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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. 
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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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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.   



 
 

Harris Quarry Final EIR  Page 426 
County of Mendocino Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

 
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 

 
 
“ 




