 
 
LOCATION: Mendocino County Board of Supervisors Chambers 
 501 Low Gap Road, Room 1070  
 Ukiah, California 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Little, Calvert, Nelson, Holtkamp, Hall, Ogle 
 
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Warner 
 
PLANNING & BLDG SVC STAFF PRESENT: Roger Mobley, Chief Planner 
 John Speka, Planner II 
 Mary Lynn Hunt, Planner II 
 Dusty Duley, Planner II 
 Adrienne Thompson, Commission Services Supervisor 
  
OTHER COUNTY DEPARTMENTS PRESENT: Tom Peters, Department of Transportation 
 Jeanine Nadel, County Counsel 
 Dave Jensen, Division of Environmental Health 
 
1. Roll Call. 
 
 The meeting was called to order at 9:03 a.m.  Commissioner Warner was absent by prearrangement. 
 
2. Determination of Legal Notice. 
 
 The Clerk advised the Commission that all items had been properly noticed. 
 
3. Director’s Report and Miscellaneous. 
 
 Mr. Mobley presented a verbal Director’s Report in Mr. Gonzalez’ absence.  He noted the Ukiah Valley Area 

Plan would be presented to the Board of Supervisors for approval on August 2, 2011 and then the 
department could begin work on the Mendocino Town Plan. Mr. Mobley also commented that the Fort 
Bragg Planning and Building office had moved to 120 West Fir Street. 
 

4. Regular Calendar. 
 

4a.   DISCUSSION AND PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR FOR: 
 CASE#:  UR 19-83/2005/ OA 1-2007 (Continued from 6-16-11) 

DATE FILED:  1/14/2005  
OWNER:  FRANK DUTRA AND ERICA PETERS AND JORGE LUNA 
APPLICANT:  NORTHERN AGGREGATES, INC  
REQUEST:  Use permit renewal/modification and reclamation plan and an ordinance amendment to the existing County code 
to allow for: 1) the extraction of up to 200,000 in-place cubic yards (cy) of rock from a hillside quarry (approximately 258,000 cy 
processed); production of up to 150,000 tons of asphalt per year from the processed material; and nighttime operations that 
could occur up to 100 nights per year; 2) an amendment to the County Zoning Ordinance creating a new Mineral Processing 
(MP) Combining District to allow for asphalt processing to occur onsite with a concurrent rezone adding the combining district 
to an 18-acre portion of the project site to accommodate the proposed asphalt facility; and 3) a revised Reclamation Plan for 
the site.   

 LOCATION:  Approximately 7 miles south of Willits, the quarry and aggregate processing site lies on the west side of Highway 101 
just south of its intersection with Black Bart Drive (CR# 370); the asphalt and concrete plants are located on Black Bart Drive, 
approximately 1 mile west of its intersection with Highway 101, located at Mile Marker 40.77 Black Bart Drive; AP# 147-180-07, 
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147-180-08, and 147-140-07.  
PROJECT COORDINATOR:  JOHN SPEKA 

 

Ms. Cathy McKeon introduced Allan Tilton, who had prepared the traffic study.  
 
Mr. Allan Tilton discussed a power point presentation he had prepared and an illustration that was 
displayed in the Board Chambers and discussed the lengths of the deceleration lane into the project 
site and the northbound acceleration lane.  He discussed how vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were 
measured and noted the importance of population to aggregate production.  He compared the Harris 
Quarry site and Grist Creek site, stating that VMT’s would be reduced by approving an operation on 
Harris Quarry.  He also was confident in the safety measures proposed on the Freeway and 
discussed the analysis of the traffic volume, which was overestimating the level of service on the 
roadway. 
 
Ms. McKeon provided a comparison of three asphalt sites including Grist Creek, Harris Quarry and 
Granite’s operation in Ukiah and stated in a one mile radius; Harris quarry was surrounded by 65 
parcels; the Ukiah plant was surrounded by 900 parcels and Grist Creek was surrounded by 68 
parcels.  She commented that Harris Quarry posed the least impacts, noting that Grist Creek offered 
a similar road on Hwy 162, was directly adjacent to the creek and within a Floodplain.  She distributed 
a handout to the Commission of the power point and other information prepared by Calcima. 
 
Commissioner Holtkamp asked for a more specific description of the flashing warning signs. 
 
Mr. Tilton described the signs as saying “slow trucks entering” and having yellow flashing balls and 
lights.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if Mr. Tilton had considered having the lights operational only when trucks 
were moving to draw more attention to the safety notice.  
 
Mr. Tilton noted that traffic signals were regulated by Caltrans, but warning signs appeared sufficient 
with the site distance.  
 
Commissioner Little noted the conflict between Black Bart Drive and the intersection and asked if it 
had been proposed to realign Black Bart Drive with the quarry site.  
 
Ms. McKeon noted the owners along Black Bart had requested early in the process that truck traffic 
not use any portion of Black Bart Drive, so a realignment had not been pursued.  
 
The public hearing was declared open.   
 
William Smith noted he was in support of the project to help the local economy, provide 
infrastructure and building materials within the County, and provide more competition in the area.  He   
did not feel an alternate location was practical. 
 
Mr. Mobley noted the purpose of the hearing was to take public comment on the EIR document. 
 
Stacey Rohrbaugh was opposed to the project and concerned with traffic.  
 
Linda Martin, resident of Golden Rule Mobile Home Park, was opposed to the project and concerned 
with the amount of toxins released by an asphalt plant, increased traffic, and felt the land should not 
be rezoned.  
 
James Garza read a letter he had written to Vice President Walter Mondale about his opposition to 
the project. 
 
Patricia Tetzlaff stated she was a licensed micro biologist and concerned with the health effects of 
an asphalt plant.  She stated there would be 72 tons of toxic emissions released from the site and did 
not trust Northern Aggregates to keep their word, since they had been operating in violation for years. 
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Ann Kelly, Executive Director of La Vida Charter School, noted she appreciated the work and 
information provided in the EIR, but was concerned with air quality, traffic safety and noise and was 
opposed the project.  
 
Jack Magne, Keep the Code, felt the rezoning was a stealthy way to approve a mineral processing 
district in the County and was opposed to the project and proposed rezoning.  
 
Walter Williams, resident at Golden Rule, agreed with the previous comments opposed to the project 
and felt the City of Ukiah would be affected by toxic fumes. 
 
Joy Wood was opposed to the project and felt it was the next “Remco” stating the water and air 
would be polluted; agriculture would be affected and the lights would affect the dark sky.  
 
Scott Bryant, recently moved to Golden Rule, stated he was unaware of the project when he 
purchased his home and would not have bought the property if he had heard of the proposed asphalt 
plant.  He noted the sediment ponds would run into Forsythe Creek, a tributary to the Russian River, 
which services 570,000 people, plus irrigation for vineyards and was concerned with water quality.  
 
Ike Heinz was opposed to the project and read a letter to the Commission.   
 
Sheila Jenkins was opposed to the project and felt that it was against the General Plan to site an 
asphalt plant near residential uses.  She was concerned with pollution in the creek, potential slope 
failure from the fill and felt the traffic plan was a disaster with serious safety issues. 
 
Ruth Van Antwerp asked if the night simulation was a working night, or just how the plant would look 
during the night and was opposed to the project due to the potential rezoning. 
 
Jerry Wells, resident Golden Rule, was opposed to the project due to health concerns and felt it was 
unfair to allow Northern Aggregates to rezone the land for their development.  
 
Tracey Wells, resident of Golden Rule, gave an example of a dangerous traffic situation and was 
opposed to the project due to its proximity to residences, schools, gardens, and felt there was 
insufficient to approve the project.  
 
Tom Powell, resident of White Deer Lodge, read a letter opposed to the project due to site 
conditions. 
 
Rob McAsey, nearby property owner, was in support project and felt the traffic mitigation was 
appropriate for the highway.  
 
Tom Peters was in support of the project and noted the potential for jobs, a plant to make hot mix, 
and the convenient location was important to the residents of Mendocino County.  He commented 
that currently, residents had to purchase mix from Sonoma County, which increased vehicle trips in 
and out of the County.  
 
Dori Kramer was opposed to the project and concerned with stability of the fill on a steep slope.  She 
submitted information prepared by Matt O’Conner, certified engineer, that Keep the Code had 
complied.  
 
Mark Oswell was in support of the project and noted he had worked for several asphalt companies 
including Parnum and Syre.  He did not think traffic would be a problem and stated the plant 
proposed would be more efficient than Granite’s in Ukiah, eliminating the need to purchase from 
Sonoma County.  
 
Sarah Livingston was opposed to project and rezoning of the parcel.  She was concerned with 
potential health effects to her children and asked what mitigations would be in place. 
 
Larry Jensen was absent but left a letter with Dori Kramer, who read into the record.  
 

74-2

74-3

Page 430



MENDOCINO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION JULY 21, 2011 
MINUTES PAGE 4 OF 21 
 
 

Quinn Schumaker was opposed to the project and concerned with pollution in the drinking water. 
 
Dorotheya Dorman was opposed to project. 
 
Chris Brown, Mendocino County Air Quality Management District was available for questions. 
 
Stephen Butler, Land Use Attorney for Northern Aggregates, noted that after the closing comments, 
Northern Aggregates would like to request a continuance of the comment period for 45 days to allow 
for further written comments.  
 
Cathy McKeon clarified that only 40 foot of fill would be placed in the deepest section and stated 
there was a geotechnical report on file.  
 
Allan Tilton further discussed traffic mitigation and noted the statistical analysis on page 4.4-8.  
 
Susan Knopf was opposed to the project and concerned with the list of 39 toxins in the EIR.  
 
Lee Howard was in support of the project and thought the EIR was acceptable.  He noted that 
Sonoma County had a similar plant in operation every day and with current technical advancement, 
the proposed project should be simple to approve.  
 
Jerry Wells stated there was a lot of NIMBY (not in my back yard) in the room and agreed, he was 
one.  He as opposed to the project due to health concerns.  
 
James Garza added a second comment that he was concerned with the location on a hill and noted 
traffic issues with the foggy nights.  
 
[Break 11:02 AM - 11:09 AM] 
 
Chairman Nelson asked for a motion to close the public hearing and extend the comment period on 
the Draft EIR for 46 days, noting Labor Day would fall on the 45

th
 day. 

 
Upon motion by Commissioner Little, seconded by Commissioner Calvert and carried by a voice vote 
of (6-0), IT IS ORDERED to close the public hearing on the Draft EIR, extending the written comment 
period to September 6, 2011.  
 
The public hearing was declared closed. 
 
Chairman Nelson noted the Final EIR would come back before the Commission.  
 
Mr. Mobley discussed the next step for the document stating that the consultant would first need to 
respond to comments after the close date of September 6, 2011, then prepare the Final EIR, which 
he expected would take a month or two to complete before the document could come back before the 
Commission for comment and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors for certification. 
 
Commissioner Ogle asked when the Commission would discuss the alternatives in the package. 
 
Mr. Mobley noted the alternatives would be discussed when the Commission made recommendation 
on the project, but the Board of Supervisors had the final decision.  
 

4b.   CASE#:  U 10-2010 
DATE FILED:  6/15/2010  
OWNER:  SCOTT & MELISSA ROSENTHAL  

 APPLICANT:  T-MOBILE WEST CORP/TALLAC  
AGENT:  DAVID MILLER  
REQUEST:  Use Permit to authorize construction and operation of a wireless telecommunication facility to support a wireless 
provider (T-Mobile), consisting of a 160 foot tall lattice tower, 9 panel antennas and 2 microwave dishes.  
LOCATION:  1+/- mile south of Leggett town center, lying on the west side of State Highway 271, 0.3+/- miles north of its 
intersection with State Highway 101, located at 66150 Drive Thru Tree Road; AP# 053-400-43.  
PROJECT COORDINATOR:  DUSTY DULEY 
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Responses to Comments Made at the July 21, 2011 Planning Commission Public 
Hearing 
 
As the Minutes indicate, most commenters expressed their opinion on the merits of the 
project.  Only the comments on the RDEIR are responded to below. 
 
Patricia Tetzlaff 
 
74-1. These comments are the same as the commenter presented in her comment 

letters; please see Comment Letters 19 and 20 and the responses to those 
letters. 

 
Scott Bryant 
 
74-2. There would be no runoff from sediment ponds to Forsythe Creek as no 

sediment ponds are part of the project. The Hydrology and Water Quality Section 
(Section 3.2) of the RDEIR discusses potential impacts to water quality, and how 
these impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

 
Dori Kramer 
 
74-3. The letter the commenter submitted is Comment Letter 13 that was presented 

earlier in this FEIR.  Please see the responses to that letter. 
 
Steve Butler 
 
74-4. The County agreed and extended the public review period an additional 45 days. 
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CHAPTER 3   
REVISIONS TO THE REVISED DRAFT EIR 
 
The following chapter presents changes to the text of the Revised Draft EIR that are 
warranted given the comments presented in Chapter 2.  There are also several changes 
needed to resolve errata in the DEIR. Changes are shown in the following manner: 
 

• Additions to the text are shown as underlined text like this added text. 
 

• Deletions from the text are shown as strike-out text, like this strike-out. 
 
1. Page 63.  The text has been revised as follows: “The permit provides for an 

annual 75,000 cubic yard extraction rate, which the applicant has historically 
interpreted as meaning 75,000 cubic yards in situ (I.e. the volume of rock as 
measured in place in the quarry wall or floor) cubic yard extraction rate, which is 
the current annual production rate. 

 
2. Page 81.  The following text is added to the end of Section 2:  “The applicant is 

limited to asphalt production of 300 tons/hour with a total maximum annual output 
of 150,000 tons/year. The plant scales shall be managed by a certified weigh 
master. Submittal of the annual asphalt concrete tonnage produced will be 
submitted to the County Planning Department annually, on July 1st of each year.”  
This will become a condition of approval for the project.” 

 
3. Page 110. The following typographic error has been fixed:  “Rau and Associates, 

Inc., of Ukiah, California submitted a reclamation plan for the Harris Quarry 
expansion, prepared January 2005, and amended in September 2006 (with a 
latest revision January 2010 November 2011).”   

 
4. Page 110. The following text change is made: “A Geotechnical Evaluation of the 

proposed Harris Quarry Processing Facilities by Blackburn Consulting, Inc., 
dated March 28, 2005, concluded that the project is feasible provided that a 
design level geotechnical study is performed during final design.” 

 
5. Page 115.  The following typographic error has been fixed: “The Final Grading 

Plan, with a final revision dated January November 2010, includes excavation of 
the quarry to the north and west, maintaining the current quarry floor elevation of 
1,850 feet “ 

 
6. Page 116. The following mitigation text change is made:  “4.1-A.1   Prior to the 

start of the second year of grading in the quarry expansion area, and biannually 
thereafter, a licensed Geotechnical Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist 
shall inspect the slopes of the quarry excavation in accordance with then current 
Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) requirements as the quarry 
progresses, and a final slope stability analysis will be performed prior to the 
quarry face progressing within 150 feet of the proposed final slope face.” would 
be appropriate. and perform a slope stability evaluation.  The evaluation shall 
determine whether the excavated quarry face meets the slope stability 
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performance criteria, which are a minimum pseudo-static factor of safety of 
greater than or equal to 1.1, and a static factor of safety of greater than or equal 
to 1.3.18 The evaluation shall include a determination that the factor of safety is 
consistent with the requirements of Section 3704(d) of the State Mining and 
Geology Board Reclamation Regulations.  The evaluation of potential static and 
dynamic quarry slope conditions shall be consistent with the provisions of the 
California Division of Mines and Geology Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards (CGS Special Publication [SP] 117, 1997).  In the event that the 
evaluation determines that the slopes do not meet the slope stability performance 
criteria, the evaluation shall include recommendations for revisions to the grading 
plan that will ensure compliance with the criteria.” 

 
7. Page 117.  The following typographic error has been fixed:  “The proposed 

slopes could also be unstable if not correctly designed and constructed, and 
settlement would be expected in the up to 7540-foot thick fill slopes.  This could 
result in cracking or other damage to concrete foundations, pavement, and other 
improvements.”   

 
8. Page 118.  The text of Mitigation Measure 4.1-B.2 is revised as follows: “The 

processing building pad will be designed and constructed to be stable for the 
maximum credible earthquake for the area.  A design-level Geotechnical 
Investigation supplement to the previous design level study prepared by BCI 
shall be performed in the area of the proposed asphalt processing area that will 
identify verify design measures needed to ensure building pad stability, including 
for the design seismic event.  The following will be included in the supplement 
design-level Geotechnical Investigation. 

 
1) The investigation shall specifically address the feasibility and long-term 

stability of 1h:1v cut slopes and 1.5h:1v fill slopes.  A slope stability analysis 
of proposed cut and fill slopes will be performed. Recommended maximum 
gradients for cut slopes and engineered fill slopes required to maintain a 1.3 
static factor of safety will be determined. 

2) The potential for generating landslides and other mass wasting in the 
underlying geologic materials from loading with fill soils on slopes and 
removal of toe support in cut slopes shall be evaluated.   

3) The potential for settlement shall also be addressed and the analysis shall 
include characterization of gross settlement, differential settlement, and 
dynamic (earthquake induced) settlement within and between adjacent 
materials. The study will include design recommendations for structural 
footings and foundations to minimize future settlement. 

4) Specific design mitigation measures for long-term stability of the cut and fill 
slopes shall be developed.  These mitigation measures are anticipated to 
include construction of bedrock keyways underlying all fill slopes, installation 
of subsurface drainage measures to drain the contact between underlying 
bedrock/soils and overlying engineered fill soils, the use of Geogrid 

                                                
18 The pseudo-static factor of safety was derived from the CGS SP117, while the static factor of 
safety of 1.3 is based upon an acceptable engineering standard for stability of temporary slopes. 
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stabilization fabrics in the engineered fill to allow for construction of stable 
slopes at slope steepness greater than 2h:1v, and other design measures as 
identified by the Certified Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer 
of record for the project. 

 
5) Design Review and Approval of Plan Sheets will be done by the Mendocino 

County Public Works and Building Departments to ensure conformance with 
Grading and Drainage Ordinances and the recommendations of the final 
geotechnical report. 
 

6) Construction observation and testing (special inspections) will be done 
during construction to ensure conformance with design requirements and 
geotechnical recommendations. 

 
9. Page 122.  The following text of Mitigation Measures under Impact 4.2-D are 

revised as follows: “4.1-D.2 A design level Geotechnical Investigation shall be 
performed in the area of the proposed road cuts at the quarry entrance road and 
on proposed cuts along the access road to the water tank that will identify design 
measures needed to ensure building pad stability, including for the design 
seismic event. The investigations shall specifically address the feasibility and 
long-term stability of 1.5h:1v cut slopes for the main access road and 1h:1v cut 
slopes for the water tank access road. The potential for generating landslides 
and other mass wasting in the underlying geologic materials from removal of toe 
support in cut slopes shall be evaluated.  Specific design mitigation measures for 
long-term stability of the cut slopes shall be developed.  These mitigation 
measures are anticipated to include construction of bedrock keyways underlying 
all fill slopes, installation of subsurface drainage measures to drain the contact 
between underlying bedrock/soils and overlying engineered fill soils, the use of 
Geogrid stabilization fabrics in the engineered fill to allow for construction of 
stable slopes at slope steepness greater than 2h:1v, and other design measures 
as identified by the Certified Engineering Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer of 
record for the project. 

 
 4.1-D.32 The Geotechnical Investigation The supplement described in 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-B.2 shall include slope stability analysis for the proposed 
road cuts to confirm that the proposed slopes meet minimum standards of 
stability such as factor of safety calculations. This study shall be performed by a 
Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. 

 
 4.1-D.4 Anticipated recommendations from the geotechnical investigations 

and slope analyses will include maximum proposed cut slope steepness which 
may vary from the proposed design, slope stabilization measures such as 
retaining walls, and other methods that may be identified during the slope 
stability analysis.  Recommendations may also include alternative designs such 
as biotechnical engineering techniques, gravity walls, buttress fills, reinforced 
fills, and other slope stabilization techniques. 

 
 4.1-D.53 A Civil Engineer shall design any required retaining walls, gravity 

walls, buttress fills, or other slope stabilization technique in accordance with 
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recommendations of the geotechnical investigations and slope stability analysis 
and in accordance with County and State Guidelines. 

 
 4.1-D.64 An erosion control plan and planting plan shall be developed for 

stabilization of any soils excavated or exposed during construction activities.”  
 
10. Page 158.  The text for Mitigation Measure 4.2-A.5 is revised to delete the 

following portion:  “Benches shall drain into adequately sized pipes or rock-lined 
channels that convey the runoff to the quarry floor. Outlets of pipes shall have 
appropriate energy dissipaters to prevent erosion at the outfall.“ 

 
11. Page 158.  The text for Mitigation Measure 4.2-A.6 is revised as follows:  “Runoff 

from all access roads shall be collected and passed through a treatment swale or 
trap system prior to entering the existing or planned drainage features for the 
highway improvements that outfall to the secondary channel of the Forsythe 
Creek tributary. Ditch flow shall not exceed 100 feet of concentrated flow.” 

 
12. Page 160.  The following text is added to the end of Mitigation Measure 4.2-A.6: 

“The bio-retention swale shall be designed to meet all RWQCB requirements, 
including being able to handle the 100-year storm event with 6 inches of 
freeboard.” 

 
13. Page 203.  The typographic error has been fixed as shown:  “The reports are 

included in Appendix C E of the original Draft EIR, which is on file for public 
review at the offices of the County Department of Planning and Building 
Services.” 

 
14. Page 256.  The following sentence is added after the discussion of crystalline 

silica:  “OEHHA has established an acceptable exposure level for crystalline 
silica’s potential health effect, but since it is not a TAC, it is not specifically 
regulated by the MCAQMD.  Crystalline silica has not been identified as a TAC 
by the California Air Resources Board and therefore it is not specifically regulated 
by the MCAQMD.” 

 
15. Page 219. The text for Mitigation Measure 4.4-B.1 is revised as follows: 

“Highway 101/Southbound Approach – Provide a right-turn deceleration lane on 
Highway 101 at least 400 200 feet in length.” 

 
16. Page 220.  The text for Mitigation Measure 4.4-B.2 is revised as follows: “If the 

County and Caltrans agree that such operational changes and/or highway 
improvements are warranted, then they shall be installed within two years of 
Caltrans’ approvalthree years.  The applicant shall be responsible for paying its 
fair share (as determined by Caltrans and the County) of the improvements.” 

 
17. Page 221.  The text for Mitigation Measure 4.4-B.2 is revised to delete some text 

as follows: “Sufficient right-of-way shall be maintained at the Highway 101/Harris 
Quarry Access intersection to provide a partial or full interchange, if ever 
required.” 
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18. Page 291.  The following text is added after Table 4.6-18.  “The discussion of 
wind patterns presented was a general discussion of wind patterns in the area, 
not a specific wind pattern analysis of areas south of the project site, which 
includes the Golden Rule Residential Park.  Specifically, this discussion was 
based on a description of wind patterns in the County contained on page 8B-2 of 
the Mendocino County General Plan Update, Background Report, January 2003.  
In describing the wind patterns in the County, the background report stated: 

 
 “The prevailing winds are from the northwest, with local variations due to 

topography.  During daylight hours, up-canyon local winds predominate.  In the 
evening hours down-canyon “drainage” flows along watercourses predominate.  
Coastal hills are drained by numerous small creeks.  In the central interior of the 
County, two major river valleys run in a north-south direction.  The Eel River 
drains northward into Humboldt County along a relatively narrow river canyon.  
The Russian River drains southwards in a relatively wide canyon into Sonoma 
County.”  

 
 Due to large scale and local terrain features, down-canyon winds will occur in the 

area south of the project site.  Down-canyon winds would occur from the north 
where the quarry is situated, as well as from the two northwest-southeast 
trending ravines that are just to the northwest of the Golden Rule area.  Winds 
from each of these areas would contribute to the northerly winds observed in the 
area, in addition to the northerly winds caused by large scale weather patterns.  

 
 With respect to wind speeds, the 5 mph wind speed referenced above is an 

overall average wind speed for all directions at the Willits site, averaged over all 
hours of the year, not a wind speed specifically associated with the daytime or 
nighttime up-canyon or down-canyon winds in the vicinity of the Golden Rule 
Residential Park.  As would be expected, wind speeds in the project area for any 
given hour of the day will at times be greater than the average wind speed and 
lower than the average at other times, and will vary with direction, time of day, 
and season.  Thus, observations that daytime down-canyon winds are higher 
than the average wind speed (closer to 10 to 15 mph) are entirely reasonable.  
Also, there may be times when the winds gust to 20 - 25 mph.  However, since 
wind gusts are of short duration, and not representative of normal or average 
conditions, it is not expected that an overall annual average wind speed would be 
of the same magnitude as the wind gusts.  The annual average wind speed is 
expected to be much lower than a wind gust speed. 

 
 The Willits meteorological data used for pollutant dispersion modeling included 

winds from the north and northwest (winds towards the Golden Rule Residential 
Park) with wind speeds ranging from 1 meter per second (m/s) to 3.5 m/s (2.2 
mph to 10.1 mph).  Wind speeds at the Harris Quarry site are likely to be higher 
than those measured at the Willits site. Thus, it is likely that the dispersion 
modeling described above used wind speeds lower than may actually occur.  
Since a pollutant concentration at a downwind location from an emission source 
is inversely proportional to the wind speed19,20, as the wind speed decreases the 

                                                
19 D. Bruce Turner. Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion, U. S. EPA, 1970. 
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concentration increases.  Or conversely, for a given level of emissions from a 
source, the downwind concentration at a specific location will decease as the 
wind speed increases.  Therefore, when considering that the wind speeds used 
in the dispersion modeling based on the Willits data are likely lower than may 
occur at the project site, and the predicted concentrations from the dispersion 
modeling are likely to overestimate the pollutant concentrations due to use of 
lower than actual wind speeds. 

 
 Potential health risks at Golden Rule Residential Park and Church of the Golden 

Rule were evaluated using MCAQMD-recommended methods, which included 
dispersion modeling to estimate toxic air contaminant concentrations.  
Meteorological data from a meteorological monitoring station in Willits was used 
with the dispersion models to predict pollutant concentrations in the project area, 
including areas in the Walker Valley south of the project site.   

 
 The Willits meteorological monitoring station is the closest location where 

meteorological data were available.  Historically, there has been no long term 
meteorological monitoring of parameters needed for dispersion modeling in the 
vicinity of the project site, and only limited monitoring in the project region.  The 
Willits meteorological data were obtained from a location near South Main Street 
between Franklin Avenue and Walnut Street at an elevation of about 1,400 feet.  
This monitoring station is about 4.7 miles northwest of the project site.  
Elevations at the project site range from about 1,850 feet at the quarry site to 
about 2,200 feet at the location of the proposed asphalt plant. 

 
 Based on the Willits monitoring site location and its surrounding area, 

meteorological data from this station was considered generally representative of 
conditions in the region.  Since site-specific meteorological data were not 
available these data were used in the dispersion modeling to estimate pollutant 
concentrations in the project area.  While there would be variation in 
meteorological conditions between the Willits site and the project site due to 
differences in elevation and local topography, the Willits data was considered to 
be a reasonably representative of the range of meteorological conditions 
encountered at the project site.  Due to the higher elevation of the project site 
compared to Willits, wind speeds at the project site are expected to be greater 
than winds in Willits. 

 
 As part of preparing the responses to comments on the RDEIR, a meteorological 

data set for the same year as the Willits meteorological data (2004) used in the 
dispersion modeling, derived from mesoscale meteorological modeling data, was 
obtained for the Harris Quarry location in order to assist in evaluating the 
representativeness of the Willits meteorological data.   

 
 Additional meteorological data was developed for the Harris Quarry site by Lakes 

Environmental21 based on a high resolution meteorological model designed to 
analyze the horizontal and vertical structure of the atmosphere.  Lakes 

                                                
20 U.S. EPA. User’s Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Models, Volume II 
– Description of Model Algorithms. September 1995. 
21 http://www.weblakes.com/  
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Environmental used the wind fields and other data produced by the MM5 model 
(5th generation Mesoscale Model) to produce a set of surface based hourly 
meteorological data, including wind speed and wind direction, for the Harris 
Quarry site location for the same year as the Willits meteorological data (2004) 
used for the RDEIR dispersion modeling.   

 
 The MM5 model is a widely used three-dimensional numerical prognostic 

meteorology model developed by Pennsylvania State University and the U. S. 
National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR).  The model is a limited-area, 
non-hydrostatic, terrain following sigma-coordinate model designed to simulate or 
predict mesoscale and regional-scale atmospheric circulation by solving for the 
full set of physical and thermodynamic equations which govern atmospheric 
motions22.  The model uses objective analysis to process observed data at 
weather stations and output them to a regular grid.  Using the gridded MM5 data 
and a specific site location, surface meteorological data are developed by 
creating a pseudo meteorological station and extracting the data from the grid 
cell that contains the site location.   

 
 Using MM5 data from 2004 and the location of the Harris Quarry, Lakes 

Environmental developed a set of hourly surface meteorological data for 2004 in 
the National Weather Service SAMSON format.  This data included hourly wind 
speed and wind direction data.  The wind speed and direction data were then 
used for comparison with the Willits meteorological data for 2004 to assess the 
reasonableness of the Willits data for use in dispersion modeling for the health 
risk assessment presented in the RDEIR. 

 
 As part of the comparison of the two meteorological data sets, the frequency of 

occurrence of winds, by time of day, along with the average wind speed, for each 
of the sixteen cardinal wind directions was calculated.  Winds that would affect 
the area south of the quarry are those from the north through northwest during 
the daytime.  For the daytime period when the quarry would be operating, from 6 
a.m. through 6 p.m., the Willits meteorological data showed that winds from the 
north through northwest occurred about 1.4% of the time, with an average wind 
speed of 3.8 mph.  The Harris Quarry meteorological data set showed that winds 
from north through northwest occurred about 3.1% of the time, with and average 
wind speed of 6.0 mph.  Thus, based on this comparison, it appears that winds 
affecting the area south of the quarry would occur more frequently, but with 
higher wind speeds, than reflected in the modeling conducted for the RDEIR.  
These results would indicate that on an annual basis the area south of the quarry 
would be affected more frequently by emissions from the quarry (because of a 
larger percentage of winds directed towards the area to the south), but at lower 
hourly concentrations (due to the higher wind speed) than indicated by the 
RDEIR.  Overall, it appears that use of site specific meteorological data for 
dispersion modeling of the Harris Quarry could result in an increase in annual 
pollutant concentrations that are used for assessing health risk by roughly 30 to 
50%. 

 
                                                
22 Grell, G.; Dudhia, J.; Stauffer, D.  A Description of the Fifth-Generation Penn State/NCAR 
Mesoscale Model (MM5), National Center for Atmospheric Research, Boulder CO., 1994. 
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 Based on modeling conducted for the health risk evaluation using the Willits 
meteorological data, the increased cancer risks to persons at the Church of the 
Golden Rule from the proposed project for 30 years of operation would be 0.02 
cases per million people, and 0.04 cases per million people for the Golden Rule 
Mobile Village.  For operation of the proposed project for 70 years, the increased 
cancer risks would be 0.14 per million for the Church of the Golden Rule and 
0.17 per million for the Golden Rule Mobile Village.  The MCAQMD threshold of 
significance for increased cancer risk from a project is 10 cases per million.   

 
 In order for the increased cancer risks from the proposed project to be 

considered significant in the area south of the quarry, they would have to be 60 
to 250 times higher (6,000% to 25,000% higher) than those estimated using the 
Willits data.  The possible underestimation of annual pollutant concentrations due 
to use of the Willits meteorological data for the dispersion modeling would not 
change the conclusion that potential health risks effects at the Church of the 
Golden Rule or the Golden Rule Mobile Village would be considerably lower than 
the MCAQMD health risk significance thresholds.  

 
 To conclude, the additional meteorological data indicates that the area south of 

the project site would be exposed to higher annual concentrations of pollutants 
than described using the Willits weather data.  However, the principal factor 
affecting the dispersion modeling and pollutant concentration is the distance from 
the proposed asphalt plant.  The pollutant concentrations would be substantially 
below the significance threshold as reported above.”   

 
19. Page 299.  The following text is added after the third paragraph under Impact 

4.6-I:  “The total indirect GHG emissions from the proposed project are 2,007 
short tons per year (tons/year), or 1,821 metric tons of CO2 equivalents per year 
(MT CO2e/year).  As shown in Table 4.6-6 the total indirect CO2 baseline 
emissions associated with existing conditions are 706 tons/year.  The net 
increase of indirect CO2e emissions from the proposed project is 1,301 
tons/year, or 1,180 MT CO2e/year.   

 
 As shown in Table 4.6-8, the MCAQMD significance threshold for GHGs for 

projects other than stationary sources (i.e., indirect sources) is 1,100 MT 
CO2e/year, not 1,200 MT CO2e/year as referenced in the comment.  Since 
indirect emissions associated with the proposed project would have a net 
increase of 1,180 MT CO2e/year, these emissions would be greater than the 
significance threshold for indirect sources.  As described above, the project 
would have a potentially significant impact regarding conflict with plans and 
regulations that address GHG emissions.   

 
 When calculating GHG emissions for the proposed project several State and 

CARB regulatory requirements that have been recently adopted were not 
accounted for.  For mobile sources these regulations include the CARB Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), which calls for a reduction of at least 10% in the 
carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels by 2020, and the “Pavley” 
regulations that reduce GHG emissions in new passenger vehicles from 2009 
through 2016. The Pavley regulations will reduce GHG emissions from 
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passenger vehicles by about 22 percent in 2012 and about 30 percent in 2016.  
In addition to GHG requirements affecting mobile sources, Senate Bill 2 of the 
First Extraordinary Session (Simitian, SB 2 (1x)), which requires California 
energy providers to buy 33 percent of their energy from clean, renewable energy 
sources by 2020, was signed into law on April 12, 2011.  In 2010, 15.9 percent of 
PG&E’s energy load was provided by renewable energy sources23.  GHG 
emissions from PG&E generated electricity with the increased renewal energy 
source requirements will further reduce GHG emissions from the proposed 
project.  Incorporating the above regulatory requirements into the proposed 
project’s estimated GHG emissions would reduce the emissions to levels below 
the significance levels for indirect sources. 

 
 As importantly, the project would result in a decrease in regional VMT (see pages 

281 and 296 of the RDEIR).  As such, it is expected that on a regionwide basis 
there would be no increase in indirect emissions. Finally, Mitigation Measure 4.6-
I.1 would reduce indirect emissions by more than 80 MT CO2e/year.” 

 
20. Page 319.  The text of the following sentence is revised: “The District includes 

two stations; the main station on East Commercial Street in Willits and a second 
station on Baechtel Road in Willits.  The main station has two Incident Command 
System (ICS) Type 1 engines, three one Type 3 4-wheel drive engines, and one 
rescue vehicle.  The Baechtel Road station has one Type 1 engine, one Type 3 
4-wheel drive engine, one 4,000-gallon water tender, and one 75-foot ladder 
truck. Volunteers include 13 EMTs, and the rest are First Responders.”  

 
21. Page 373.  Table 5.2-1 is revised as shown below: 

                                                
23 California Public Utilities Commission, 2011.  Renewables Portfolio Standard, Quarterly Report, 
2nd Quarter 2011. 
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Revised Table 5.2-1 
Vehicle Miles Traveled Summary 

Base Permit Project  Project plus Near Term 
Cumulative 

Annual 
Trips 

Annual 
VMT 

Annual 
Trips 

Annual 
VMT 

Annual Trips Annual VMT 

Change 
In 

VMT 

3,719 98,761 7,550 225,263 4,494 175,631 76,870 

3,721 322,636 3,579 318,899 2,889 282,894 -39,742 

4,959 415,506 4,747 401,631 3,847 366,318 -49,188 

1,240 145,695 1,209 144,970 972 127,656 -18,039 

992 133,202 973 129,297 774 98,123 -35,079 

9,920 287,671 8,096 236,262 7,597 271,745 -15,926 

2,480 75,480 2,018 58,816 1,459 38,935 -36,545 

2,481 109,033 2,058 89,771 1,605 75,623 -33,410 

2,480 69,650 2,088 47,997 1,761 29,530 -40,120 

2,480 329,488 2,420 319,171 1,925 243,918 -85,570 

744 25,178 591 19,419 422 12,982 12,196 

1,241 108,060 1,199 104,864 954 80,090 -27,970 

2,449 326,041 2,412 319,551 1,942 280,657 -45,384 

0 0 0 0 8,341 149,109 149,109 

38,936 2,446,401 38,940 2,415,911 38,982 2,233,211 -213,190 

       

0 0 2,644 85,621 2,644 85,621 85,621 

7,499 284,767 5,444 183,063 5,444 183,063 -101,704 

1,718 71,146 1,815 61,089 1,815 61,089 -10,057 

2,501 445,239 1,816 318,347 1,816 318,347 -126,892 

11,718 801,152 11,719 648,120 11,719 648,120 -153,032 

50,654 3,247,553 50,659 3,064,031 50,701 2,136,113 -366,222 

Note: VMT = Vehicle miles traveled 

 
 
“ 




