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CHAPTER 1
 
INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, BoDean Company, Inc. proposes to expand its existing 87-acre 
Mark West Quarry that is located about 9 miles north-northeast of the City of Santa 
Rosa to include an additional 81 acres. The total mined area would increase by 
approximately 32 acres over the 20-year mining period. The proposed project 
includes: 1) rezoning of a portion of an 81-acre parcel adjacent to the existing 
quarry property to add the Mineral Resource Combining District that would allow 
the mining of this property; 2) approval of a Use Permit to allow the mining of the 
expanded quarry at the currently allowed maximum production rate of 500,000 
cubic yards per year (which is the equivalent of 750,000 tons per year) for a 20-
year period; and 3) approval of a revised Reclamation Plan that directs how the 
proposed expansion site would be reclaimed at the end of the use permit. 

B. CEQA PROCESS 

The County of Sonoma (Lead Agency) prepared a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the project and circulated it for public review on May 21, 2013.  
The 45-day public review period began on May 21, 2013 and ended on July 5, 
2013. The County also held a public hearing before the Planning Commission to 
receive oral comment on the DEIR at the Sonoma County Permit and Resource 
Management Department (PRMD), at 2550 Ventura Avenue in Santa Rosa on June 
20, 2013. 

The DEIR for the proposed Mining and Reclamation Plan for the Mark West Quarry 
Expansion, together with this Response to Comments Document, constitute the 
Final EIR (FEIR) for the proposed project. The FEIR is an informational document 
prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by decision-makers before 
approving the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the 
following: 

“The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or 
In a summary. 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in review 
and consultation process. 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the 
CEQA Guidelines. This Response to Comments Document incorporates comments 
from public agencies, organizations, and the general public, and contains 
appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to those comments. 
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C. ORGANIZATION OF THIS FEIR 

This FEIR for the proposed Mining and Reclamation Plan for the Mark West Quarry 
Expansion contains information in response to comments raised during the public 
comment period. 

Chapter 1 describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to 
Comments Document. 

Chapter 2 contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted written 
comments and/or made spoken comments on the DEIR during the public review 
period. 

Chapter 3 contains copies of the comment letters and public hearing minutes, and 
the responses to those comments. Within each letter and public hearing minutes, 
individual comments are labeled with a number in the margin. Immediately 
following the comment letter are responses to each of the numbered comments. 

Chapter 4. contains text changes made to the DEIR. Some changes were initiated 
by County staff and others were made in response to comments received on the 
DEIR. 

CHAPTER 2 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DEIR 

This chapter provides a list of the agencies and individuals that commented on the 
EIR and where their letter and the County’s response to the comments can be 
found.  

The County received eight (8) comment letters on the DEIR during the public 
review period. Two (2) of these letters were from public agencies, and six (6) were 
from individuals. In addition, one letter from a public agency and one from an 
individual were received after the close of the public review period. The County 
has decided to include those two late letters in this documents and respond to 
issues raised in those letters. At the public hearing, comments were submitted by 
five (5) members of the public and five (5) planning commissioners. The table 
below shows the location of the comment letter (as well as the public hearing 
comments) within the Final EIR and the responses to the letter or comments. 
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 Commentor 
  

Date 
 Comment  
       Page   

 Response   
  Page 

 
 Public Agencies  

 1.	 	      State Office of Planning and Research   7/08/13  4  6 
 
 
 2.	 	    California Department of Transportation 
 
 

   (Erik Alm AICP)   7/05/13 7  9 
 
 
 	 3.	     Sonoma County Department of Transportation 
 
  

   and Public Works (Mitch Simson)   7/15/13 10  11 
 
 
 

 Interested Persons  
 4.	 	   Anita C. Salas  5/29/13  12  15 
 
 
 	 5.	   Janet Angell  7/05/13 16  20 
 
 
 6.	 	    Janet Angell (second letter)  6/28/13  27  28 
 
 
 	 7.	   Steven R. Ourada  7/05/13  29  31 
 
 
 8.	 	     Bill Williams, BoDean Co.  7/05/13 34  39 
 
 
 9.	 	     Nick R. Green, Citizens Advocating 
 
  

   Rational Development 7/05/13  41  43 
 
 
 10.      Lindsay Austin et al	 	  7/14/13  47  54
 
 

 
    Comments Made at the Public Hearing  

 	 11.	   
 Sonoma County Planning Commission
  
   Public Hearing    6/20/13 55  68 
 
 
 
 

   
      

 
         

             
       

     
       

 
    

 
 


 

 

CHAPTER 3 
COMMENTS ON THE DEIR AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 

The following section contains the letters received and responses to those letters. 
Each letter is followed by a response page(s). Each comment and its 
corresponding response are numbered.  The end of this chapter contains the draft 
Minutes that summarize comments made at the June 20, 2013 Planning 
Commission public hearing, and responses to those comments. Where responses 
have resulted in changes to the DEIR, these changes also appear in Chapter 4, 
Revisions to the DEIR. 
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- - - - ·-· . --

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

EDMUND G. BROv\IN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

KENA.LEX 
DIRECTOR 

July 8, 2013 

Rich Stabler 
Sonoma County Permit and Resources Management Deparhnent 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: PLP09-0035 Mark WestQuaiTy 
SCH#: 2005062093 

Dear Rich Stabler: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On 1-1 
 
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 
reviewed your document The review period closed on July 5, 2013, and the co1mnents from the 
responding agen~y (ies) 1s (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Cleai·inghouse immediately~ Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clea1inghouse number in future 
c01Tespondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A respo1:isible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be suppo1ied by 
specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
. more information or clarification of the enclosed connnen:ts, we reconm1end that you contact the 
conm1enting agency directly. 

This letter aclmowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the 
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the envirom11ental review 
process. 

sy+ 
Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

.Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

I RECEiVED 

JUL 11 20B 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
.__c::._o,;:;. u !::l.I..2:..9 F _§_Q_~ 0 MA 

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
-----E91-6}445-0613--F-AX(9-16}~23-3 0-18--www,opr-.toa.gev---- --- ---------------------- ----- --------------- -



Docu~ment Details Repor:t 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2005062093 
Project Title PLP09-0035 Mark West Quarry 

Lead Agency Sonoma County 

. Type EIR . Draft EIR 

Description The proposed project consists of: 1) The rezoning of 33 acres of an 81-acre parcel adjacent to the 
existing quarry property to add the Mineral Resource Combining District that would allow the mining of 
this property; 2) Approval of a Use Permit to allow mining 500,000 cubic yards (750,000 tons) per year 

for a 20-year period; 3) Approval of a Use Permit to allow timberland conversion; and a 4. Approval of 
a revised Reclamation Plan that directs how the site would be reclaimed at the end of the use permit. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Rich Stabler 

Agency Sonoma· County Permit and Resources Management Department 
Phone 707 565 8352 Fax (707) 565-1103 
email msotak@sonoma-county.org 

Address 255.0 Ventura Avenue 
City · Santa Rosa State CA Zip 95403 

Project Location 
County Sonoma 

City 
Region 

Lat/Long 38° 33' 26" N I 122° 39' 19.34" W 
Cross Streets Calistoga Road 

Parcel No. 120-210-048, -031, -006 
Township. Range Section Base 

Proximity to: 
Highways 

Airports 
Railways, 

Waterways Porter Creek 
Schools 

Land Use RRD B6 100 C\Cre density SR, MR 

Project Issues AestheticNisual; Air Quality; Biological Resources; .Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Public Services; 
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Landuse; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife,· Region 3; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, District 4; Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, Region 1; Department of Toxic Substances Control; NC?tive American 

Heritage Commission 

Date Received 05/21/2013 ·Start of Review 05/21/2013 End of Review 07/05/2013 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

 
           

 
 

           
     

     
 
 
 

	 


 

 

Response to Letter from Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Research, 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. 
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OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN. Jr .. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
111 GRAND A VENUE 
P. 0. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 
PHONE (510) 286-6053 
FAX (510) 286-5559 
TTY 711 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

July 5, 2013 
SON128067 
SON-128-24.76 
SCH# 2005062093 

Mr. Rich Stabler 
Permit and Resource Management Department 
County of Sonoma 
2550 Ventura A venue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Mr. Stabler: 

Mark West Quarry Expansion Project- Draft EIR 

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Mark West Quarry Expansion Project. The following 
comments are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Signal Operations 
The electronic Synchro files do not accurately reflect the existing conditions observed in the field by 2-1 
 
Caltrans, indicating that the Level of Service (LOS) and other data are not accurate within Synchro 
and traffic report. Please have the consultant change the signal timing parameters for the following 
intersections: (1) #2 River Road-Mark West Road and U.S. Highway 101 (US-101) northbound off­
ramps; and (2) #10 Calistoga Road and State Route (SR) 12 on all Synchro scenarios. Due to its size 
the timing sheets originally provided by the consultant will be emailed to you for reference. Once 
these corrections have been made to Synchro, please provide Caltrans with the corrected Synchro 
files and traffic report for review and comment. 

Highway Operations 
The project indicates that the signals would be installed in the near term (2015) at various locations 2-2
 
 
as part of the City of Calistoga's General Plan, which includes the southbound US-101 ramp 
terminal at River Road-Mark West Springs Road and possibly at the intersections of SR 
128/Petrified Forest Road. 

"Ca/trans improves mobility across California" 



Rich Stabler/County of Sonoma 
July 5, 2013 
Page2 

Pursuant to Caltrans' guidelines, any new proposal for intersection signalization must include other 
alternatives including roundabouts. Any modifications to any intersection along the State Highway 
System should be coordinated with and reviewed by Caltrans. 

Although existing intersection counts, Synchro outputs and LOS methodologies were included in the 
DEIR Appendix F. Traffic Background Data, Caltrans was unable to locate a Traffic Impact Study 
(TIS) specific to this proposed project which analyzes how much traffic this project will generate. 
Please provide Caltrans with a TIS for this proposed project. 

Please feel free to call or email Luis Melendez at (510) 286-5606 or Luis Melendez@dot.ca.gov 
with any questions regarding this letter. 

Sincerely, 

2-

ERIK ALM, AICP 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Ca/trans improves mobility across California" 
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Response to Letter from Erik Alm, AICP, California Department of Transportation 

As the comment letter states, Caltrans emailed intersection count and timing data to be 
used in redoing the modeling. The 38 pages of count and timing data that Caltrans 
attached to this comment letter are available for review at the offices of PRMD. 

2-1	 The EIR traffic engineers (TJKM) used optimized signal conditions to conduct the 
EIR traffic analysis, which is the customary EIR approach. Nevertheless, the 
modeling was redone given the timing data provided by Caltrans as part of their 
comment letter. The inputting of the actual signal timings at both intersections 
actually made the intersections operate more efficiently than reported in the DEIR, 
that is, the projected intersection delays decreased.  The impacts to the 
intersections were less than projected in the DEIR, but in either case the impacts 
are less than significant. See Chapter 4 for the updated LOS tables. 

2-2	 Any new intersection construction would be a project initiated by the County of 
Sonoma or the City of Calistoga (depending on the location of the intersection). It 
is expected that both of those agencies would coordinate with Caltrans during the 
planning stage and address alternatives recommended by Caltrans, including 
roundabouts. The traffic signal recommended in 2035 at the Petrified Forest / SR 
128 intersection is a suggested improvement for which the quarry project under 
review in this EIR would not be responsible in terms of design and construction, 
given that added quarry project traffic was found not to trigger any impact. 

2-3 	 A final stand-alone Traffic Impact Study per Caltrans Guidelines was not prepared 
for this EIR.  However, an administrative draft traffic impact study per County of 
Sonoma Guidelines was prepared.  Much of the data in that administrative draft 
report was revised based on EIR team and County review and project changes. 
The revisions were formatted to meet CEQA presentation requirements.  This 
corrected and revised data was presented as the Traffic and Circulation Chapter of 
the DEIR (Chapter 4.4 starting on page 4.4-1 of the DEIR) and in Appendix F, 
Traffic Background Data. The traffic count data and level of service calculations for 
this analysis are, as stated in the DEIR, on file at the Sonoma County Permit and 
Resource Management Department and have been provided to Caltrans for review. 
Please see pages 4.4-14 through 4.4-16 of the DEIR regarding project trip 
generation and the revised Level of Service tables for EIR study intersections 
presented in Chapter 4 of this Response to Comments Document. 
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County of Sonoma 

Department of Transportation and Public Works 
2 3 0 0 C o u n t y  C e n t e r  D r i v e ,  S u i t e  B - 1 0 0  S a n t a  R o s a ,  C a l i f o r n i a  9 5 4 0 3 ­
2 8 1 5  

( 7 0 7 ) 	 	5 6 5 - 2 2 3 1 ,  F a x  ( 7 0 7 )  5 6 5 - 2 6 2 0  

Memorandum 

To: Sigrid Swedenborg 

Copy: Rich Stabler 

From: Mitch Simson 

Date: July 15, 2013 

Re: PLP09-0035 (Bodean Company, Inc.) 

Sigrid, 

Here are TPW comments on the traffic portion of the EIR: 

•	  	 

• 	 	 

• 	 	 

•	 	 

Intersection #1 (River Road at southbound US 101 off ramps): This intersection is now 3-1  
signalized. This improves the existing condition as reported. It is accounted for in 
 
baseline and future conditions. 
 

The signalized intersection at Mark West Springs Road-Sutter entrance is not identified. 3-2  

The approved Mark West Springs Road-Old Redwood Highway improvements (Sutter) 3-3  
are not identified. 

Intersections #1 and #2 are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, not the County. 3-4  

Comments on Mitigation measures: 

• 	 	 

•	 	 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-D.1: The measure states, in part, “The applicant shall be 3-5  
responsible for a fair share for these future improvements when planning and funding are 
identified in the future…” This apparently allows for the expanded use prior to collection 
of the fair shares. The Canyon Rock and Blue Rock projects in Forestville required 
payment prior “authorizing expansion of clearing or mining activities.” Those fair share 
projects are better defined, but mostly with undetermined construction dates. If the county 
is going to mitigate in this manner, I suggest an agreement between the applicant and 
county should be in place prior to authorizing expansion activities in order to insure future 
payments. The applicant will pay only for those projects programmed prior to the 
termination of miming. 

Impact 4.4-J: The secondary impacts identified in this section are not project –driven, but 3-6  
result from improvements the county may construct in the future. As stated on page 4.4­
36, “The County currently conducts such CEQA review for these types of public works 
projects and has developed a list of appropriate mitigation measures…” It doesn’t seem 
appropriate to list those measures as part of this document as project-specific review will 
be required. 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

        
  

 
              

          
  

      
        

    
 

           
   

         
          

  
         

        
     

             
              

   
 

  
           

            
       

           
   

 
           

     
 

 
    

    
      

 
   

        
 

      
      

  
        

      


 

 

Response to Memorandum from Mitch Simson, Sonoma County Department of 
Transportation and Public Works 

3-1 This fact is noted for the record. As described on page 4.4-21 of the DEIR, this 
signalization was foreseen by 2015 (i.e., it was included as part of the 2015 
baseline conditions), and the project would not have a significant impact on this 
signalized intersection.  The fact that this signalization has occurred earlier than 
predicted in the DEIR would not result in a new impact, change in impact 
significance, or additional mitigation. 

3-2 The EIR prepared for the Sutter Hospital project assessed the Mark West Springs 
Road-Sutter Entrance intersection, and the baseline conditions used for that EIR 
included a 2% increase in traffic from additional development along the Mark West 
Road corridor east of Old Redwood Highway – see page 3.15-27 of the Sutter 
Medical Center of Santa Rosa/Luther Burbank Memorial Foundation Joint Master 
Plan Draft EIR (URS, 2009).  That EIR found that this intersection would operate 
acceptably (LOS B or better) with the Sutter project plus projected development 
along the Mark West Springs Road corridor and other area development, including 
the Mark West Quarry project that is the subject of this EIR.  Because this 
intersection was assessed in the Sutter EIR and no significant impacts were found 
resulting from traffic signal implementation, the County did not require it as a study 
intersection for this EIR. 

3-3 It is noted that improvements have been made at the Mark West Springs Road/Old 
Redwood Highway. As part of the Sutter Hospital Conditions of Approval, approach 
widening and lane geometry improvements were made at this intersection, and the 
existing signal was interconnected with the new traffic signal at the main Wells 
Fargo Center entrance on Mark West Springs Road. These improvements were 
assumed in the EIR traffic analysis for this project. 

3-4 This fact is noted for the record. These intersections will operate acceptably with 
the addition of project traffic, and no project-related mitigation is required for these 
intersections. 

3-5 The recommendation regarding the means of the applicant paying its fair share is 
noted for the record.  The County will consider this recommendation in developing 
final Conditions of Approval, if the project is approved. 

3-6 PRMD determined that providing a discussion of the range of impacts that could 
accompany future roadway widening would be consistent with CEQA. This also 
included the listing of possible mitigations to reduce or eliminate these secondary 
impacts. This discussion ensures that the EIR addresses the secondary impacts 
that could arise from mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR to reduce 
project traffic safety impacts.  As stated on page 4.4-43 of the DEIR, the County 
could develop alternate or additional mitigations at the time such future road 
improvements are designed and reviewed subject to CEQA.. 
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COUNTY OF SONOMA 
 

PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829 

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
OF THE 
 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 
REPORT 
 

AND 
 
.N.OTICEOF..PUBLIC HEARING 
 

Project Description: The Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
(PRMD) has received an application to expand the existing Mark West Quarry on approximately 
33acres, located at 4411 Porter Creek Roa'a, PRMD File PLP09-0035. The proposed project 
consists of: 

Approval of a Use Permit to allow mining of 500,000 .cubic yards (750,000 tons) per year 
·- - for a 20-year period. 

A zone change on 33 acres of an 81-acre parcel adjacent to the existing quarry property to 
add the Mineral Resource Combining District that would allow the mining of this 

-property, 

Approval of a Use Permit to allow timberland conversion; and 

Approval of a revised Reclamation Plan that directs how the site would be reclaimed at 
the end of the use permit. 

Environmental Impact Report: A Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been 
prepared and is available for public review and comment. The Draft EIR identifies potentially 
significant impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate those impacts as well as, alternatives to the 
project. Potentially significant impacts identified in the DEIR include effects on Aesthetics, Air 
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology & Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water. Quality, Land Use & Planning, Noise, 
Transpo.Jiation/Traffic, Utilities/Service Systems and -Cumulative Impacts. ~ ~"-·~·-~c, 
ttY. -----:2i.u_Z~:O:t/(/I) o ;2ia ~@MK-~f~QGon~Mitigati~Measures have bfe~ ide~o reduce impacts to a less than significant evel, 
except for certain significant and unavoidable impacts identified under Traffic and Circulation, 

1--------~-~ir Quality, Biological Resources, and Aesthetics. There is a 45-day public review period of the 
I · . adequacy~ofthe Draft EIRbeginningJY1ay2l~"20-i-3"1hrough:-Ju1y-5,-20-B-.~--·-------------------­

! 



 
 

Response  to  Letter  from  Anita  C.  Salas  
 
4-1  The  comment  noting  existing  hazardous road conditions on the roadway system  

used by  aggregate haul trucks is noted for the record.  This opinion corroborates  
the  statements about existing  safety  hazards  found on pages  4.4-5 through 4.4-7 of  
the DEIR.  The DEIR recommends mitigations (e.g., roadway widening)  that would  
reduce  this  existing  hazard.  

 
4-2  The  commentor’s  dislike  of  the  existing  effects of quarry operations is noted for the  

record.  
 
4-3  As  stated  on  page  4.8-6 of  the DEIR,  there have been no calls for fire agency  

response  to the quarry  during the  past  10 years.   As  stated on page 4.8-8,  the 
Sheriff’s  Office  believes  that  the  project will not have a significant effect on that 
agency.   As  described on page 4.4-24,  there have been traffic  accidents  along the 
Mark  West  Springs  and  Porter  Roads,  which  would  have  required  police  and  
emergency  response.   Such accidents  may  increase,  which is  why the EIR  
recommends mitigations to reduce the risk of such accidents.  

 
4-4  The  commentor’s  opinion  about  the  proposed  project  is  noted  for  the  record.  It may  

be helpful  to clarify,  however,  to discuss  the commentor’s characterization of this  
project  as  an “expansion”  project.   The proposed project  would “expand”  mining 
operations  onto an adjacent  parcel  given that  hard-rock  resources  in  the  existing  
mining  area  are  nearly  exhausted.   The  project  may  also  be  thought  of as a  
continuation  of  an  exiting  mining  operation,  however,  given  that  future  production  
limits  would  be  identical to  existing  production  limits  at  the  existing  quarry.   
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Janet Angell 
Petrified Forest 

4100 Petrified.Forest Road, 
Calistoga, CA 94515 

July 5, 2013 

Rich Stabler, 
County of Sonoma 
Penn.it and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Via email Reply to BIR Report for the Mark West Quarry Expansion 

Dear Mr. Stabler: 

I first learned of this ElR. from a notice posted on a stop sign at the Petrified Forest Road/Porter Creek 
Road intersection Although PRMD had previously agreed to give me inail notice of any future action 
regarding the Quarry, it did not. After learning of the BIR report, I asked PRMD for an extension of 
time to submit written objections so that I could investigate and respond to the various issues raised in 
the 600+ page report. PRMD denied my request for an extension. Given the limited time I am unable 
to adequately respond to the findings in the report, but have done my best to present a few issues. 

1. No Fossils in Sonoma Volcanics 

The EIR report is inaccurate and incomplete in that it states that Sonoma Volcanics contain no fossils. 
"A portion of the site contains Sonoma Volcanics, which again is a rock type that does not include 5-1
fossils." (ElR., Page 4.10-8) Sonoma Volcanics contain tree fossils, plant fossils, leaf fossils, pollen 
fossils, insect fossils, and animal fossils. The Petrified Forest is embedded in Sonoma POlcanics. See, 
for example, Pliocene Floras of California by Princeton Professor Erling Dorf, pp. 3-13, which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit B. Currently scientists are studying volcanic ash on the property to isolate 
ancient pollens and identify the kinds of vegetation that lived on site 3.4 million years ago. 

2. Failure to acknowledge the Franz Valley Area Plan. 

The EIR is incomplete and inadequate because it fails to acknowledge that the existing Quarry and 5-2
proposed Quany Expansion Site ("the project") are subject to policies and standards of the Franz 
Valley Area Plan, which is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

The EJR states that " ... There is no adopted Conservation Plan, Natural Community Plan, or other 5-3
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan that includes the project site." See, e.g., EIR 
page 4.3-30. 


 
 


 
 


 
 



the Sonoma County General Plan and the Franz Valley Area Plait provide standards for evaluating 
conservation issues. The Sonoma County General Plan 2020, Policy L:U-la reaffirms the authority of 
the Franz Valley Area Plan and further provides that: · 

" ... In any case where there appears to be a conflict between the Generc;tl Plan, and any Specific Area 
Plan, the more restrictive policy or standard shall apply." ' 

Mark West Quarry and East Porter Creek Road are specifically mentitjned in the Franz Valley Area 
Plan. The project site is in the mapped area as well. Changing designations from Agricultural to 
Mineral Resource doesn't change the County's duty to honor the stand?rds and principles promised to 
the other property owners in the Plan Area. "The Franz Valley Area Pl~n will insure protection of the 
area's biological diversity, and scenic, educational and recreational values." (p. 17) The EIR did not 
acknowledge that the plan applied, and thus did not properly evaluate the significance of the project's 
impact. See EIR 4.3-30. ' 

Below are some of the policy and standards of the Franz Valley Area ~Ian that are in potential conflict 
with the project proposal: 

"Sensitivities are the third aspect of the environmental evaluation don~ in Franz Valley: Those natural 
characteristics and features which would be irreversibly affected by d~velopment activities. Scenic and 
bicycle routes, vistas, parks, historical sites, riparian corridors, critical; habitat for peregrine falcons, 
sensitive areas and unique features are factors mapped in the open space map. The Franz Valley Area 
Plan will insure protection of the area's biological diversity, and scenilj;, educational and recreational 
values." (p. I 7) : 

"Large blocks of lands of limited access and marginal economic productivity are extremely important 
for maintaining and building soil, recharging groundwater, producing ~xygen and consuming carbon 
dioxide, moderating climate, and sustaining biological diversity and g~metic adaptability to future 
change. An additional human benefit resulting from resource conserv~tion areas is the preservation of 
some of the County for tranquility, the freedom from urban noise and ~ongestion necessary for spiritual 
growth and artistic exploration. Scientific and educational uses ofthe~e areas are also important The 
mitigation of the cumulative effects of development in urban areas depends upon the protection and 
enhancement of these often overlooked resource conservation values fo rural areas." (p. 33) 

I 

Other standards in the Franz Valley Area Plan are: 

For projects which could affect nesting raptors, prior to project construction the applicant shall have a 
qualified wildlife biologist conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting raptors within 800 feet of any 
area of proposed construction activity ... (p.12) See, EJR p.4.3-33 (within 300 ft.) 

Encourage the preservation and enhancement of wildlife habitat areas representative of the flora and 
fauna of the area (emphasis added) and necessary for preservation of rare and endangered species. 
(p. 8) 

Preserve timber stands with unique biotic or scenic qualities. (p. 8) 

... hardwoods should be retained. (p.12) 

Avoid construction of new access to remote areas. (p.12) 

5-4 
 

5-5
 
 

5-6
 
 



-·-··--· -· --·-·--- -·:- -· -- - ·-

Ridgelines should be protected from development, and utilities for new :construction installed 
underground along scenic routes and near vista points. (p.27) · 

Scenic routes in Franz Valley are Highway 128, Chalk Hill Road, Franz Valley Road, Porter Creek 
Road, Petrified Forest Road, Calistoga Road, and St. Helena Road. Th¢y have been selected as scenic 
routes because they are the area's major thoroughfares and have high scenic value for the motorist. 
Vista points have been identified along scenic routes where expansive views are especially noteworthy. 
(p.27) . 

Maintain rural character of roads ... (p. 7) 

Major Riparian Corridors - 200 ft Setback (p.34) 

Minor Riparian Corridors - 100 ft Setback (p.34) 

3. Failure to Asses the Impact of the Project on the Petrified Forest. 

The BIR is incomplete and inaccurate in that it fails to address the project's impact on The Petrified 5-7


Forest. 

The Petrified Forest is: 

California's State Historical Landmark (No. 915); 
Listed on California Register of Historic Resources; 
Eligible to be placed on the National Register of Historical Places; and 
A named Historic Site in Sonoma County's Franz Valley Area Plan. 

Also, the State of California has made factual findings that the Petrified Forest is "unique" in California 
and "unique" in the World. 

The Petrified Forest serves the public by providing educational services and recreational activities. The 
walking and hilring trails display information about the local history, the geological processes, native 
flora and fauna, and fossils found on the property. Trail guides take guests out on various walking and 
biking trails. Many school groups, college students, geologists and visitors from all over the world 
come here to learn about Sonoma County1s unique natural wonders. See EIR.4.8-6 "Since there are no 
public parks or recreational areas located in the vicinity of the project site; the project would have no 
effect on public park and recreation facilities. EIR 4.8-6 · 

The property is located in a scenic corridor that runs from the Alexander and Napa Valleys over 
Petrified Forest Road -~Porter Creek Road --Mark West Springs Road- River Road and out to the 
Sonoma Coast. Nearly all of our visitors from Sonoma County (and North and South of Sonoma 
County) use Porter Creek Road to access the property. Moreover, Porter Creek Road serves as a main 
thoroughfare for getting Napa Valley tourists over to the Russian River Tourist Area and Sonoma 

_coast.-Napa....-visitors-also-useJ~etrified-Eorest.Road_When_tra:fficjs_congestetion_E.orter....Creek_Roa  ... d,~-
the bi2: truck traffic and car traffic snills over on to Calisto2:a Road and Petrified Forest Road causing 

__ -­

  



----------·-·-·- - -·-·-------.--·- - ___ ,, -·. 

and adversely affect the natural experience of the Park. 

Moreover, the Petrified Forest contains wildlife, redwood groves, forests, pasture land, creeks, streams, 
including Biotic Habitat Areas, and contain some ofthe most pristine property in all of Sonoma 
County. The property has been privately owned and protected by our family for almost 100 years 
(1914~2014.) The property is noise sensitive, pollution sensitive, wildl:ife sensitive, rare plant sensitive, 
surface water and groundwater sensitive, view and vista sensitive, climate sensitive, and very sensitive 
to road construction, traffic congestion and noise. 

The Petrified Forest should have been assessed in evaluating the projecrt's impacts. 

Petrified Forest 
4100 Petrified Forest Road 
Calistoga, CA 94515 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

 
       

 
        

        
       

             
   

            
      

 
             

  
     

        
    

  
  

 
            

    
 

       
     

         
    

   
    

     
 
    
 
             

           
     

 
      

    
 

    
    

 
             

   
 
   

        
 
  

 

	 

	 


 

 

Response to Letter from Janet Angell, Petrified Forest 

5-1	 The commentor is correct that the cited statement in the DEIR is wrong. The 
statement will be revised to state:  “A portion of the site contains Sonoma 
Volcanics, which again is a rock type that is known to contain fossils at some 
locations. For example, fossils have been found in this rock type at the Petrified 
Forest located to the east of the site. However, it is unlikely this volcanic material 
would be mined as part of the proposed project given that the Sonoma Volcanics lie 
north of and outside of the proposed mining expansion area.” 

Please note that as shown on Figure 4.1-2, the Sonoma Volcanics do not occur on 
the proposed expansion site.  Rather, they are located on the northern portion of 
the site, a portion of which could be mined in the future. This potential future 
impact is identified on page 5-16 of the DEIR, and mitigation is provided in case 
paleontological resources are unearthed anywhere on the project site.  Accordingly, 
this revision does not result in a new significant project impact nor require any 
additional mitigation. 

The commentor attached a scholarly article (“The Pliocene Flora of California”) to 
this comment letter.  This article is included in the appendix of this Final EIR. 

5-2	 The DEIR did not assess project consistency with the Franz Valley Area Plan (as 
modified through May 22, 2012) since it was found consistent with policies of the 
more recent General Plan 2020.  As is stated in the 2012 Franz Valley Area Plan, 
that plan was revised in 2012 to ensure consistency with the General Plan (page 1 
of the 2012 area plan). However, to provide full disclosure, the following 
consistency analysis is provided regarding pertinent policies and mitigation 
measures of the Franz Valley Area Plan. 

Franz Valley Issues and Policies 

Transportation - Maintain the rural character of roads while providing for necessary 
maintenance and limited safety improvements, especially with regard to school bus 
requirements and safety of children. 

Consistent. The project would  not alter roads in the area.  There would be  
increased use of those roads by haul trucks, but the increase would be relatively  
small (i.e., one new truck trip every 10-20 minutes on Petrified Forest Road  
depending on the time of year  - see Response 5-7 below about the impact of  
additional trucks on Petrified Forest Road). 

Transportation - Coordinate land use and transportation planning to achieve the 
Level of Service designated in the General Plan Circulation and Transit Element. 

Consistent.  With the inclusion of EIR-recommended mitigation all study 
intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service. 

Timber Resource Management - Preserve timber stands with unique biotic or 
scenic qualities. 
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Consistent.  The project would remove timber in the proposed expansion area, but 
this timber stand is not unique. Views of the timber stand are not prominent from 
public vantage points, and the views of this timber are not unique in the area. 

Stability of the Ecological System - Encourage the preservation and enhancement 
of wildlife habitat areas representative of the flora and fauna of the area and 
necessary for preservation of rare and endangered species. 

Consistent. Much of the quarry property (i.e., the entire north side of the ridge) will 
be left undeveloped. After quarry reclamation, the site may provide more diverse 
habitat for wildlife than currently exists (since there would be two large ponds, 
streams, and riparian plantings as well as reforestation of the benches).  There 
would be loss of a population of a special-status species of plants, but mitigations 
are recommended that reduce that impact to a less-than-significant level. It is also 
noted that because this policy uses the word “encourage,” it is not a policy that 
mitigates future impacts of development within the plan area, and projects are not 
required by this policy to meet any defined measure of preservation. 

Scenic Qualities - Review proposed development with regard to its effects on views 
and vistas through the use of scenic routes. 

Consistent. The project was reviewed for visual effects consistent with this policy. 

Constraints and Mitigation Measures 

The Franz Valley Area Plan also contains the following under “Constraints and 
Mitigation Measures,” though they are not formally listed as Policies. 

Hydrology 
(1)	 Within groundwater recharge areas, construction activities, creation of 

impervious surfaces, and changes in drainage should be avoided through 
discretionary actions. 

(2)	 In order to prevent unnecessary erosion and decrease in water quality, 
enforce the provisions of Chapter 70 of Uniform Building Code. 

Consistent.  The quarry site is not a designated groundwater recharge area.  In 
addition, recharge of the local groundwater beneath the site will continue as the 
quarry will not place impervious surfaces over the site.  Detention ponds and 
benches will facilitate recharge.  There will be sufficient recharge to meet project 
water needs except during the extreme drought year, and then operations may 
need to be curtailed until the groundwater is recharged. There would be a small 
change in drainage, but the impact on either Porter or Franz Creeks was found to 
be less than significant. 
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Wildlife and Vegetation 
(1)	 Enforce protection of riparian vegetation through adoption of riparian 

standards in the revision of the County Zoning Ordinance. 

Not Applicable. This mitigation measure is aimed at County zoning and is not 
directed at specific projects. 

(2)	 Timber harvest plans and other construction activities should require the 
preservation of all riparian grown within a corridor of 200 feet on either side 
of streams. In the event that this standard conflicts with policies or 
standards for riparian corridors in the General Plan, the more restrictive 
policies or standards shall apply. 

Consistent. The Open Space Plan Map in the General Plan shows that one 
tributary on the expansion area is a designated stream.  However, most of this 
tributary was filled as part of the emergency grading project that occurred in 2006; 
no additional filling of the remaining portion of the tributary would occur under the 
proposed project. The proposed project would not affect any designated stream or 
any riparian habitat along said stream.  This EIR requires mitigations for filling of 
non-designated intermittent streams and wetlands on the site. In addition, General 
Plan Policy OSRC-8d allows permitted mining activities within streamside 
conservation areas. 

(3)	 All snag trees and hardwoods should be retained. 

Not Applicable. This measure is non-mandatory and is inapplicable in areas 
where forestry and mining are clearly permitted under the Franz Valley Area Plan. 
As stated in the plan, these types of environmental impacts will be addressed in the 
reclamation plan, which includes replanting reclaimed slopes with trees (including 
hardwoods). 

(4)	 Avoid construction of new access to remote areas. 

Consistent.  The project would not extend new roads to remote areas. 

(6)	 For projects which could affect nesting raptors, prior to project 
construction the applicant shall have a qualified wildlife biologist conduct a 
pre-construction survey for nesting raptors within 800 feet of any area of 
proposed construction activity. A report containing the results of the pre-
construction survey shall be submitted to the project Planner prior to the 
start of any proposed construction activity. If the biologist finds nesting 
raptors within 800 feet of any area of proposed construction activity 
during the pre-construction survey, the applicant shall do one of the 
following: 
a. Delay construction activity until after July 15; or 
b. Delay construction activity until all juvenile raptors in the nests have 
fledged, as determined by a qualified wildlife biologist; or 
c. Establish a buffer of 800 feet around each raptor nest by installing 
exclusionary fencing to ensure that construction vehicles, equipment, and 
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workers do not enter the area. 

Potentially Inconsistent. The recommended mitigation closely follows Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-B.1 in the DEIR (see page 4.3-33) except that the DEIR mitigation 
requires surveys for 300 feet from proposed quarry activities and 300-foot buffers if 
a nest of a special-status bird is found (though the mitigation requires CDFW 
review and approval of the buffer; CDFW could require a wider buffer).  Given this 
inconsistency, Mitigation Measure 4.3-B.1 has been revised to require the 800-foot 
buffers around active raptor nests; see the revised text in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

Open Space Plan 

(1) Along scenic routes, a building setback of 30% of the depth of the lot (a 
maximum of 200 feet from the centerline of the road) is required to preserve the 
open rural character of the route. If development is proposed within the setback an 
administrative procedure is hereby established that can authorize exceptions 
according to design and siting criteria appropriate to rural areas. 
(2) In the vicinity of vista points, a 400 foot building setback is required to prevent 
disturbing or blocking long views from the road. Administrative permits to build 
within the setback may be approved. 
(4) Ridgelines should be protected from development, and utilities for new 
construction installed underground along scenic routes and near vista points. 

Consistent. The project will not involve constructing new buildings within 200 feet 
of the centerline of Porter Creek Road, and the edge of mining activity will also be 
over 200 feet from the road centerline. There will be rock safety barriers installed 
above Porter Creek Road to protect the road and motorists from falling rock. 
However, these barriers are not so substantive an improvement as to be 
considered “development” (see pages 4.7-13 to 4.7-14 in the DEIR for a discussion 
of the views of these barriers). These barriers would be removed as mining 
progresses to the west, and all barriers would be removed at the final reclamation 
stage. 

Riparian Corridors 

Riparian corridors of two widths have been designated on the Open Space Plan 
Map. Major riparian corridors, with a 200 foot setback from the stream bank, have 
been designated according to the following criteria: 
a. if already a designated major riparian corridor in the General Plan
 
b. if slope is greater than 50% (many creeks)
 
c. if there are redwood groves (many creeks)
 
d. if there are known archaeological sites (Little Briggs Creek)
 
e. if stream channel is wide (Brooks Creek)
 
Minor riparian corridors have a 100 foot setback and include all other creeks in the 

plan area.
 

Consistent. As mentioned previously, the Open Space Plan Map in the General 
Plan shows that one tributary on the expansion area is a designated stream. 
However, most of this tributary was filled as part of the emergency grading project 
that occurred in 2006.  The remaining portion of this tributary is outside the 
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proposed mining expansion area, and all riparian vegetation associated with this 
tributary (inclusive of the 200-foot setback) will be retained. The proposed project 
would not affect any designated stream or any riparian habitat along said stream.  
This EIR requires mitigations for filling of non-designated intermittent stream 
channels and wetlands on the site. In addition, General Plan Policy OSRC-8d 
allows permitted mining activities within streamside conservation areas. 

Biotic Habitat Areas 

(1) Review all development and land conversion proposals in the vicinity of 
sensitive areas and unique features in order to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts. 

(2)	 Encourage open space land preservation activities and any scientific and 
educational activities which would protect and enhance the natural values of 
the area. 

Consistent. The quarry proposal has been fully reviewed in this EIR.  Open space 
preservation is not for this property as it does not contain unique resources and 
adjoins an existing quarry. 

5-3	 The DEIR is correct in stating that there are no adopted Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Plan or other approved habitat conservation plan that includes the 
project site. The Franz Valley Area Plan and the County General Plan are 
addressed in the EIR, but these are not habitat conservation plans as defined by 
that significance criterion.  See the previous Response 5-2 regarding consistency of 
the project with the Franz Valley Area Plan.  This consistency analysis 
complements the consistency analysis with County General Plan policies contained 
on pages 4.7-11 through 4.11-17 of the DEIR. 

5-4	 See Response 5-2 above regarding consistency with the actual plan policies that 
are intended to implement the cited aim of the plan. The DEIR did assess all the 
direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project on the environment and found 
several of these impacts to be significant and unavoidable, while most impacts 
could be reduced to a less-than-significant level. The DEIR also found that the 
proposed project was consistent with pertinent policies of the County General Plan.  
As noted in Response 5-2, with revision of one EIR-recommended mitigation 
measure, the proposed project would likewise be consistent with policies and 
mitigation measures listed in the Franz Valley Area Plan. That said, it is the County 
decision-makers who will ultimately determine project consistency with these plan 
policies and whether to approve the project after reviewing those policies as well as 
the other discussions contained in the FEIR. 

5-5	 These cited statements on pages 17 and 33 of the area plan are not plan policies, 
but, rather, are a discussion of plan aims that are to be implemented through the 
adopted plan policies. See the discussion in Response 5-2 regarding project 
consistency with the specific policies intended to protect area biodiversity and 
resource conservation. 
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5-6	 This comment cites more specific policies or mitigation measures included in the 
plan. See Response 5-2 for the assessment of consistency with these and other 
area plan policies. 

5-7	 The information provided about The Petrified Forest (the Forest) and its uniqueness 
is noted for the record.  The DEIR did not assess potential impacts to this 
recreational facility due to the distance between the proposed quarry expansion 
and this facility. According to the Forest’s website, the primary public use area is 
located immediately north of the site’s entrance off Petrified Forest Road.  The 
nearest point of the proposed expansion site to this portion of the Forest is about 
one (1) mile, and the main use area is at an elevation over 500 feet lower than the 
highest point on the expansion parcel. The Forest is part of a larger 580-acre 
holding owned by the Scott Hodges R. Trust. The westernmost part of these 
holdings (AP No. 120-210-50) abuts the east side of the existing quarry parcel. 

The DEIR remains accurate in finding that the project would have no impact on a 
public park or recreation facility.  However, to ensure full disclosure the following 
provides analysis of potential impacts to this privately-owned and operated 
recreational facility and the larger holdings of which it is a part.  Given its distance 
from the quarry, potential direct impacts would be limited to noise, visual, and traffic 
impacts. As the commentor states, the proposed project could also affect the 
biodiversity of the Forest property. 

Due to the distance and topographic shielding (a ridgeline east of the quarry blocks 
a direct line-of-sight view between the quarry and the Forest), noise from future 
quarry operations would not be noticeable in the area used for public recreation. 
Quarry noise could be audible from areas on AP No. 120-210-50 immediately east 
of the quarry and possibly from the westernmost part of AP No. 120-210-36. 
However, these parcels currently experience noise from existing quarry operations. 
Because expansion of the quarry would be to the west (away from the Trust’s 
holdings), noise levels on the Trust’s holdings would not be expected to increase 
above existing levels. Accordingly, there would not be significant noise impacts to 
a person walking or traversing these parcel (there are no residences on these 
parcels). 

The quarry and expansion area are not visible from the area used for public 
recreation. Views are blocked by the higher elevation ridge east of the quarry. As 
was the case with noise, views of the quarry and expansion area could be visible 
from certain vantage points on the western holdings of the Trust.  There would be 
no views from residences on these holdings. Where visible, the project would 
constitute an expansion of the current view of an active quarry with steep rock walls 
and reclaimed slopes where mining has been completed. 

As reported on page 4.4-25, the project would increase truck traffic by 
approximately 37 truck trips per day on an annual average, and 59 trips per day 
during the peak production month of October. There would be no truck traffic on 
Sunday. Because project construction requiring aggregate rarely occurs on 
Saturday, there is typically no to little sale of aggregate on that day.  It is expected 
that truck traffic on Saturday would continue to be substantially less than the daily 
trip average described above. During the 10-hour day when the quarry is 
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operational, this would be an average of 3-4 new truck trips per hour (one 
additional truck trip every 15-20 minutes) on an average day and 6 trips during the 
peak month (one new truck trip every 10 minutes).  While such an increase may be 
noticeable to the commentor and others living along Petrified Forest Road, there is 
no evidence that this increase would cause a significant change in roadway 
congestion.  As described on pages 4.4-25 through 4.4-27 of the DEIR, the 
increase would not be expected to cause a significant impact on vehicular or 
bicycle safety.  This additional traffic would cause a less-than-significant increase 
(less than one decibel, dBA increase) in noise levels along Petrified Forest Road. 
The commentor mentions potential effects on tourist traffic.  However, this increase 
of one truck trip every 10-20 would not be expected to measurably affect 
congestion on local roadways, particularly since the project would generate little to 
no traffic on weekend days. 

As regards the potential effects on biological resources, animals living near the 
quarry already experience, and are likely acclimated if they have remained in the 
area, to noise generated by the quarry. The project would move noise-generating 
activities to the west away from the Trust’s holdings, so there would be no more 
noise impact on wildlife inhabiting the Trust’s holdings than is currently the case. 
Quarry expansion would have no impact on plants occurring on the Trust’s 
holdings. Project grading would slightly alter site drainage watersheds and 
potentially affect water quality, but the Trust’s holding are upstream and would not 
be affected. In addition, mitigations recommended in the DEIR would reduce water 
quality and other hydrologic impacts to a less-than-significant level. The DEIR 
concludes that the project would make a cumulatively-considerable contribution to 
the significant cumulative impact of habitat fragmentation and corresponding 
blockage of wildlife movement. This could affect wildlife travelling to and from the 
Trust’s holdings. However, the main blockage for animals moving to and from the 
Trust’s holdings would be the existing quarry that abuts the west side of the Trust’s 
holdings.  It is unlikely that the proposed western expansion would substantially 
aggravate this existing travel blockage. 

In summary, the project would have no direct impacts on the private recreational 
components of the Trust’s holdings.  Traffic impacts along Petrified Forest Road 
would be less than significant.  People traversing the uppermost western parts of 
the Trust’s holdings may hear and see the quarry expansion, but this would not 
constitute a major change over existing conditions.  Plants and animals on the 
Trust’s holdings would not be affected. At a cumulative level, there could be 
additional habitat fragmentation in the area.  However, the Trust’s holdings may 
remain a substantial block of undeveloped habitat to the east of the quarry, and the 
quarry expansion would not block movement on and off to the west any more than 
is currently the case. Accordingly, there are no new significant impacts to The 
Petrified Forest or the Trust’s holdings and no increase in severity of any impact; no 
additional mitigation measures are therefore required. 
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Stabler · 
County of Sonoma 
Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 VenturaAvenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

. - . 

Via Facsimile: 707~565~3767 

Petrified Forest Reply to Mark West Quarry EIR 

Dear Rich: 

My sister Barbara and I lease the Petrified Forest business from the rest of the family. My comments 6-
are made on behalf of Petrified Forest Associates~ LLC, and a copy of our business license should 
have been sent with my faxed reply. 

Thank you, 

11;~///#' 
1 

,,:111_~_. ;w ~ 
et Angell ' -
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Response to Second Letter from Janet Angell 

6-1	 This letter includes the remainder of the article “The Pliocene Flora of California 
that was included in the first letter from this commentor.  This information is noted 
for the record and included in the appendix of this FEIR. It also includes the text of 
the Franz Valley Area Plan.  To conserve resources, this plan is not included here 
as it is available for review at the offices of PRMD and on line at: 
file://localhost/ttp/::www.sonoma-
county.org:prmd:docs:divpages:FranzValleyAreaPlan.pdf 

Also, pertinent policies and mitigation measures included in the area plan were 
reproduced and responded to in Response 5-2. 

Because no comments are included in this letter, no additional response needed. 
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July 5, 2013 

Sigrid Swedenborg 

Sonoma County 

Permit Resource Management Department 

2550 Ventura Avenue 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Mark West Quarry Expansion PLP 09-0035 

4411 Porter Creek Road 

 Santa Rosa, CA 

Dear Sigrid: 

This letter is a follow-up with our concerns regarding the Mark West Quarry expansion as stated 7-1 
at the public hearing on June 20th.  As you know, I am part owner of an adjacent parcel 

immediately to the west of the proposed quarry expansion and am also representing the interests 

of California Pacific Holdings, the majority owner.  Our project was approved in 2006 by 

Sonoma County (MNS 06-006).  Again, our concern is mainly with the following 6 items from 

the EIR: 

1. Traffic 

2. Water Quality  

3.  Well water draw down 

4. Visual Aesthetics 

5. Noise 

6. Economic impact on adjacent landowners 

Transportation and traffic discussion in the staff report indicates that the project would cause 7-2 
substantial increase in truck traffic on Porter Creek Road.  It then discusses paying a fair share 

contribution towards improvements to Porter Creek Road.  These improvements should be 

spelled out and itemized, and possible some completed as part of the project approval and prior to 

expansion of the quarry.  For instance, it would be fairly easy to provide a dedicated right turn 

lane from Petrified Forest Road to Porter Creek Road right next to the quarry that would allow 

better stacking and traffic movement at the recently installed 3-way stop.  Small projects like this, 

and possibly some widening along Porter Creek Road just east of the quarry site, should be done 

by the project and not just collect money for a future project down the road.  Identify the needs 

and take care of the problem with the project.  Don’t leave it hanging for others to care for in the 

future. 



  

July 5, 2013 

Page 2 of 2 

Water quality is discussed and mitigation measure 4.2-A.1 discusses implementation of on-site 7-3  
plans. However, as the mining progresses, is there any off-site monitoring or creek monitoring 

for silt/sedimentation. With the very close proximity to the creek, there should be off-site 

monitoring at a minimum in all adjoining creeks.  Even if you capture all the on-site water, there 7-4  
is no discussion about when blasting occurs what happens off-site to rock/soil movement and 

erosion. 

Well water is briefly discussed in mitigation 4.2-F.  However, additional monitoring of other off- 7-5  
site wells should also be conducted.  The amount of water used in the mining operations together 

with the affects of the expanded mine on groundwater recharge could significantly affect 

numerous wells in the surrounding area.  Not just one.  Therefore mitigation should be 

established if other wells are affected or the expanded mining reduces the capability for 

surrounding property owners to develop new wells. 

Visual aesthetics are discussed in mitigation 4.7-E.  However, there is no amount of tree planting 7-6  
that can screen the visual effect of mining over 300 feet off the top of an existing mountain, 

especially to the properties immediately  surrounding the quarry.  This significant impact is not 

discussed in enough detail and there are no meaningful mitigations proposed for this impact.  This 

very important item definitely  needs to be expanded and discussed in greater detail for the EIR. 

Noise, much like the visual aesthetics can not be mitigated for as the project is now proposed.  7-7  
Once operations remove the top of the mountain, there will be no opportunity to maintain a 

topographic barrier from surrounding properties.  So, this item needs to be better dealt with in the 

EIR. 

Overall, the above items will have a significant negative impact on surrounding property owners 7-8  
and their land values. If the quarry were to continue mining as they are entitled, operations would 

proceed as expected.  However, allowing rezoning and a 90 degree turn in operations will directly  

affect adjacent landowners and greatly reduce their property  values and diminish the development 

potential of already approved projects.  There is no discussion of this in the EIR. 

Thank you for your time on this project. Please feel free to contact me if you have any 

questions. 

Sincerely, 

Steven R. Ourada 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

        
 

         
         

           
   

        
         

           
 

    
       

        
       

    
           

    

          
             

       
          

  
 
             

     
        

 
      

 
   

 
 

          
   

    
       
       

       
         

        
       
          
    

 
        

    
     

     

	 

	 

	 

	 


 

 

Response to Letter from Steve Ourada, Ourada Engineering 

7-1	 The commentor characterizes his property as being adjacent to the proposed 
quarry expansion. For clarification, the commentor’s property is located 
immediately west of AP No. 120-210-32, which is a 74-acre parcel that is not part of 
the proposed quarry expansion. The quarry expansion is on AP No. 120-210-31, 
which is the next parcel to the east (see Figure 3-3 in the DEIR).  Accordingly, there 
is a parcel between the commentor’s property and the quarry expansion parcel, so 
the commentor’s property is in fact not adjacent to the proposed quarry expansion. 

7-2	 Fair-share contributions are calculated using a methodology adopted by Caltrans.  
A project’s contribution to an intersection or roadway that would operate 
unacceptably is calculated as a percentage of all the new traffic that would use the 
intersection or roadway. CEQA recognizes such fair-share contributions as 
legitimate mitigation given that the project’s contribution is only a portion of the 
contributing factors that result in the impact. In assessing a project’s impacts and 
identifying mitigations for significant impacts, an impact can be caused solely by the 
project, and, in that case, the project applicant is responsible for the mitigation.  
Most of the impacts identified and the corresponding mitigation measures 
recommended in the DEIR are the responsibility solely of the applicant. However, 
in the case of roadway and intersection impacts, the project is only partially 
responsible for the impact, and, therefore, a fair-share contribution is warranted and 
required, 

There must be a nexus established that shows how a mitigation measure would 
mitigate impacts caused by the project.  The commentor’s reference to possibly 
requiring construction of a turn lane adjacent to the quarry is not warranted by the 
traffic study done for the EIR.  Accordingly, there is no nexus for this proposed 
lane. However, the commentor’s recommendations on how fair share contributions 
for roadway improvements should be used are noted for the record.  Please see 
Response 8-6 regarding current County recommendations regarding the fair share 
contributions for roadway improvements. 

7-3	 As described on page 4.2-6 of the DEIR and shown on Figure 4.2-2, water quality 
is measured at several locations on the site plus one site upstream and one 
downstream of the project site.  Water quality benchmarks for quarry discharge to 
Porter Creek (which is the only creek affected by project runoff) are described 
under Impact 4.2-B on pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-28 of the DEIR. This impact 
discussion includes specific mitigation measures to monitor water quality and which 
require that surface water leaving the site meet those benchmarks.  Compliance 
with these existing RWQCB-imposed benchmarks essentially requires that the 
water quality of discharge water cannot be reduced as compared to the water 
quality of water that leaves the site under existing conditions, and that is already 
subject to RWQCB criteria. 

7-4	 Blasting impacts are discussed under Impact 4.1-B on pages 4.1-23 through 4.1-
32. Blasting will cause dislodgement of rock and soils that can potentially be 
eroded. These potential erosion impacts are assessed in Impact 4.2-B on pages 
4.2-22 through 4.2-28. As noted in the previous response, erosion will be 
controlled on site so that sediment leaving the site will not exceed existing levels, 
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which are regulated by the RWQCB.  Accordingly, the impact would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level. 

7-5	 As discussed in the cited Impact 4.2-F and in greater detail in the Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) contained in Appendix D-2 of the DEIR, project water demand 
is met by annual on-site rainfall recharge. The WSA addressed six off-site wells 
within a 1/2 mile distance from the quarry site.  The WSA determined that on-site 
recharge was adequate to meet maximum project demand except possibly for the 
extremely dry year, and quarry compliance with its Permit to Operate would 
address any water shortfall during this extreme drought year scenario (see page 
4.2-32 of the DEIR).  Project withdrawals from the groundwater beneath the site 
would not affect aquifers supplying off-site wells.  The only possible project impact 
to an off-site well that was identified in the DEIR was to the well immediately west 
of the site where project mining could remove a portion of the recharge area for that 
well. Mitigation Measure 4.2-F.1 addresses that impact.  However, this is not the 
same recharge area as wells further to the west.  There is a valley between the 
project site and the commentor’s property. In addition, the nearest possible 
homesite on the subdivision is over ½ mile from the proposed project site. Given 
the distance, topographic breaks, and types of groundwater resources in this area, 
it is not expected that there would be any hydrologic connection between these 
sources. Accordingly, the proposed mining would not affect existing or future wells 
on the commentor’s property. 

7-6	 The visual analysis presented in the DEIR uses the County’s methodology for 
assessing visual impacts of a project.  As described on page 4.7-10 of the DEIR, 
the County analyze views from public vantage points, not the private viewpoints of 
specific persons or hypothetical future specific persons.  As shown in Figures 4.7-3, 
4.7-6 and 4.7-8, the reduction in the elevation of the main ridge on the expansion 
parcel would have no to little impact on views from public roads. Though not 
required by the County’s visual impact guidelines or CEQA, the DEIR also 
mentions impacts to “existing” residents that have a view of the quarry and/or the 
expanded quarry.  It is true that this assessment did not include impacts to the 
commentor’s property.  This is because the vantage points from potential future 
private viewpoints is outside the scope of the EIR's analysis pursuant to CEQA..  

7-7	 The DEIR assessed noise impacts on adjacent residents using a sophisticated 
three-dimensional ray-tracing noise model which takes into account locations and 
sound levels of the sources of project noise, the frequency content of each noise 
source, site topography, and the location of sensitive residential receptors (see 
DEIR pages 4.5-15 through 4.5-17. This model was used to calculate existing and 
future noise contours, as shown in Figures 4.5-4 and 4.5-5, with future noise levels 
showing the westward shift in noise levels associated with the proposed shift of 
future mining towards the west, and the associated reduction in height of the exiting 
ridgeline west of existing quarry activity. 

Given that the Tentative Parcel map for the commentors’ subdivision has not been 
finaled, it is not possible to determine exact noise levels at yet-to-be-determined 
residential sites. However, a careful comparison of Figure 4.5-5 (future noise 
levels) with the Tentative Parcel map for the commentor’s project shows that the 
entire area composed of tentative parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, and the remainder area lies 
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westward  of  and  outside  the  future (i.e., with project)  50 dBA  Leq  contour.   In  fact,  
roughly the western half of the tentative map area lies between the 35  dBA  Leq and 
45 dBA  Leq contours, with only the possible housing site on parcel 3  lying  between  
the 45 and 50 dBA Leq contours.  As noted in the DEIR, the Leq average noise  
level is  used  for  a  conservative  comparison  to  the  L50  County  noise  limit  of  50  dBA  
during the daytime,  given that  the hourly  Leq is  always  equal  to or  greater  than the 
hourly  L50.   Accordingly,  this  analysis shows that all tentative home sites identified  
on the Tentative parcel  map would  be  exposed  to  project-related  quarry  noise that  
is  less  than  50  dBA  threshold  for  a  significant  noise impact.    

 
 The  DEIR  also  considers  the  implications  of  haul  truck  traffic  on  area  residences  

(Impact  4.5-B,  DEIR  pages  4.5-17 through 4.5-18)  and the combined affect  of  
proposed quarry  and haul-truck traffic on area residences (Impact 4.5-C,  DEIR 
pages  4.5-18 through 4.5-19).   Regarding Impact  4.5-B,  no  existing  residence  
would  be  subjected  to  a  significant  increase  in  noise.   Given  that  some  of  these  
residences  are  closer to  the  road  than  the  proposed  housing  sites  on  the  
commentor’s tentative map, it is clear that none of  the  sites would  experience  a  
significant  increase  in  noise  due  to  haul-truck traffic.  Regarding the combined  
effect  of  quarry  and haul-truck noise, only  existing residence R2 lying immediately  
west  of  the  proposed  mining  area  would  experience  a  significant  noise increase.   
However,  Mitigation  Measure  4.5-A.1  (see  DEIR  page  4.5-17)  would reduce this  
impact  to  a  less  than  significant  level.   Similarly,  implementation  of  this  mitigation  
measure  would  ensure  that  noise  increases  even  further  to  the  west on  the  
commentor’s project  site would not  be significant.  

 
7-8	 	  The  DEIR  assessed  environmental  impacts  on  other  residents living in the area  –  

see  the  discussion  on  page  4.11-5.   This  discussion did not  summarize potential  
land  use  conflicts with the  commentor’s property because there are no  existing  
residences  on the subdivision. Again,  the  nearest  possible  homesites  on the  
commentor’s property  are about  ½   mile from  the westernmost  expansion of  the 
quarry.  Similarly, the DEIR did not assess impacts to other  undeveloped lands  in 
the area.  As described in the previous response, the quarry could have visual and  
noise impacts  on two future  residences on the approved subdivision.  Again, the  
future builders of homes on the two easternmost subdivision  parcels  have the 
option to select  a building site that is  buffered from views of the quarry by site  
topography.  Whether the  project would  affect the value of the  commentor’s  
property  is  not  a CEQA  issue as  it  is  not  an impact  on the physical  environment.   
However, the  commentor’s  opinion  and  concern  is  noted  for  the  record  that  will be  
reviewed  by  County  decision-makers.  
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7/5/2013 

Sonoma County PRMD 
Attn. Sigrid Swedenborg 
2550 Ventura Ave. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
 
RE: Mark West Quarry Extension DEIR  

Dear Ms. Swedenborg: 

On behalf of BoDean Co., Inc., I would like to thank you, County Staff and the consultants who 
worked in drafting the Mark West Quarry DEIR. Upon review, we find the draft to be 
comprehensive and detailed in identifying potential impacts and mitigating them in a fashion that 
seeks to protect the environment and ensure compliance on the part of the operator.  However, 
we have identified a few items that we would like to see addressed or corrected in the Final EIR. 
 
Vested Rights  
 
As you are aware, the current operation operates under a “vested right,” meaning that the quarry 8-1  
was operating prior to the state’s passage of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(“SMARA”), and that it therefore can continue operations without the need to obtain new mining 
permits upon the parcel(s) that were in operation prior to 1976.  On page 3-2, last paragraph, as 
describing the scope of the project, it states, “The County will condition the proposed Use Permit  
(if it is approved) to prohibit any mining on the currently mined quarry parcel located north of the 
‘Active Mining Area’ shown on Figure 3-4 until a new Use Permit and Reclamation Plan are  
approved.” Such a condition in essence disavows the vested right assuming this Use Permit is 
approved.  This would be inconsistent with past agreements and Use Permits issued under similar  
circumstances.  The item should thus read, “The County will condition the proposed Use Permit 
(if it is approved) to prohibit any mining on the currently mined quarry parcel located north of the 
‘Active Mining Area’ shown on Figure 3-4, but such prohibition shall take effect only if and when 
the proposed Use Permit takes effect. Otherwise, the operator shall maintain its vested right  
upon the vested parcel and may thus continue mining operations along that parcel in accordance 
with its vested right as it has always done.” 
 
Timber Conversion  
 
The EIR relies in obtaining a THP to mitigate impacts to timberland, but it is unclear as to 8-2  
whether a THP would even be required. Page 4.3-42 incorrectly draws conclusions regarding 
Timber Conversion and Timber Harvest Plan requirements as mirrored within County 
requirements. In the Canyon Rock FEIR, the applicant correctly pointed out to the County the 
fact that the project is a temporary use where land shall be reclaimed and that such language as  
“would” or “will” are inappropriate and should be replaced by the word, “may” (see Page V.A-11, 

1060 N. Dutton Ave. •   Santa Rosa  •  California 95401 
TELEPHONE (707) 576-8205    FACSIMILE (707) 576-8204  

www.bodeancompany.com 
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Canyon Rock 2005 FEIR where the county correctly replaced such wording to “may”). This is 
especially poignant in the Mark West Quarry case where the vast majority of trees within the 
expansion area are non-marketable with maybe 5 acres of marketable timber are presently mixed 
with chaparral (not 21 acres as indicated on page 4.3-42 of this draft).  

Under the Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act, as administered by  the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection, a “timber harvest plan,” or “THP”, is required only if the proposed 
project involves the conduct of “timber operations” for “commercial purposes.”  (Pub. Resources 
Code § 4581, 4527.) The operations at Mark West Quarry involve minimal timber clearing solely 
for mining purposes; no timber will be sold for commercial purposes.  Further, clearing will 
occur only a few acres at a time (environmentally preferable to wholesale clearing as required 
under a THP) which consists mostly of California Annual Grassland, Chamise Chaparral, Scrub 
Oak Chaparral, Northern Mixed Chaparral, and Mixed Evergreen Forest (California black oak, 
coast live oak, madrone, California bay; and to a very small extent redwood, and some Douglas 
Fir). 

A THP is required if the project proposes to “conduct timber operations” (Pub. Resources Code 
§ 4581). Under the Forest Practice Act, “timber operations” are defined as:  

“the cutting or removal or both of timber or other solid wood forest products, including Christmas 
trees, from timberlands for commercial purposes, together with all the work incidental thereto, 
including, but not limited to, construction, landings, skid trails, beds for the falling of 
trees, fire hazard abatement, and site preparation that involves disturbance of soil or 
burning of vegetation following timber harvesting activities conducted after January 1, 
1988, but excluding preparatory work such as treemarking, surveying, or roadflagging.” 

(Pub. Resources Code § 4527) 

The Forest Practice Act defines “commercial purposes” to include: 

[T]he cutting or removal of trees which are processed into logs, lumber or other 
wood products and offered for sale, barter, exchange or trade, 
or 
[T]he cutting or removal of trees or other forest products during the conversion of timberlands to 
land uses other than the growing of timber which are subject to the provisions of Section 4621, 
including, but not limited to, residential or commercial developments, production of other 
agricultural corps, recreational developments, ski developments, water 
development projects, and transportation projects.” 

(Pub. Resources Code § 4527 [emphasis added].) 

Further, it is worth noting that the Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act contains an express 
exemption for the “one-time conversion of less than three acres to a nontimber use,” so long as 
such conversions occur no more than once during a five-year period.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 
4584, subd. (g)(1)). 
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Notwithstanding the above, it is the applicant and the appropriate agencies who will determine 
whether the jurisdiction of any federal or other regulatory agency is implicated, and if so, whether 
any additional permits are required in order for the project to proceed. 

Based on the above, the mandatory language in part b. of the last paragraph of page 3-7 should be 
revised to replace the word “must” with “may, if required,” (similarly on page 4.3-42) as it is 
unclear at this time whether a THP would be required for the activities contemplated under the 
project. 

Given a THP may not be required; we believe that implementing timberland mitigation through 
the reclamation plan has a number of benefits.  Specifically, timberland mitigation contained in 
the reclamation plan will be subject to inspection, oversight, and enforcement.  SMARA requires 
the lead agency to conduct annual inspections to determine whether the surface mining operation 
and reclamation obligations are in compliance with the reclamation plan. (Pub.Res. Code, § 
2774.) Further, SMARA requires mining operators to post a surety bond, also known as 
“financial assurances,” to ensure that reclamation is performed in accordance with the surface 
mining operation’s approved reclamation plan.  (Pub.Res. Code, § 2773.1.) The financial 
assurances must remain in effect for the duration of the surface mining operation and any 
additional period until reclamation is completed.  Accordingly, we believe that, given a THP 
permit may not be necessary for the project and therefore cannot be used as mitigation; impacts 
to timberland would best be addressed by the reclamation plan itself. 

Solar PV System 

Page 3-17, number 2, should read, “…The photovoltaic system will also be left on site to generate 
power that can be used by the property owner/operator via Sonoma Clean Power, or the existing utility of 
choice at that time.” 

Storm Water 

Mitigation 4.2-B-1, #2 incorrectly states, “The existing 2001 Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan.” It should be “The existing 2011…” 

Traffic 

The DEIR correctly notes that 28 outbound trucks in the PM peak hour can occur for both the 
present condition and 2015 condition. This aligns very closely with past history during peak 
hours of production. This also aligns with the physical constraints of loading and ticketing trucks. 
According to actual stopwatch observations, the quickest a typical truck can enter, get loaded with 
material and leave the property is 7 minutes and 30 seconds (one truck).  However, because 
multiple activities of loading, ticketing and entering can take place at the same time, it has been 
demonstrated that a loaded truck can physically leave the site every 2 minutes and 15 seconds (at 
maximum). This is confirmed by actual observation.  It should be noted that this physical 
constraint and time frame exists whether the annual production is 460,000 tons per year or 
750,000 tons. The annual tonnage amount cannot change the physical constraints of loading and 
ticketing trucks, only the number of hours or days in which that peak condition occurs. 

8-3 

8-4 

8-5 
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Knowing this, Figures 4.4-4, 4.4-5, 4.4-6, and most notably Figure 4.4-7 (Intersection #7), and any 
corresponding fair share calculations or assumptions, incorrectly quantify the trucks exiting the 
property. For instance, Figure 4.4-7, Intersection #7 (2015 plus Project Conditions Volumes…) 
state 90 total trucks will exit the property in the AM Peak Hour Volume and 54 trucks in the PM 
Peak Hour Volume (see intersection #7). This means that a truck can get loaded and ticketed 
every 0.7 minutes (AM Peak Hour) and 1.1 minutes (PM Peak Hour); a physical impossibility. 
Again, a truck can only get physically loaded and ticketed every 2 minutes and 15 seconds 
irrespective of annual tonnages. This is both a current condition and a worse case scenario 
condition at full sales capacity of 750,000 tons per year.  To the extent the EIR’s impact analysis 
and/or proposed mitigation measures rely on these calculations, we request that the EIR be 
revised to address this inaccuracy. 

Further, the “fair share” percentages given on page 4.4-27 are artificially high due to an 8-6inconsistent application of assumptions.  This is alluded to in the discussion on page 4.4-27, but 
the EIR fails to recognize the full impact of the flawed assumptions.  Throughout the analysis it 
states that, “Based on preceding traffic volume growth over five years (2004 – 2009), the EIR 
traffic engineers applied an annual growth factor of 2.48 percent…” This percentage was 
appropriately used in calculating increases at various analyzed road sections over various time 
periods. However, the percentage was inappropriately used to compare fair share growth over 
time to an assumed, almost immediate, growth in quarry related traffic to full production in 2015. 
It should be noted that the current operation is vested and accordingly can sell over 750,000 tons 
of material annually if the market were to demand it, irrespective of the approval of the proposed 
Use Permit. Notwithstanding this fact, it is presumptuous to assume in the EIR that the quarry 
will reach full production by 2015. Accordingly, we believe that the fair share percentages are 
inflated and should be revised accordingly.      

As in the case of traffic growth, the same principle applies to economic and market growth. 
Market growth occurs over periods of time, not immediately and over night.  It would be an 
inaccurate assumption to conclude that the economy will demand 750,000 tons of material in 
2015 (which IS assumed under the fair share percentage assumption), just as it would be an 
inaccurate assumption to apply 2035 traffic growth to 2015 (which is NOT assumed in the fair 
share percentage assumption). 

This inconsistent application of assumptions should be realigned to either assume worse case in 
traffic growth for 2015 (2035 traffic figures) and subsequent worse case in quarry traffic growth, 
or it should apply some other rationale for quarry traffic increases in 2015 (a 2.8 percent growth 
(or some other reasonable assumption) in quarry related traffic for 2015 and 2.8 percent growth in 
non-quarry related traffic in developing the fair share percentage on page 4.4-27). 

Also requiring clarification is the application of “2035 Background Plus Project Conditions” on 8-7 
Mitigation 4.4-G.1. The County will only allow 20 year permits for quarry operations under the 
ARM Plan. Assuming the permit for the Mark West Quarry Expansion is approved prior to, or 
in 2014, the permit will expire in 2034 at the latest.  Although it is possible that the permit will be 
extended upon further analysis or procedure beyond 2034, that is not something that can be 
assumed at this time.  However, the traffic analysis assumes that the growth in non-quarry traffic 
under the 2035 (one year after the expiration of the Use Permit) calculations shows a LOS that 
warrants mitigation at Mark West Springs Road/Riebli Road intersection in 2035, one year after 
the expiration of the proposed permit, under a fair share analysis.  The same assumptions are 
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made for road widening along the Mark West Springs/Porter Creek Road corridor.  This is 
neither appropriate nor “fair,” and the EIR should be revised to address this deficiency.    
 
Again, thank you for your efforts. They are often not given the recognition that they are due.  We 
look forward to hearing from others about this EIR and working with staff and the community to  
make sure that, to the extent feasible, everyone’s concerns are adequately met.  

Sincerely, 
BoDean Co., Inc. 

Bill R. Williams 
 
General Manager 
 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

      
 

              
   

   
 

             
        

          
     

           
  

      
          

  
   

 
 

             
   
     

 
         

            
        

               
            

       
 

                 
              

  
  

   
      

          
   

 
        

 
     

   
           

     
      

   
 

                                                
            

           

 


 

 

 

Response to Letter from Bill Williams, BoDean Company 

8-1 The County concurs that the suggested language is also their understanding of the 
project description.  The recommended change is made – see Chapter 4 for the 
revised EIR text. 

8-2 The information and opinion are noted for the record. To clarify this issue, PRMD 
staff met with CAL FIRE staff (Kimberly Sone) subsequent to the Planning 
Commission public hearing on the DEIR. At that time Ms. Sone confirmed that CAL 
FIRE would require a Timber Conversion Permit and a Timber Harvest Plan for 
removing trees on the project site. Subsequent to that meeting the applicant had a 
Registered Professional Forester survey the expansion area to determine whether 
the site constituted “timberland.”1  He concluded that the Mixed Evergreen Forest at 
the site does not meet the State’s definition of timberland.  Ms. Sone also visited 
the site after the original consultation and concluded that CAL FIRE would need to 
undertake further analysis of whether there are, in fact, timberlands at the site.  If it 
turns out that CAL FIRE concludes that there is no timberland, or a smaller acreage 
than the 21.15 acres of Mixed Evergreen Forest mapped in the DEIR, then CAL 
FIRE would make a final decision whether or not a Timber Conversion Permit is 
required for the project.  Correspondingly, the County would determine the need for 
a County use permit to allow timberland conversion based on CAL FIRE's decision. 

As discussed on pages 4.3-41 to 4.3-42, any conversion of timberland would 
require State and County approvals for timberland conversion. As stated on those 
pages, the applicant will need to abide by any mitigations or protective easements 
included in the State’s TCP and/or the County’s use permit. This discussion in the 
DEIR remains accurate, though at this time there is uncertainty whether CAL FIRE 
will require a TCP for the project. 

8-3 The County concurs with this revision but would add that at the time the Use Permit 
is terminated, future use of the photovoltaic system may be subject to new Use 
Permit requirements established at that time.  Accordingly, the revised text on page 
3-17 will say (additions are underlined and deletions are struck-through), “The 
photovoltaic system will also be left on site to generate power that can be used by 
PG&E the property owner/operator via Sonoma County Power or the existing utility 
of choice at that time. This future use of the photovoltaic system may be subject to 
new Use Permit requirements at that time.” 

8-4 The reference in the cited text already says 2011, so no change is needed. 

8-5 On direction from PRMD, the EIR traffic engineers assessed traffic congestion 
impacts that would result from a peak hour on a peak day in the peak production 
month (i.e., the so-called “peak of the peak”). As such, the EIR traffic analysis 
provides a worst case impact description.  As the commentor states, such peak 
production may not currently be physically possible.  However, it is possible that in 
the future the yard could be rearranged and staff added to speed the proves.  

1 “Assessment of Potential Timberland at the Proposed Mark West Quarry Expansion Site,” NCRM,
 
August 29, 2013; available for review at the offices of PRMD.
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The only change in impacts that would occur if a lower peak hour trip rate was used 
would be to Impact 4.4-G on pages 4.4-33 through 4.4-35 of the DEIR. The DEIR 
concluded that there would be a significant cumulative impact on the Mark West 
Springs Road/Riebli Road intersection. This impact could be mitigated by 
signalizing the intersection at the time signalization is warranted (it is not warranted 
under 2015 conditions). Because there are no plans or known funding for the 
signalization, the impact would remain significant even if the applicant paid its fair 
share towards the signalization improvement. As shown on Table 4.4-14 of the 
DEIR, peak project traffic would increase the peak hour delay by over 20 seconds.  
The impact significance criterion for an intersection such as this one is when a 
project causes an increase in delay of more than 5 seconds.  So, even if the 
analysis were done using lower peak traffic as suggested by the commentor, there 
would still be a more than 5-second increased delay and, therefore, a significant 
cumulative impact at this intersection. 

No change in the peak hour analysis is warranted. However, even if lower 
numbers, as suggested by the commentor, were used, it would not result in any 
fewer impacts nor change the recommended mitigation for the applicant to fund its 
fair share of signalizing that intersection.  The other identified significant traffic 
impacts involve safety concerns, and these impacts are based on the daily increase 
in traffic and not peak hour traffic. That said, if the County concurs with the 
commentor about trip generation, then a lower trip generation rate could be used 
when calculating the applicant’s fair share contribution to signalizing this 
intersection. 

8-6	 The County has determined that the fair share calculations should be based on the 
County’s traffic model buildout year of 2035.  Using this year to calculate the fair 
share for the project shows that the applicant would be responsible for 20% of the 
improvement cost for Segment 1; 26% for Segment 2; and 27% for Segment 3. 
See Chapter 4 for revisions to the DEIR text. 

8-7	 Calculations used the 2035 future baseline because the County’s traffic model uses 
that year for projecting future traffic growth.  If projections were adjusted to reflect 
projected conditions in 2034, there would be slightly less background traffic than 
listed in the DEIR. However, the traffic increase caused by the proposed project 
would remain the same as described for 2035.  Accordingly, the project would have 
slightly more impact on 2034 conditions (i.e., the project’s share of the overall traffic 
would be greater since the background traffic would be less).  Again, the only 
intersection that would be significantly affected in 2035 (or 2034) would be the Mark 
West Springs Road/Riebli Road intersection. The project would make a 
contribution to the significant cumulative impact at this intersection in either 2034 or 
2035. 
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Rich Stabler 

Sonoma County Permit and Resources Management Department 

707 565 8352 

2550 Ventura Avenue 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

rstabler@sonoma-county.org 

Re: 	 PLP09-0035 Mark West Quarry 

(State Clearing House No: 2005062093) 

Dear Mr. Stabler: 

The undersigned represents Citizens Advocating Rational Development ("CARD"), a non-profit 

corporation dedicated to issues in development and growth. 

This letter contains comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Mark West 

Quarry Mining Project, in accordance with CEQA and the Notice of Completion and Availability. Please 

ensure that these comments are made a part of the public record. 

AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 

The EIR lacks sufficient data to either establish the extent of the problem which local emissions 

contribute to deteriorating air quality, greenhouse emissions or the closely related problem of global 

warming and climate change, despite the fact that these issues are at the forefront of scientific review 

9-1 

mailto:rstabler@sonoma-county.org


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

      

   

     

     

 

 

 

 

 

 













due to the catastrophic effects they will have on human life, agriculture, industry, sea level risings, and 

the many other serious consequences of global warming. 

This portion of the EIR fails for the following reasons: 

�. The DEIR does not provide any support or evidence that the Guidelines utilized in the analysis 9-2 
are in fact supported by substantial evidence. References to the work of others is inadequate unless the 

document explains in sufficient detail the manner and methodology utilized by others. 

2. Climate change is known to affect rainfall and snow pack, which in turn can have substantial 9-3 
effects on river flows and ground water recharge. The impact thereof on the project�s projected source 

of water is not discussed in an acceptable manner. Instead of giving greenhouse emissions and global 

warming issues the short shrift that it does, the EIR needs to include a comprehensive discussion of 

possible impacts of the emissions from this project. 

3. Climate change is known to affect the frequency and or severity of air quality problems, which is 9-4 
not discussed adequately. 

4. The cumulative effect of this project taken with other projects in the same geographical area on 9-5 
water supply, air quality and climate change is virtually missing from the document and the EIR is totally 

deficient in this regard. 

�or the foregoing reasons, the EIR is fatally flawed. 

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

The alternative analysis fails in that the entire alternatives-to-the-project section provides no 9-6 
discussion of the effects of the project, or the absence of the project, on surrounding land uses, and the 

likely increase in development that will accompany the completion of the project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address these factors as they pertain to the referenced DEIR. 

Very truly yours, 


CITI�ENS ADVOCATING RATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


NIC� R. Green 


President 




 
 

         
      

 
 

 

        
 

      
   

  
         

       
    

  
        
         

  
  
   

   
       

       
    

 
  
 

             
       

             
         
       

      
           

   
    

            
 

         
         

           
    

          
            

         
          

          

     
     

          
     

          
   

 

	 

	 


 

 

Response to Letter from Nick R. Green, Citizens Advocating Rational Development 

9-1	 The commentor is correct that the DEIR does not contain details about the long-
term effects of climate change.  To rectify this, an introductory section will be added 
to page 4.6-18 to summarize these effects.  See Chapter 4 for the additional 
language. The DEIR does assess whether the project would emit greenhouse gas 
(GHG) that would exceed adopted significance thresholds (and by exceeding the 
threshold be a significant contributor to climate change). This additional 
introductory discussion does not affect the DEIR analysis of the impacts from 
project GHG emissions. The commentor is also directed to the very recent report 
(August 8, 2013) issued by the State that describes how climate change is currently 
affecting the California environment.  In addition to the well known effects on sea 
level rise, changes in rainfall patterns, reduction in runoff from a reduced 
snowpack, challenges to biodiversity, and increased human health risks, the report 
describes how the warming environment in the State is causing increased algal 
blooms as a result of warmer water temperature, reduced duration and extent of 
winter fog in the Central Valley (with adverse effects on commercial crops 
dependent on winter chill), and increased survival and spread of insects and 
pathogens.  This report is accessible at: 
http://oehha.ca.gov/multimedia/epic/pdf/ClimateChangeIndicatorsReport2013.pdf 

9-2	 The EIR utilizes 1,100 MT CO2e/year as a significance threshold, based on County 
staff's independent conclusion that BAAQMD staff's analysis of this threshold is 
reasonable and supported by substantial evidence. It is important to note the 
legislative and regulatory background under which GHG threshold determinations 
are made. There are currently no established state-wide GHG gas emission 
significance thresholds. In 2007, the Legislature enacted SB 97, which immunized a 
very limited number of projects from challenges based on GHG analysis, and 
otherwise required the Office of Planning and Research and the Resources Agency 
to develop new statewide CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions” by January 1, 2010. Prior to 
the adoption of these new CEQA guidelines, the Office of Planning and Research 
issued a “Technical Advisory” in June 2008, which stated: “In the absence of 
regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define 
what constitutes a ‘significant impact,’ individual lead agencies may undertake a 
project-by-project analysis, consistent with available guidance and current CEQA.” 
The technical advisory suggested that statewide significance thresholds were being 
considered, and referred to work being done by the California Air Resources Board. 
In October 2008, the California Air Resources Board issued a “Preliminary Draft 
Staff Proposal on Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance 
Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act.” 
The document proposed a sector-by-sector approach to setting GHG significance 
thresholds. Staff proposed a threshold of 7,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent 
(MTCO2e) per year for operational emissions (excluding transportation), and 
performance standards for construction and transportation emissions. CARB Staff 
explained that the goal of the threshold was to achieve compliance with Governor 
Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-3-05 to reduce California’s greenhouse gas 
emissions to “80 percent below 1990 levels” by 2050. CARB’s staff did not follow up 
on the proposed approach. 
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The Office of Planning and Research finalized its revised CEQA Guidelines without 
reference to CARB’s draft proposal, and as required by SB 97, the revised 
guidelines were then approved by the Resources Agency. The SB 97 CEQA 
guidelines do not set a greenhouse gas emissions significance threshold. Instead, 
the Guidelines state that a significance determination may be undertaken either 
through modeling or through reliance “on a qualitative analysis or performance 
based standards.” Section 15064.4(a) of the Guidelines requires that an agency 
“make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, 
to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project.” Section 15064.4(b) does not proscribe what threshold a 
lead agency must use. In response to the lack of a statewide threshold, many air 
districts have proposed thresholds, including the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District. BAAQMD adopted numeric greenhouse gas emissions thresholds on June 
2, 2010. The resolution adopting the BAAQMD thresholds was subsequently 
invalidated by the Superior Court for reasons related to the alleged effects of overly 
stringent thresholds, but  unrelated to the evidentiary basis of BAAQMD staff's 
conclusions.  On August 13, 2013, the Court of Appeal reversed the Superior 
Court's decision. 

The significance threshold utilized in this EIR is based on the County's concurrence 
in BAAQMD's staff's underlying analysis supporting its threshold, not on BAAQMD's 
official endorsement of a particular quantitative threshold. BAAQMD's staff, like 
several other districts, looked to AB 32 for guidance in deriving a threshold for 
"cumulatively considerable" GHG impacts, and BAAQMD's staff's approach takes 
the broad approach that a project’s emissions should be deemed significant if they 
hinder compliance with the emissions reductions mandates found in AB 32 (2006). 
BAAQMD's staff's derivation of numerical thresholds reflects their analysis and 
judgment regarding the quantities of emissions reductions from stationary sources 
and new land use projects that would be consistent with that goal, given the Air 
Resources Board’s other Scoping Plan measures intended to reach AB 32’s goals. 
In particular, BAAQMD staff estimated that a 23.9 percent reduction in greenhouse 
gas emissions could be expected from CARB’s “land use driven” AB 32 Scoping 
Measures, leaving a “gap” of 2.3 percent in necessary additional GHG emissions 
reductions to meet AB 32 goals of a 26.2 percent reduction from statewide land 
use-driven emissions. BAAQMD staff estimated that a 2.3 percent reduction in 
BAAQMD’s projected 2020 emissions projections requires emissions reductions of 
1.6 Million Metric Tons CO2e/yr from the land use- driven sectors, and used that 
number to derive a bright line threshold for individual projects. County staff has 
concurred in this analysis because it is reasonable, notwithstanding the fact that 
other thresholds could potentially be identified. BAAQMD's staff's analysis is found 
in the document titled "Bay Area AQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance, November 2, 2009," which is a publically available document that can 
be obtained from the BAAQMD website or from the County. 

9-3	 The commentor is correct that climate change may alter the timing and amount of 
rainfall and the snow pack.  The project site is not reliant on snowfall, so the only 
hydrologic effect climate change could have at the site would be a reduction in 
rainfall and the possible consequent reduction in the recharge of the groundwater 
supplying the onsite wells. The impact of climate change on precipitation in the 
project area remains speculative.  To quote the overview of current knowledge 
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regarding climate change in the Bay Area Preparing the Bay Area for A Changing 
Climate, Bruce Riordan, Bay Joint Policy Committee, Bay Area Climate & Energy 
Resilience Project, 2012; accessible at 

http://www.cakex.org/sites/default/files/documents/Key Bay Area Research 1 1 July 
2012.pdf 

“The North Bay watersheds study concluded that one cannot definitively project 
whether the North Bay will be faced with consistently more or less precipitation as a 
result of climate change because there is greater uncertainty in projected 
precipitation trends than in projected temperature trends. However, the study found 
that hydrologic models predict reduced early and late wet season runoff for the next 
century, resulting in a potentially extended dry season, regardless of potential 
increases in precipitation.” 

Nevertheless, if one were to project an as yet unknown reduction in precipitation at 
the site, the effect could be a reduction in groundwater recharge, though recharge 
is dependent on more than just the annual quantity of rainfall. If one posited a 25% 
reduction in recharge, this would result in an annual site recharge of about 453 
acre-feet (as shown on Table 6 of Appendix D-2 in the DEIR, the average recharge 
is currently 602 acre-feet per year).  This is equivalent to the recharge for multiple 
drought years (457 acre-feet per year – see Table 6 of Appendix D-2). As shown 
on Table 9 of Appendix D-2, recharge of the site groundwater is adequate to serve 
the project as well as off-site domestic wells during this multiple drought year 
recharge scenario.  The one time where recharge is not adequate is the single 
extreme year.  This situation would be aggravated by a reduction in recharge.  As 
described on page 4.2-30, the project would need to reduce well pumping and 
quarry operations during the single extreme dry year in order to maintain 
compliance with its Permit to Operate from the BAAQMD.  This would remain the 
case even if precipitation and resulting site recharge were reduced. 

9-4	 It is widely recognized that anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases and 
aerosols are contributing to changes in the global climate, and that such changes 
are having and will have adverse effects on the environment, the economy, and 
public health. These are cumulative effects of past, present, and future actions 
worldwide that exist with or without this project's emissions. While worldwide 
contributions of greenhouse gases are expected to have widespread 
consequences, it is not possible to link particular changes to the environment of 
California to greenhouse gases emitted from a particular source or location. When 
considering a project’s contribution to climate change impacts, it is possible to 
examine the quantity of greenhouse gases that would be emitted either directly or 
indirectly from a project. However, that quantity cannot be tied to a particular 
adverse effect on the environment associated with climate change. 

Climate change is likely to have a number of adverse effects. With exceptions, the 
effects of climate change are not site-specific. Emission of greenhouse gases 
would contribute to the changes in the global climate, which would in turn, have a 
number of physical and environmental effects. A number of general effects, among 
many others, some of which are not yet well understood, include potential changes 
to rainfall patterns, impacts to human health, and sea level rise and flooding. 
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The greenhouse gas emissions from an individual project, even a very large 
development project, would not individually generate sufficient greenhouse gas 
emissions to measurably influence global climate change. However, climate 
change will have impacts on a global scale. Consideration of a project’s impact to 
climate change, therefore, is an analysis of a project’s contribution to a cumulatively 
significant global impact through the project's emission of greenhouse gases. This 
EIR finds that greenhouse gas emissions from the project do not make 
"cumulatively considerable" contribution to the existing impact after mitigation, and 
based on the significance threshold utilized in this EIR, this project will not have a 
significant impact on climate change 

9-5	 The commentor is directed to Section 5.2, Cumulative Impacts starting on page 5-3 
of the DEIR for a discussion of cumulative impacts.  The project’s water usage 
does not affect water supply in the area as it is supplied by groundwater beneath 
the site (see Table 9 in Appendix D-2), which does not affect groundwater supplies 
serving other area wells.  As described above in Response 9-4, the project would 
not make a significant contribution to a cumulative impact related to air quality or 
climate change. 

The EIR preparers share the commentor’s concerns about the long-term effects of 
global climate change. That said, the role of this EIR is to assess the project’s GHG 
emissions, which could combine with emissions from other projects throughout the 
world to cause climate change, and determine, per adopted significance thresholds, 
whether the contribution is significant.  The DEIR has done this.  No additional 
significant impacts or increase in the severity of impacts associated with GHG 
emissions would occur as a result of the comments in this letter, and no additional 
mitigation beyond the one recommended to offset GHG emissions is required. 

9-6	 The commentor is directed to the discussion of each of the four project alternatives 
beginning on page 6-3 of the DEIR that includes analysis of the impacts of each 
alternative on environmental resources. This includes analysis of impacts on 
climate change and land use compatibility. There is no evidence that the project 
would result in increased development in the area. A quarry does not typically 
attract other development. In fact, it may discourage residential development in the 
area (see the previous Comment Letter No. 7 regarding potential project impacts 
on development in the area). 
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Mr. Rich Stabler, 
County of Sonoma 
Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Dear Mr. Stabler: 

We the undersigned share the concerns raised by J arret Angell owner of the 
Petrified Forest. We do not believe the EIR Report adequately address the 
following issues: 

1. Failure to acknowledge the Franz Valley Area Plan. 

The EIR is incomplete and inadequate because it fails to acknowledge that the 10-1
 
existing Quarry and proposed Quarry Expansion Site ("the project") are subject to 
policies and standards of the Franz Valley Area Plan, which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. 

The EIR states that " ... There is no adopted Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 
plan that includes the project site." See, e.g., EIR page 4.3-30. 

Both the Sonoma County General Plan and the Franz Valley Area Plan provide 
standards for evaluating conservation issues. The Sonoma County General Plan 
2020, Policy LU-la reaffirms the authority of the Franz Valley Area Plan and 
further provides that: 

" .. .In any case \vhere there appears to be a conflict betwe!;n the General Plan, and 
any Specific Area Plan, the more restrictive policy or standard shall apply." 

' Mark West Quarry and East Porter Creek Road are specifically mentioned in the 10-2
 
Franz Valley Area Plan. The project site is in the mapped area as well. Changing 
designations from Agricultural to Mineral Resource doesn't cha11ge the County's 
duty to honor the standards and principles promised to the othe:f'property owners 
in the Plan Area. "The Franz Valley Area Plan will insure protection of the area's 
biological diversity, and scenic, educational and recreational values." (p. 17) The 
EIR did not acknowledge that the plan applied, and thus did not properly evaluate 
the significance ofthe project's impact. See EIR 4.3-30. 

RECEIVED 



Below are some of the policy and standards ofthe Franz Valley Area Plan that are 10-3 
in potential conflict with the project proposal: 

"Sensitivities are the third aspect of the environmental evaluation done in Franz 
Valley: Those natural characteristics and features which would be irreversibly 
affected by development activities. Scenic and bicycle routes, vistas, parks, 
historical sites, riparian corridors, critical habitat for peregrine falcons, sensitive 
areas and unique features are factors mapped in the open space map. The Franz 
Valley Area Plan will insure protection of the area's biological diversity, and 
scenic, educational and recreational values." (p. 17) 

"Large blocks of lands ofJimited access and marginal economic productivity are 
extremely important for maintaining and building soil, recharging groundwater, 
producing oxygen and consuming carbon dioxide, moderating climate, and 
sustaining biological diversity and genetic adaptability to future change. An 
additional human benefit resulting from resource conservation areas is the 
preservation of some of the County for tranquility, the freedom from urban noise 
and congestion necessary for spiritual growth and artistic exploration. Scientific 
and educational uses of these areas are also important. The mitigation of the 
cumulative effects of development in urban areas depends upon the protection and 
enhancement of these often overlooked resource conservation values in rural 
areas." (p. 33) 

Other standards in the Franz Valley Area Plan are: 

For projects which could affect nesting raptors, prior to project construction the 10-4 
applicant shall have a qualified wildlife biologist conduct a pre-construction 
survey for nesting raptors within 800 feet of any area of proposed construction 
activity ... (p.l2) See, EIR p.4.3-33 (within 300ft.) 

Encourage the preservation and enhancement of wildlife habitat areas 
representative of the flora and fauna Qf_the ~re!!_ (emphasis added) and necessary 
for preservation of rare and endangered species. (p. 8) 

Preserve timber stands with unique biotic or scenic qualities. (p.8) 

... hardwoods should be retained. (p.12) 

Avoid construction of new access to remote areas. (p.l2) 

Ridgelines should be protected from development, and utilities for new 
construction installed underground along scenic routes and near vista points. 



(p.27) 

Scenic routes in Franz Valley are Highway 128, Chalk Hill Road, Franz Valley 
Road, Porter Creek Road, Petrified Forest Road, Calistoga Road, and St. Helena 
Road. They have been selected as scenic routes because they are the area's major 
thoroughfares and have high scenic value for the motorist. Vista points have been 
identified along scenic routes where expansive views are especially noteworthy. 
(p. 27) 

Maintain rural character of roads ... (p. 7) 

Major Riparian Corridors - 200 ft Setback (p.34) 

Minor Riparian Corridors-100ft Setback (p.34) 

2. No Fossils in Sonoma Volcanics 

The EIR report is inaccurate and incomplete in that it states that Sonoma 10-5
 
Volcanics contain no fossils. "A portion of the site contains Sonoma Volcanics, 
which again is a rock type that does not include fossils." (EIR, Page 4.10-
8) Sonoma Volcanics contain tree fossils, plant fossils, leaf fossils, pollen fossils, 
insect fossils, and animal fossils. The Petrified Forest is embedded in Sonoma 
Volcanics. See, for example, Pliocene Floras of California by Princeton Professor 
Erling Dorf, pp. 3-13, which is attached hereto as Exhibit B. Currently scientists 
are studying volcanic ash on the property to isolate ancient pollens and identify the 
kinds of vegetation that lived on site 3.4 million years ago. 
3. Failure to Assess the Impact of the Project on the Petrified Forest. 

The EIR is incomplete and inaccurate in that it fails to address the project's impact 10-6
 
on The Petrified Forest. 

The Petrified Forest is: 

California's State Historical Landmark (No. 915); 
Listed on California Register of Historic Resources; 
Eligible to be placed on the National Register of Historical Places; and 
A named Historic Site in Sonoma County's Franz Valley Area Plan. 

Also, the State of California has made factual findings that the Petrified Forest is 
"unique" in California and "unique" in the World. 

The Petrified Forest serves the public by providing educational services and 



recreational activities. The walking and hiking trails display infonnation about the 
local history, the geological processes, native flora and fauna, and fossils found on 
the property. Trail guides take guests out on various walking and hiking trails. 
Many school groups, college students, geologists and visitors from all over the 
world come here to learn about Sonoma County's unique natural wonders. See 
EIR4.8-6 "Since there are no public parks or recreational areas located in the 
vicinity of the project site; the project would have no effect on public park and 
recreation facilities. EIR 4.8-6 

The property is located in a scenic corridor that runs from the Alexander and Napa 
Valleys over Petrified Forest Road --Porter Creek Road --Mark West Springs 
Road- River Road and out to the Sonoma Coast. Nearly all of our visitors from 
Sonoma County (and North and South of Sonoma County) usc Porter Creek Road 
to access the property. Moreover, Porter Creek Road serves as a main 
thoroughfare for getting Napa Valley tourists over to the Russian River Tourist 
Area and Sonoma Coast. Napa visitors also use Petrified Forest Road. When 
traffic is congested on Porter Creek Road, the big truck traffic and car traffic spills 
over on to Calistoga Road and Petrified Forest Road causing more traffic 
congestion, pollution, noise, and dangerous conditions which undercut the 
experience of the scenic corridor. Road traffic noise from the proposed expansion 
will infiltrate the Petrified Forest and adversely affect the natural experience ofthe 
Park. 

Moreover, the Petrified Forest contains wildlife, redwood groves, forests, pasture 
land, creeks, streams, including Biotic Habitat Areas, and contain some of the 
most pristine property in all of Sonoma County. The property has been privately 
owned and protected by our family for almost 100 years (1914-2014.) The 
property is noise sensitive, pollution sensitive, wildlife sensitive, rare plant 
sensitive, surface water and groundwater sensitive, view and vista sensitive, 
climate sensitive, and very sensitive to road construction, traffic congestion and 
n01se. 

The Petrified Forest should have been assessed in evaluating the project's impacts. 

4. Failure to asc.,ess the reduced quality of life for all the people living on 
Mark West Rd, Porter Creek Rd, Petrified Forest Rd and Calistoga rd. 

We believe the number of trucks should be capped at the current level to limit the 10-7 
noise, limit the traffic congestion, limit the pollution and limit the damage to the 
road. 

Sincerely, 



The undersigned persons agree with the above letter sent to: 

Mr. Rich Stabler, 
County of Sonoma . 
Permit and Resource Management Department 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Date July 14, 2013 
Re: Reply to EIR Report for the Mark West Quarry Expansion 
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Response  to  Letter  from  Lindsay Austin et  al  
 
This  letter  includes  the same comments contained in Comment Letter No. 5, so the  
responses  below  direct  the  commentors to the  appropriate responses to  comments within  
Comment  Letter  No.  5.  
 
10-1	 	  Please  see  Response  5-3.  
 
10-2	 	  Please  see  Response  5-4.  
 
10-3	 	  Please  see  Response  5-5.  
 
10-4	 	  Please  see  Response  5-6.  
 
10-5	 	  Please  see  Response  5-1.  
 
10-6	 	  Please  see  Response  5-7.  
 
10-7	 	  The  opinion  is  noted  for  the  record.   Alternative 2 in the DEIR would cap production  

as  suggested in this  comment  
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Public  Hearing  Comments  
 
A public  hearing  on  the  DEIR  was  held  before the  Sonoma County Planning Commission  
on June  20, 2013.  The  draft Minutes of that hearing are provided below along with  
responses  to  comments  on  the  DEIR.  
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ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners 
Don Bennett 
Paula Cook 
Jason Liles 
Pam Davis 
Greg Carr, Chair 
 
Staff Members 
Jennifer Barrett 
Yolanda Solano 
Sigrid Swedenborg 
Sue Dahl 
David Hurst, Chief Deputy County Counsel 
 

 
1:00 PM Call to order and Pledge of Allegiance 

 
 Approval of Minutes ­
 
 Correspondence  
 
 Board of Supervisors Actions  
 
 Commissioner Announcements/Disclosures  
 

Public Appearances. E. J. McVey, Kenwood, expressed concern about the Cunningham 
winery, which is proposed for his neighborhood, which is now mainly residential. There are 
seventeen or so homes in the area, and the occupants are retirees or used as second homes 
by people who want to get away from noise, traffic and the city. The last thing these residents 
want nearby is a facility with 24 events. There are walnut trees being removed early in 
morning with excavator and chain saw in total inconsideration of neighborhood. Steve Ledson 
always seems to get what he wants and if allowed to build this winery it will destroy a 
peaceful residential neighborhood. 
 
Items scheduled on the agenda  
 

 
REGULAR CALENDAR 
 

 
 
Item No.1 Time: 1:05 p.m. File: ORD13-0002 
 Applicant: County of Sonoma Staff: Yolanda Solano 
 Env. Doc: Environmental Impact Report 
 Proposal: Proposal amending the Zoning Code to incorporate the stream protection policies of 

the County’s General Plan and Area Plans and to rezone properties in the zoning data 
base to add the new RC (Riparian Corridor) combining zone to all rivers and streams 
designated by the adopted General Plan and the Area and Specific Plans. The RC 

Sonoma County Planning Commission 

DRAFT MINUTES 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department  

 2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
 (707) 565-1900         FAX (707) 565-1103  

  Date: June 20, 2013 
  Meeting No.: 13-007 
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combining zone will include a numeric extension that indicates the minimum setback 
for the stream conservation area adjacent to streams.  The proposed amendments 
incorporating the General Plan policies into zoning would bring the Zoning Code into 
consistency with the County’s Building Regulations and Grading Ordinance which 
already apply General Plan stream protection policies. Affected parcels include those 
with land in the unincorporated County that adjoin rivers or streams identified in the 
General Plan Open Space Maps or Area Plans, including all streams shown on USGS 
maps. 

 
Location: Countywide 

 APN: Numerous Supervisorial District: All  
Zoning:  

 

 
Yolanda Solano summarized the staff report, which is incorporated herein by reference. 
 
Deputy Director Barrett indicated that because the item is legislative in nature, the public hearing could 
remain open and the commissioners could discuss it with the public.  
 
Public Hearing Opened 1:50 p.m. 
 
Brian McFadden, Regional Water Quality Control Board, commended staff for professional, excellent 
job done on a good proposal. The California Regional Water Quality Control Board supports protecting 
riparian zones in ways that interface with land use actions to protect water quality. The policies will help 
them in their efforts. 
 
Streamside conservation areas help to manage sediment, nutrients, and temperature and incorporated 
into the TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) program.  The California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board is in the process of developing TMDLs for the Russian River, Santa Rosa, and Gualala, and 
Salmon Creek. 
Water temperature is a major concern. The California Regional Water Quality Control Board hopes to 
have a regionwide policy by end of the year clarifying the importance of shade provided by riparian 
corridors to attain water quality objectives.  The SCWA doesn’t have permitting authority, and PRMD’s 
effort to have an ordinance and zoning requirements in place will be extremely helpful to the SCWA when 
they develop their water quality programs. 
 
Mr. McFadden suggested that the emphasis should be on protecting riparian vegetation. This is important 
because trees are needed to create shade. They support the dripline concept that captures and expands 
the streamside conservation area.  McFadden expressed concern about the 25 foot limit in upland areas 
on slopes, which is likely to present problems, and then the SCWA will have to step in and do permitting. 
McFadden urged expansion of the upland areas to allow greater widths for area and specific plans. 
When implementing policies, it is critical to have good guidance and public outreach materials available 
for applicants so they know what they have to do, and it is critical to be clear about defining the 
objectives. 
 
Tony Linegar, Ag Commissioner, asked for clarification on Ordinance Page 4, where the reference to 
water quality protections of the Ag Commissioner is mentioned.  He was not sure what this refers to. 
Deputy Director Barrett indicated that this was carried over from the General Plan. Mr. Linegar stated 
that the Ag Commission does does not have specific water quality guidelines unless they are related to 
VESCO. Deputy Director Barrett said that this should be clarified in the ordinance. Mr. Linegar stated 
that setbacks have not been implemented in VESCO since the of the General Plan. Many creek setbacks 
have not been implemented, and there is concern in the agricultural community about increased impacts 
from setbacks. 
 
Jean Kapolchok, Kapolchok and Associates, commented that the staff report states the purpose of the 
ordinance is to implement General Plan policies. We should take a closer look, Kapolchok warned, as we 
may be entering into the world of regulation creep. For example, in the Franz Valley Area Plan, most 
creeks have a 200 foot setback. The Open Space map in the General Plan shows most minor creeks 
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with a 50 foot setback. The Franz Valley Area Plan was adopted in 1979, and has been updated, but 
many things were just carried over rather than being reanalyzed with an environmental assessment. Ms. 
Kapolchok said that the 200 foot setback requirement was for structures. Since policy dicatates that the 
more restrictive policy shall apply, this 200 foot setback for creeks will take away the ability to have 
agriculture, access roads, private trails, etc. This is very different than what was talked about in the 1979 
area plan. It is inconsistent to simply carry over policies, and add additional regulations. In addition, 
Kapolchok expressed concern about the dripline policy, which may be removing land from agriculture to 
protect the tree. No environmental assessment has been done on this, and if the intention is to protect 
vegetation, the policy should allow alternatives, such as an arborist’ report or other protective 
mechanisms. Rail crossings and private roads require construction plans, and the proposed policies 
seem excessive. Also, problems could be created if someone wants to remove invasive plants.  We 
need to be specific in open space easements. There could be unintended consequences. Ms. 
Kapolchok asked if, under the proposed ordinance, a zoning permit would be required to remove trees. If 
so, the public needs to know what is required in a permit for fuel management. Also, the ordinance did 
not mention access to water containment structures. Roads and structures could conflict with ordinance. 

Kimberly Burr, Attorney, complimented staff on a thorough job of critically important work. This type of 
process takes a long time, and time is not on our side. Burr encouraged the County to make it 
meaningful. 1,500 acres of new vineyard have been applied for this year. They require environmental 
review, there is no requirement for water, and no public outreach. The creeks are being destroyed by 
vineyards. Burr supports the dripline measure policy, which is based on science. She supports a science 
based approach, and said setbacks need to be generous because we don’t know what changes are 
coming from climate change. If riparian areas are denuded they need to be replanted. Landowners and 
vineyard development need to follow the same rules and work with the county to protect the critical 
habitat to the maximum. 

Mike Jani, Chief Forester for Mendocino Redwoods, asked if staff had looked at what is required by 
Cal-Fire when someone does a timber harvest plan. A THP is required in all zones, and the focus is on 
protection of water quality. Jani wondered if staff analyzed current forest practice rules about stream 
restrictions in riparian zones and researched state approved exemptions. Many areas that were grass 
woodlands are being overtaken by Douglas Fir. Consideration should be given to removing the firs to 
protect the oak woodland. Ranchers and wildland owners need to be able to cut down trees to restore 
oak woodlands, so will the ordinance require themt to obtain a discretionary permit? Also, when defining 
riparian vegetation for non TP zones lands, you need to ask if a Redwood Tree is a riparian species. 
When extending the riparian zone, does this include all trees on a person’s land? This needs to be 
clarified. 

Tito Sasaki Farm Bureau, urged the Commission to not take action on the proposal until the Farm 
Bureau could have time to study the ordinance more carefully. Sasaki indicated that there are 
ambiguities and contradictions in the documents that need to be studied, and all affected parcel owners 
should be notified and told clearly how the ordinance will affect their setback areas. The Farm Bureau will 
submit comments, and people are not aware what riparian lands are. 

Dave Hardy, Monte Rio, supports the general direction, and opposes willow removal on the river, which 
creates a habitat for fish. He supported allowing an exception to clear area for a garden. The ordinance, 
as written, does not allow a relief valves for guys like him or people doing restoration projects like 
Patterson Pond. As the ordinance currently reads, if you clip a blackberry, you go to jail. 

John Williams, Occidental, is a professional forester and Co-owner of Environmental Solutioins. While 
supporting protection of riparian corridors, Williams expressed concern about how it is written, warned of 
serious unintended consequences, and against the idea that if things are left alone will get better, which is 
not always right. The ordinance does not address those areas which have been degraded by invasive 
plants, causing a poorly functioning riparian zone. He has blackberries and can’t get to the creek, and 
they are choking everything else. If he wanted to clear blackberries, he would be prohibited from doing it 
as the ordinance is written. ordinance. 

Williams commented that when forest practice rules are implemented, water quality is protected. He also 
expressed concern that trees cannot be managed trees in riparian zone. A typical young growth forest 
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can have about 350 trees per acre. As they get bigger, trees are lost from death and decay. There are 
entities like Sonoma Land Trust who actively manage existing forests, and this involves tree removal. 
Watercourses should also be taken into account. The ordinance is confusing as to what is and is not 
allowed in streamside conservation areas. Sonoma County already has requirements in place for tree 
removal in our timber conversion permits. 

Steve Butler, Attorney, stated there are issues that the agricultural community would like addressed. 
The policies for areas covered by area and specific plans should be reexamined to look at what evolved, 
for example, the Franz Valley Area Plan originated in 1979 and has been redone many time. In 
Ordinance Section D, paragraph 1, use of the word “may” for all uses that could be allowed indicated 
discretion. In this case, an agricultural use could be considered discretionary and subject to CEQA. 

Issues regarding replanting need to be clarified, and although the riparian policy talks about balancing, no 
thorough analysis has been done. Mr. Butler would like to see it discussed. 

Rebecca Jenkins, Sonoma, is a private landowner and grape grower and said that the 200 foot setback 
requirement is taking land from private owners. Property values are high, and many property owners 
have lands along creeks. Jenkins asked if these people will be compensated for loss of use, by eminent 
domain. The hearing should have involved all affected property owners, who should have a chance to 
speak. Jenkins said it was not right to generalize, as every site is different. The General Plan is 
supposed to be general, not have a bunch of regulations. 

Commission Discussion 

Deputy Director Barrett mentioned that the exception for stream allows for removal of invasive vegetation 
and does not require a permit. Much of the language in the ordinance comes directly from the General 
Plan, and the wording can be clarified. The word “may” in Section D (referring to Steve Butler’s 
comments) reflects that it is subject to whether the use is permitted or not in the underlying base zone. If 
allowed by right, no permit is required. Some uses require permits. Regarding comments made about 
fire fuel, Cal-Fire has fire safe standards that explain what the management plan includes. Existing uses 
and structures can remain and continue. A Zone Change already includes a 10% one-time expansion. 

The definition of replanting in five years came out of VESCO. It was added to the zoning code to 
differentiate from other uses so ag land replanted in five years was recognized as being fallow or changes 
of crop size. 

Commissioner Carr recommended that staff address comments and concerns expressed and come 
back with a revised report. Many policy issues were raised, and these should come back as policy 
options. 

Commissioner Liles noted much concern in Franz Valley about using the most restrictive policies. He 
expressed concern that all affected landowners were not notified. 

Commissioner Bennett wanted to have all comments addressed and for staff to come back with a 
updated recommendations, adding that this item should treated as we would treat an EIR, with specific 
responses to comments. Commission Bennett said that the riparian policy issues were thoroughly vetted 
in the course of the General Plan update over months, and a fair agreement was made. He doesn’t want 
to reopen that box. 

Commissioner Cook supported treating the item as we would an EIR and stated that there are legitimate 
concerns on both sides. She asked it property setbacks are included on a purchase agreement? Staff 
Solano said that people can come into PRMD to research setbacks, and sometime it is hard to tell. 

Commissioner Davis commented that we are codifying Zoning Code on a policy matter that has already 
been vetted. Deputy Director Barrett said that the three main areas are about area plan setbacks, the 
dripline requirement (versus ag setback measured from the top of bank), and timber operations. 
Commissioner Davis commented that important issues were raised, and she wants more information 
and to be clear what the policy decisions are. 
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Commissioner Carr wanted the next hearing to be formally noticed, and the staff report to include 
specific options that closely follow and clarify the policies in the General Plan. He asked staff to look at 
the option to expand the riparian setback area to include all riparian vegetation. This departs from the 
General Plan when including all riparian vegetation. Commissioner Carr said that all timber operations all 
should be exempt, and to include an option, although he supports trying to stop someone from using a 
timber harvest plan to cut down riparian vegetation. He asked for another option to looks at area and 
specific plan setbacks and how they were utilized and applied. He does not recall that they ever applied 
to ag cultivation, but rather was used for structures. 

Counsel Hurst asked that the filter strips and access roads for ag also be looked at, and referred staff to 
Gail Davis to ask about compatibility. He asked staff to bring back language from the VESCO ordinance, 
and that we are creating policy options that follow the General Plan. A lot of time and effort went into the 
General Plan update to reach compromises. 

nd at
Action: 	 Commissioner Liles moved to continue the item to August 22 1:05 p.m. Public 

Hearing to remain open. Seconded by Commissioner Cook and passed with a 5-0 
vote. 

Appeal Deadline: n/a 
 Resolution No.: n/a 

Carr: Aye Bennett: Aye Cook: Aye Liles: Aye Davis: Aye 
Ayes: 5 Noes: 0 Absent: 0 Abstain: 0 

Item No.2 Time: 2:15 p.m. File: PLP09-0035 
Applicant: Bodean, Inc. Staff: Sigrid Swedenborg 

Con’t from: May 16, 2013 
Env. Doc: Environmental Impact Report 
Proposal: 	 A public hearing on the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report to rezone 

a 33-acre portion of an 81- acre parcel to add the MR (Mineral Resource) Combining 
District to allow for future mining, a Use Permit to allow timberland conversion, a Use 
Permit to expand the existing Mark West Quarry to allow mining of 500,000 cubic 
yards (750,000 tons) per year for a 20-year period, and approval of a revised 
Reclamation Plan that directs how the area mined on the site would be reclaimed. 

Location: 4411 Porter Creek Road, Santa Rosa, CA 
APN: 120-210-006, -048, and -031 Supervisorial District: 1 

Zoning: RRD (Resources and Rural Development), B6 – 100 acre density, MR (Mineral 
Resources), SR (Scenic Resources) 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING ON MARK WEST QUARRY DEIR 

Staff Swedenborg: “Good afternoon members of the Commission. The project site is located near the 
intersection of Porter Creek Road and Petrified Forest Road. The project itself is a request to extend the 
mineral resources allowances to the parcel to the west of the existing quarry site by a Zone Change on 
about 33 acres, a Use Permit for timberland conversion, mining of 500,000 cubic yards of aggregate per 
year, and approval of a reclamation plan. 

This is the existing is this one but the applicant leases from the property owner. The quarry down here, 
this is an area that has been quarried and mined and then reclaimed and there is a large solar array here.   
And this is the area that they are currently mining. This mine started in 1910 and, through vested rights 
through the State and the Aggregate Resources Management Plan, they were given the right to mine 
500,000 cubic yards a year on this parcel. As they mined to the north, they got into a different strata of 
rock and wanted to stay with the same material that they had been mining, so determined it was 
necessary that they move to the west to continue getting that same material. This property owned by the 
lesses and the applicant was able to get a lease to mine it. So the project is an expansion of the quarry 
into this parcel. 
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The project includes a zone change to add the MR zoning district, which is a combining district of the 
base Resource and Rural Development zone to allow this portion of the parcel to be mined. This piece is 
all zoned Mineral Resources and here is the plan in the reclamation site currently. As they move to the 
west they would be reclaiming what they have already mined. This is the plant area that would be 
expanded and then they would start reclaiming here, this is the stockpile for overburden, as they move to 
the west they would start reclaiming more of the property that had already been mined, and finally move 
to the edge of the property with certain setbacks here and again reclaim the area behind it. As 
Commissioner Carr said, this hearing is to receive testimony on the adequacy of the draft Environmental 
Impact Report and provide directions to staff to prepare a final Environmental Impact Report. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report it is on the web and we have copies of these available if you 
would like to have your own copy, there are a variety of potential environmental impacts and these 
potential impact issues have less than significant or no impacts: Population and Housing, Ag Resources, 
Mineral Resources, Public Safety and Recreation. These impacts could be reduced to a less than 
significant with mitigation measures. On page 6 of staff report is a table that goes into each of these 
items, what the potential impacts are, and establishes the mitigation measures. 

There are significant unavoidable impacts related to transportation to increasing traffic hazards, biology 
and air quality. There are cumulative impacts to traffic on Mark West Springs Road and Reibli Road 
intersections and traffic safety issues on Mark West Springs Road and Porter Creek Road. However, 
both can be addressed with traffic signalization at the intersections and road improvements, but there is 
no planned project or funding to do this. The applicant must contribute their fair share to making those 
improvements. 

There are air quality and cumulative air quality impacts. The Environmental Impact Report establishes 
alternatives. The No Project alternative, which is interesting in this case because it would allow mining to 
the north, which they have a vested right to do, but they would be getting into a different area where there 
are biological and more visual impacts to people farther north on the Mountain Home Ranch area. 

There is always reduced production as an alternative and then a reduced mining footprint that would 
eliminate mining in sensitive habitat areas and reduce other impacts. So, the next steps with this project 
are to receive comments till July 5, 2013, then we will prepare responses to comments and the final 
Environmental Impact Report, and then there will be a Planning Commission hearing on the final EIR 
and the merits of the project and then the project has to go to the Board of Supervisors because of the 
zone change only adding the MR zoning designation. Commissioner Carr asked for some timing. It is a 
little hard to be sure and maybe Jennifer wants to weigh in on some of this, but given the response to 
comments and final Environmental Impact Report we are hoping to get to hearing sometime in October, 
and then the final hearing on the Environmental Impact Report and the merits of the project and then the 
Board of Supervisor’s hearing would have to go as soon as we could get a date after than hearing. 
Thank you.” 

Oh, and I would like to introduce the project team: Scott Briggs, retired from PRMD, coming back to work 
on the EIR, Sandi Potter, new Special Projects/ Environmental Review manager, Rich Stabler, EIR 
project manager, Verne Ball from County Counsel (not here) and Leonard Charles, consultant. They can 
help address on the comments and questions on the EIR.” 

Chair Carr: “Sounds good. Do the commissioners have any questions for staff at this point about the 11-1 
project or the Environmental Impact Report? Nada? I do have a couple and I will do it as briefly as 
possible. I am a little bit confused about the timber conversion aspects of this project. It looks to me like 
the applicant is searching for an approval of a county timber conversion permit, but there is nothing in the 
project description or the EIR that identifies the THP, the impacts of the THP, and whether or not the 
project conversion would meet the standards in the county ordinance for offsetting mitigations. In 
meeting with the applicant the other day one of the things he pointed out is the applicant believes that 
there may be an opportunity or may not be required by CDF to do a timber conversion permit on this area 
of expansion and so I am looking for some further analysis of this comments about how this timber 
conversion permit is going to fit in to the mining, because the applicant needs to get the THP and timber 
conversion permit before he can go too far into that new parcel.” 
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Staff Swedenborg: “If he converts less than three acres of commercial timber he will have to get a minor 
conversion permit with us but if it is more than 3 acres of commercial timber then it would be with Calfire. “ 

Chair Carr: “Are you anticipating that this would be done before the quarry permit is approved or as a 
follow up action?” 

Staff Swedenborg: “Well, it is part of the Use Permit that he made the application for. I don’t know, let’s 
Look into that so we can address it.” 

Chair Carr: “And it’s part of the EIR as well so mention it when we get to the EIR portion.” 

Counsel Hurst: “And, Mr. Chairman, the applicant….the County would not be able to take action on the 
use permit or the conversion until after Calfire has issued their conversion permit. 

Chair Carr:  “And they are in [unintelligble] of that, I think that is the problem. Theoretically, we would 
rely on the CEQA document from Calfire to go through the conversion…” 

Counsel Hurst: “Yes, unless we were assuming agency status on this, which I am sure Calfire would 
have a big problem with.” 

Chair Carr:  “The applicant and Board might. Have we received any comments from the City of 
Calistoga? I know that in the EIR there were several potential impacts on the city and I just wondered if 
we had heard anything.” 

Staff Swedenborg: ”I haven’t heard anything…actually I have not received a single written comment.” 

Chair Carr:  “OK, that is all the questions I have.” 

Commissioner Liles:  “A quick comment for general principal, and then I am going to be asking the 
applicant and staff about this. This is a quarry in the First Supervisorial District. However, a large part of 
road impact perspective is in the Fourth District. After meeting with my supervisor, I have some pretty 
clear direction about his interest in that road and making sure it is maintained from a safety standpoint 
and a maintenance standpoint, so that will be a large portion of my questions. 

Chair Carr:  “We are going to open the hearing. This hearing provides comments on the draft 
Environmental Impact Report. Normally during hearing on a project we might have applicant responses to 
comments, but not today. Today it’s just the EIR, so we there won’t be any change for debate. We have 
one speaker card from Janet Engell. If anyone else wants to speak please make sure you fill out a 
speaker card and give it to the secretary. 

Speakers: Janet Angell, my family owns the Petrified Forest. The Forest is a neighbor of the quarry, on 11-2  
n the 580 acres situated in Sonoma County. It is State Historic Monument # 915, and it is eligible to be o

National Register of Historic Places. One of the reasons here today, is I have only gotten through half of 
the EIR because I just found out about hearing last week. My real concern is that as you may know, our 
family has owned the property for the last 100 years, and we have spent most of our lives protecting as a 
natural preserve. It has been a long haul, we have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars, and is it 
protected because of efforts of family beginning with my great aunt in 1914. There are six parcels all 
together, One is -050 adjacent and to the east side of the quarry. We have -036 which is above the 
proposed site of new quarry. I don’t think the EIR adequately considered the location of the Petrified 
Forest in the impacts that expansion of the quarry will have on the forest. The State has determined that 
it is a State Historic Monument #915, and the State also determined that it was unique in the roles of the 
fossils it has. The EIR says there are no fossils in Sonoma Volcanics, but the Petrified Forest is Sonoma 
Volcanics and all those fossils are Sonoma Volcanics. There are giant petrified redwood trees that are 
3.5 million years old, there are plant and vegetation fossils that have been studied by Yale University, 
Princeton University, University Berkeley….and maybe four weeks ago, paleobotanist from UC Berkeley 
came up to Sonoma Volcanics to take samples of pollen that is trapped. Berkeley is currently taking 
samples in the Volcanics around the county in order to identify these various fossils that are located in the 
Volcanics. There are new methods of determining what sort of forest existed at the time 3.5 million years 
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ago. A lot of what I see is that is incorrect that Sonoma Volcanics had no fossils. I can give you a citation 
if you want. It is also untrue in the eir that the Petrified Forest is eligible in national his place, is a state 
hm, and all those features should be looked at in terms of impact. We have 580 acres of first grade fir, 
Sequoia Redwood trees, coast redwood trees, and wildlife that travels from one end of 580 acres over to 
Mountain Home Ranch road and and back, and trees on the property. One parcel of 1.76 acres is 
actually in Porter Creek itself. The Petrified Forest was completely ignored. 

The Petrified Forest attracts international travelers and is a big component of Sonoma and Napa county 
tourism. When looking at traffic coming down Porter Creek Road, you have to also look at what is coming 
down from Napa and Lake Counties. Tourists are being directed out to Sonoma coast along river road 
and porter creek mark west out to river road so all the impact of tourism out river road is going to be an 
impact for that too. The EIR has to address the impact on the neighbors. Mountain Home Ranch is an r 
important historic feature, and has been there 100 years. This is all the history of Sonoma County. 
Original homesteads have been kept in families for hundreds of years and they need to be addressed. It 
can’t [unintelligible] that we are the next door neighbor of the quarry with 580 acres of pristine property, 
probably the most pristine property in Sonoma County, because it has been kept absolutely protected 
from development, pollution, and anything else in the family guardianship. I don’t mean to exclude 
neighbors, but include them as all part of that community out there. I think that you really have to look at it 
in terms of its effect on Sonoma County, the tourism coming in from Calistoga, and also the natural 
resource itself, and to say there are no fossils in Sonoma Volcanics, people didn’t even go to the nearest 
neighbor. It’s the Petrified Forest, folks. 

Chair Carr: Thank you, we appreciate those comments. The EIR will prepare a summary of the 
comments and prepare a response. 

Deputy Director Barrett: Please submit your comments in writing to us. 

Chair Carr: July 5
th
 is the deadline. 

Steve Ourada:  I am part owner of parcel just to the left of the leased parcel the quarry is looking at on 11-3  
 looked and 
IR, the way they 

3815 Porter Creek Road. I looked at the EIR and have some issues about the website. I
printed out some of the information. Basically, I have some issues with the traffic in the E
analyzed traffic, water quality, well water draw down, the economic impact on adjacent land owners, 
visual aesthetics and noise. We purchased 120 acres on Porter Creek Road in 2005 and our intent was 
to subdivided into four large estate lots. We envisioned would be multi-million dollar homes, two of which 
would sit up on the hill overlooking where the quarry expansion would be happening. If you look at Figure 
4.7-1 in the EIR, it is near the back…but basically the overall topography of the whole site. And you can 
kind of see where the expansion area is, but our parcel, if you look just to the west of where the 
expansion area is noted….[mumbling]” 

Sigrid Swedenborg: “It’s in Visual Resources.” 

Steve Ourada:  Again, our parcel if you see where porter ceek does the big dive and the nose living 
thing, our parcel basically goes across that nose and is up on the ridge. So you can see the expansion is 
coming right towards out parcel.” 

Chair Carr: “Where are you from the Less parcel? 

Steve Ourada:  “Just to the west. We abut them on their west property line. So anyway if you take a look 
at that, just kind of where we are so you can see where our property is. Our parcels are anywhere from 
12 – 30 acre parcels and we have a tentative map approved. So, getting back to the traffic, the EIR traffic 
states that traffic on the road will not decrease because they are already mining up to 500,000 cubic 
yards of soil. Traffic will increase. You know that or they would not be asking to additionally go into the 
hillside the way they are. And, just to let you know I think the Soiland’s have been wonderful neighbors to 
this point. I think the quarry is a class quarry, you guys talk about the solar that they have, it’s the only 
quarry maybe in the nation that operates off solar power, so they are doing good things out there. I am 
not here to argue about that, I think they are doing great things as a quarry operator. But with expansion 
you have to look at how that impacts everyone around. Traffic expansion talks about doing signalization, 
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but there are no projects proposed for that. Well if there is enough impact for a project, the project itself 
can make those improvements. I am more concerned about road widening and if that is going to be 
proposed, because that would directly impact our parcel. And as that road wraps around that nose it is 
very narrow and windy in there, the lanes are possibly only ten feet wide in that area, it’s very narrow and 
any expansion of that roadway would have to…the hills are really steep and it would really impact that 
area and it doesn’t really address that. 

So I would just like to see further expansion of the traffic impacts. Water quality – I am a civil engineer 
and noted in the EIR there is not a lot of discussion. They showed a couple of detention basis on the 
project and a couple of grading plans. But on a project that size you cannot capture all the water. There 
is absolutely no way to capture 100 % of storm water on the site, so I would like a more detailed analysis 
of how that is going to happen. 

I didn’t see anything in the EIR about well water use and drawdown and expanding the quarry additionally 
and so far if they are going to be using more water or use the same amount over those years. I would 
like to see that brought into the EIR. And well water out there is hard to find, very hard to find. They are 
very lucky they have a couple of really nice wells on their property, so I would like to see that addressed 
in the EIR. 

Economic impact on adjacent landowners - for us, it is going to be huge. If you can imagine if you look at 
the photo on Page 4.1-1 looking into the quarry from the east looking west. That same picture is what it is 
going to look like from what we hope to be very nice parcels up on the hill. Oh I sorry, Page 4.1-30. 
We are going to see that exact same picture looking from our two lots on the hilltop looking east into the 
quarry. That’s the hill they will be coming through as they expand to the west, what used to be a buffer 
between the Less property and the quarry, now our ridge will be a buffer. The visual and economic 
impacts to adjacent landowners needs to be discussed, and also noise. It talks about existing homes that 
are out there but it doesn’t talk about already approved projects, ours being one of those. If you look 
again at that photo on 4.1-1, there is no way to screen. They always talk about putting a row of trees in to 
screen both visual and noise, and there is absolutely no way you can screen that with trees. The idea 
here is to take 300 feet off that hill. So you take 300 feet, you cannot screen that out with even a 60 foot 
tall tree, there is absolutely no way to screen the visual or the noise. I think that needs to be discussed 
more, and the size of the project. Everybody is familiar with a football field, approximately 1.3 acres. They 
are going to expand the quarry up to 90 acres approximately. If you look at what going to do out there ­
90 acres, 500,000 cubic yards – that’s about 3.5 feet a year. You can put 90 acres into approximately 70 
football fields. It’s going to be a stadium of about 70 of those fields edge to edge, going to go down 3.5 
feet a year, so that doesn’t seem ok - what’s the big deal there. But think of a quarry, they aren’t going to 
lower the whole 90 acres 3.5 feet a year. They are going to take off the top of the mountain, about 300 
feet. So again, the noise, and visual and aesthetics and economic impacts are the three biggies I see 
that need to be better addressed in the EIR. 

Commissioner Carr: Are you going to submit written comments? 

Steve Ourada:  “Yes we are.” 

Herbert Ginsberg, I am by training a biostatistician and retired from UCSF and I have been a resident in 11-4 
sight of the quarry since 1977, must be 3,000 yards or so. In time we were able to see the top of the 
quarry to the weset part of it, and now it is nearly 15 degrees difference in what we can see. We can now 
see Anderson Valley, which we could not see before…I have a question about this 750,000 tons doesn’t 
mean very much to us, but I would like to know how much each truck carries. 

Chair Carr: The EIR says 21 tons… 

Herbert Ginsberg: I would like it converted to truck loads, I think it would make more meaning to us. 
What I have to say in anecdotal, I have no data, just noticed it this morning and two days ago….I would 
say the wind patterns have changed dramatically and I have no way of proving it, but the fact that I waved 
my hands before and there was a 20-30 degree difference probably has a major difference in the wind 
patterns. We get the early fog wind patterns, we are up 1,000 feet at our ranch and that is a significant 
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thing that has changed for us. Again, I regret that I have no data to show that, and one of the things I 
would like to see is talk about tons of gravel per truck load. 

Bill Williams: General Manager, Bodean Company, operates the quarry. I don’t have much to say but 
would like to thank you for the work by staff that has been done on the document, we understand today is 
the day to look at the draft and look for clarification if there is any, and in light of that I will defer comments 
to those that are present today, but we would be happy to answer any questions that you might have 
about the site and the proposal and would welcome any input from the neighbors and look forward to 
hearing their comments and we have heard some of them today. We want to extend and invitation to the 
neighbors to sit down and talk about some of their concerns and how we can further address them or give 
them a tour of the quarry so they can see what the proposal is and so forth, and we wanted to extend that 
invitation.” 

Chair Carr: ”Does anyone on the commission have any questions? No” 

Dean Soiland, Bodean, Company: “Thank you for taking the time to meet today. I am available for 
questions and a little history. I had an opportunity to go to school and get into geology and when I got 
back from college I was presented with an ARM Plan in 1981. Much of the work and authorship of that 
plan was done by a member of the Planning Commission, so I have a lot of history there, and one of the 
main things I got out of that at the time is we were a sand and gravel industry, mostly in Healdsburg and 
at the time I realized that the instream mining of a variety of operators all the way from Cloverdale to 
Jenner, multiple operators, even Sonoma Creek down in Sonoma.  One of the primary goals of the ARM 
plan was to shift away from the instream and middle terrace mining to quarries. There was a lot of push 
back of course because change is hard, but one of the things I realized is there is a big demand for gravel 
and there was a lot of strong feelings about mining. So I had an opportunity then to go to this small 
quarry back in 1988 and basically I bet my life savings and future career on the fact that the county’s 
ARM Plan was promoting a shift away from alluvium mining to hardrock mining.  We have been there 
since 1989, it’s been interesting. I inherited a site that has been in operation since 1910, so there is a 
history there and we have done everything that we can to be good operators and stewards of the land 
and operate in a sound way. It’s been a great experience for the most part and I think we have had a 
good realationship with the County and neighbors and we want that to continue. So all of the history is 
great, and I have my son here, and he is hopefully part of the future. We look forward to that in this 
process. I am available if you have any questions. 

Chair Carr: “Any questions? I don’t have any more speaker cards. Does anyone else wish to speak on 
the draft EIR? There is a written comment period that goes until July 5

th
 so you have opportunity to add 

some more comments. I have a couple things I want to see clarified in the EIR and I want to ask 
commissioners if you have any individual comments on the draft EIR> 

Commissioner Cook: ”Sigrid, I have some questions on the biology and assessment over time for the 
various species and if that could potentially impact, depending what is found, that peninsula that had 
been described as a buffer area that includes the wetland and what not. I am just trying to understand ­
there is a business plan at play here and there could be potential impacts and it isn’t clear that I am aware 
of at this point what the outcomes will be from that. 

Staff Swedenborg: “I would like to defer to people that have been more involved….” 

Commissioner Cook: “To restate my question, the requirements of the surveys that will have to be 11-5  
t of undertaken, are those going to impact and require a larger amo9unt of land set aside. Is the amoun

land that we are talking about assessment going to change the impact of the mapping that we are seeing 
here and the activities that are planned for that area? 

Leonard Charles: “It is possible that there is the potential for California Red Legged Frog there. None 
were found during the surveys, but, unfortunately the timing did not meet the protocol for Red Legged 
Frog. So in the interim, protection zone was established until such time as they can complete the full 
protocol studies and it turns out, it’s quite unlikely, that there are Red Legged Frogs there, there would be 
a change in the mining, because part of the proposed mining area would be in that protected area. I don’t 
think any of the other species would be affected, but I can look at that and get back to you.” 
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Commissioner Cook: “I just wanted a general sense of how dramatic you see a shift and what you 
planner versus what that assessment might entail.” 

Commissioner Bennett: “Just this one question this time. Clarification. The fact that the roads are 
inadequate that requirement here is by contribution…improvement…I didn’t get is there any time table on 
when that has to be done, for example is this just putting money in a pot that may be used 20 years from 
now?” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “Funding for mitigation has to be used within 10 years or returned.” 

Commissioner Bennett: “So the quarry could be operating in two years and the road would not have to 
be improved for eight years.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “That is possible but I am not sure what the traffic section says once you are in 
an interim was there an interim impact for traffic?” 

Leonard Charles: “yes.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “What we have typically done where improvements and required but the 
funding is not there is say this is the mitigation and they will contribute a fair share but it’s not known 
when that improvement will be made so there could be a significant impact in the interim.” 

Commissioner Bennett: “That could be a decision after the eir is approved and before the project is 
approved.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “We usually identify that as significant and unavoidable but we have mitigations 
and a plan to try to mitigate it.” 

Commissioner Bennett: “My point was, we can approve the EIR, and when you approve the project you 
can condition when the improvements are done. That is something you can handle later.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “Yes.” 

Commissioner Davis:  “I have a question in terms of the border the new MR zone it includes the 
overburden area but they are not actually going to be mining that area…just curious if it is that critical 
that….” 

Leonard Charles: “It’s not part of the active mining area shown on the maps. It is the area where they 
store overburden on the top of the hill going to the north but there was a landslide so they moved it over 
to they got an emergency permit to move it over to that area that is currently shown as the overburden 
stockpile area. They will continue and as they start expanding the mine to the west, put the overburden 
on top of there for three years. That’s all the area allowed and it is 10,000 cubic feet a year for three 
years. After that they will start using the additional overburden to reclaim areas to the west. They could 
also sell that if there were projects that need overburden dirt but they are not proposing to mine that at 
this juncture. 

Commissioner Davis: Then my question is, if it isn’t not going to be an active mine, is there a reason 
why it would go to MR…do you need to have it MR for storage? 

Leonard Charles: “Right, it is part of the mining.” 

Commissioner Liles: “First of all, I will state the obvious, that it is amazing that we are doing an EIR for a 
quarry and we have only got this many people in the room, we have more staff than residents. Obviously 
it is because things are working pretty well up there and staff has done a good job with the EIR, not that 
they are not concerned that have been brought up, but overall, it is pretty impressive that the operation 11-6 
has been run as successfully as it has been. I am going to confine my comments to traffic and to the 
road. The word “fair share” is something that is really up in the air and I note that this will probably be 
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taken care of in the conditions of approval and not the EIR, but I just want to throw it out there - How 
exactly do you figure out what the fair share is? I have a little bit of concern that the proposed project 
would contribute to the degradation of pavement on public roads. There is a brand new, beautiful road 
up there but then it says no mitigations required. I just want to throw that out to staff. 

Chair Carr: “I was surprised that the EIR didn’t mention that there is a countywide wear and tear fee of 
pact section. It needs 11-7  
hink that dealing a 
o well. A second 

ication and if we can’t 11-8  
oing through the THP 
e to try to see if there 
 know the applicant 
e construction 

an noise standards to 11-9  
tandards of the 
 across Porter creek 

And this is not a 11-10  
ble when the project 
new proposal and at 
 lapse, if ever, or 

hat we have done in 
ey have to abide by 
nd usually allow 
, could work with that, 
 long as the quarry 

10 cents per ton and it wasn’t mentioned in the impacts section or the cumulative im
to be added. I don’t expect it will address all the wear and tear from the operation. I t
little more succinctly with the wear and tear impacts of the project and I think would d
point for me, back to the timberland conversion issue, I would like to see some clarif
help the applicant to a THP as a follow up, and extensive additional impacts, I fear g
before he gets his permit. And I know the applicant doesn’t want that, and I would lik
is a way to do the THP later, and I think that would make everybody a lot happier. In
is up against the wall and doesn’t have a lot of material heading into the middle of th
season. 

I would appreciate it if you would take a look at the noise section and the General Pl
the neighborhood residences. It wasn’t clear that the project would meet the noise s
General Plan and I am not sure if this is Mr. Ginsbergs’ residence or not, but the two
Road on the top of the hill as you look in the quarry. 

Figure 6-2, identified in alternatives section was not there. Don’t know if intentional. 
comment on the EIR, so I am not expecting a response, but I think it would be valua
comes back to have a discussion about the vested rights for the quarry vis a vis the 
what point both geographically and in terms of annual tonnage does the vested right
does permanent conditions take effect.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “It’s not really not an EIR issue, but to give background, w
the past for quarries is during 20 year mining permit for which their approval is for, th
all conditions even in the vested rights area. But we have not superceded a permit a
vested rights to remain because this permit is only 20 years. If is a major expansion
but in the past the Board has looked at this and decided to leave the vested rights as
operators agree.” 

Chair Carr: “ I think it would be helpful to have a discussion about that. If there are no commissioner 
comments we will close the hearing on the draft EIR. What’s next?” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “I wouldn’t schedule a hearing yet, we need to wait for the deadline for 
comments and assess how much time it will take to respond, but the intention is to schedule this as soon 
as possible and try to get it to the Board by October. It might be a little tight but we don’t have a lot of 
issues yet to address. 

Chair Carr: “I think it is critically important to the applicant to get material flow going.” 

Deputy Director Barrett: “Yes, they are up against the wall and we will try to move this along as quickly 
as we can.” 

Chair Carr: “Thanks to everyone who came down to speak. Hopefully we can get this back and make a 
decision sometime soon. That’s it for today.” 

Action: The Commission heard testimony on the draft EIR and closed the public hearing. 
Comments will be taken to July 5

th
. 

Appeal Deadline: n/a 
 Resolution No.: n/a 

Carr: Bennett: Cook: Liles: Davis: 
Ayes: Noes: Absent: Abstain: 



 
 

         
      

 
 

 

 
 

           
      

       
    

           
 

   
           

  
       

  
 

       
           

   
 

 
       

    
    

      
 
  

 
 

 
                 

   
     

    
 

 
         

  
   

      
      

  
 

       
    

 
             
   

 
      

   
 

	 

	 

	

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 


 

 

Responses to Public Hearing Comments 

11-1	 As discussed in Response 8-2, CAL FIRE may require a Timber Conversion Permit 
(TCP) for the project, and a THP would need to be approved to remove timber to 
allow that conversion. It is possible that obtaining these permits could constrain  
expansion of the quarry. The commentor also asked about the timing of County 
approval of the proposed Use Permit vis-à-vis State approval of a TCP. 

11-2	 The commentor, Janet Angell, raised the same issues that are included in her 
comment letter (Comment Letter No. 5). Please see responses to comments within 
that letter regarding her concerns about the presence of fossils in Sonoma 
Volcanics, project consistency with the Franz Valley Area Plan, and impacts on The 
Petrified Forest. 

11-3 	 The commentor, Steve Ourada, raised the same issues he included in his letter. 
Please see Comment Letter No. 7 and the responses to comments within that letter 
for discussion of his concerns about traffic, water quality, groundwater, visual 
effects on his property, noise, and economic effects. 

11-4	 The commentor’s view of the property and how mining has opened views to 
Alexander Valley are noted for the record.  Regarding the question of how much 
aggregate a truck hauls, the average truck hauls about 21 tons of aggregate (see 
page 4.4-14 of the DEIR). It would take about 3,570 trucks to haul 750,000 tons. 

It is possible that past mining of the hillside has caused some shifting of local wind 
patterns, but there is no evidence that, if this has occurred, it has caused an air 
quality or noise impact in the area. 

11-5	 As stated in the draft Minutes, if California red-legged frog were found on the site, it 
would diminish the area that could be mined as described under Impact 4.3-C on 
pages 4.3-34 through 4.336 of the DEIR. The presence of any other special-status 
species of wildlife that could occur on this site would not require permanent mining 
exclusion. 

11-6	 As described on page 4.4-27 of the DEIR, fair shares were developed using the 
Caltrans Guide to Traffic Impact Studies.  As described in Response 8-6, the 
County has recalculated the fair share based on the year 2035, which reduces the 
applicant’s fair share for road improvements. Regarding pavement wear, the 
County has an adopted program for collecting a fee of $0.10 per ton from 
aggregate hauling to help offset the damage to pavement. 

11-7	 The commentor is directed to Impact 4.4-F beginning on page 4.4-29 for a 
discussion of project impacts to roadway pavement.  The additional trucks would 
affect pavement on Mark West Springs Road and other haul roads.  However, the 
impact would be less than significant given the significance criterion used for the 
Traffic Index increase. 

11-8	 See earlier Response 11-1 regarding the CAL FIRE requirement for a TCP and 
THP. 
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11-9	 As described in Table 4.5-5 on page 4.5-17, the residence across Porter Creek 
road to the south of the site is identified as “R5.”  The L50 noise increase at this 
residence would be 1 dBA Ldn, and this would not exceed General Plan noise 
limits.  As stated on page 4.5-6, the General Plan states that maximum allowable 
noise levels are to be adjusted when the existing ambient noise L50 exceeds the 
level allowed on General Plan Table NE-2. This was done and resulted in an 
ambient noise level of 53 dBA L50 at the Residence R5.  The project would 
increase noise at this residence by 1 dBA L50.  This is a less-than-significant 
impact. 

Further, the FEIR also now considers potential noise implications on yet-to-be-built 
homes which may someday be developed on an approved minor subdivision west 
of the proposed project (See Comment Letter No. 7, and Response 7-7. As shown 
in that response, future noise levels at these potential home sites would not exceed 
General Plan standards. 

11-10	 This is an error in the DEIR; the reference has been changed to Figures 5-1 and 5-
2. See Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4
 
REVISIONS TO THE DPEIR 

The following chapter presents changes to the text of the DPEIR that are warranted given 
errors found by the County and the comments presented in Chapter 3.  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. Errata 

1. Page 2-19 (Erratum identified by PRMD staff) 

The Significance Before Mitigation rating for Impact 4.4-D should have been PS 
(Potentially Significant) and not LTS (Less Than Significant).  This erratum has been 
changed.  See the revised Table 2-1 at the end of Chapter 4. 

Page 4.3-42 (Erratum identified by PRMD staff) 

“Until CAL FIRE approves these plans, the applicant cannot remove trees on the proposed 
quarry expansion area or the asphalt processing facility site.” 

2. Page 4.5-12 (Erratum identified by PRMD staff) 

The location identifier on Figure 4.5-2: Noise Measurement Locations should be changed 
from Mark West Lodge to Mark West Quarry. 

3. Page 6-4 (See Comment and Response 11-10) 

“This existing MR-zoned area on the existing quarry parcel is covered under the quarry’s 
vested rights and the existing 1988 Reclamation Plan (see Figures 5-1 and 5-2 6-1 and 6-
2).” 

4. Page 4.3-41 (Erratum identified by PRMD staff) 

“Impact 4.3-H	 Proposed expansion activities would result in the loss of trees 
and may constitute a conversion of timberland. This is a 
potentially significant impact. 

The quarry expansion area contains trees that constitute timberland as defined by the 
State. There are 21.15 acres of Mixed Evergreen Forest within the mining expansion area, 
a portion of which may be classified by CAL FIRE as timberland. The Mixed Evergreen 
Forest at the site may not be suitable for timber production due to poor soils that limit 
growth.  A Registered Professional Forester has evaluated the site and documented low 
growth to age ratios, poor conifer canopy development, and rocky soils that suggests that 
the entirety, of the 21.15 acres of Mixed Evergreen Forest may not be classified by CAL 
FIRE as timberland. The project includes a Reclamation Plan that includes planting new 
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trees at the termination of mining in 20 years.  Thus, the site is not being permanently 
“converted.” 

2.	 Revisions of the DEIR Text Based on Comments Received 

Based on comments received, the following DEIR text revisions are warranted.  These 
revisions are intended to clarify the EIR analyses.  However, none of these revisions would 
result in a new potentially significant impact nor substantially increase the significance of 
any impact. 

1.	 Page 3-2 (see Comment and Response 8-1) 

“The County will condition the proposed Use Permit (if it is approved) to prohibit any mining 
on the currently mined quarry parcel located north of the “Active Mining Area” shown on 
Figure 3-4, but such production shall take effect only if and when the proposed Use Permit 
takes effect. until a new Use Permit and Reclamation Plan are approved. Otherwise, the 
operator shall maintain its vested right upon the vested parcel and may thus continue 
mining operations along that parcel in accordance with its vested right as it always has 
done.” 

2.	 Page 3-17 (see Comment and Response 8-3) 

“The photovoltaic system will also be left on site to generate power that can be used by 
PG&E the property owner/operator via Sonoma County Power or the existing utility of 
choice at that time. This future use of the photovoltaic system may be subject to new Use 
Permit requirements at that time.” 

3.	 Page 4.3-33 and Page 2-16 (Summary Table) (see Comment and Response 5-2) 

“4.3-B.1 Avoid disturbing active nests of raptors and other special-status birds through 
preconstruction surveys and creation of no-disturbance buffers during ground-
clearing and grading activities associated with initiation of each mining phase. If 
site preparation activities are scheduled to occur during the general breeding 
season (February 1 through August 31), the following measures shall be 
implemented to avoid potential adverse effects to nesting raptors, other special-
status birds, and bats: 

1. 	 	 A qualified  wildlife  biologist  shall conduct  preconstruction  surveys  of  all 
potential  nesting habitat  for  raptors  and other  special-status birds within  300  
800 feet of construction activities where access is available.  

2. 	 	 If active nests of raptors or other  special-status birds are  found  during  
preconstruction surveys,  a no-disturbance buffer  acceptable in size to CDFW  
shall  be  created  around  active  raptor  nests and  nests of  other  special-status 
birds  during the breeding season or  until  it  is  determined that  all  young have 
fledged. Buffers include  300  800 feet for raptors and 75 feet for other nesting  
special-status birds.  The  size  of  these  buffer  zones and  types of  construction  
activities  restricted in these areas  may  be further  modified through 
coordination  with  CDFW  and  will  be  based  on  existing  noise  and  human  
disturbance levels  at  each project  site.  Nests  initiated during construction are 
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presumed to be unaffected and no buffer is necessary. However, the “take” of 
any individual is prohibited.” 

4. Page 4.4-5 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-3: 

Table 4.4-3
 
Intersection Levels of Service: Existing Conditions To Be Revised
 

ID Intersection Control 
Existing Conditions 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 River Road-Mark West Springs Road / 
U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps One-way stop 61.8 F 32.5 D 

2 River Road-Mark West Springs Road /
 U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps Signal 19.3 8.0 BA 21.0 11.8 CB 

3 Mark West Springs Road / 
Old Redwood Highway Signal 36.6 D 33.9 C 

4 Mark West Springs Road / Ursuline Road Signal 17.9 B 19.7 B 

5 Mark West Springs Road / Riebli Road One-way stop 29.4 D 22.0 C 

6 Mark West Springs Road / Franz Valley 
Road / Porter Creek Road One-way stop 11.8 B 9.6 A 

7 Porter Creek Road / Quarry Driveway One-way stop 13.4 B 14.2 B 

8 Porter Creek Road / Calistoga Road / 
Petrified Forest Road All -way stop 13.4 B 27.4 D 

9 Petrified Forest Road / State Route (SR) 
128 All-way stop 21.4 C 34.3 D 

10 Calistoga Road / State Route (SR) 12 Signal 41.1 27.1 DC 36.8 23.2 DC 

Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
Notes:	 1) LOS=Level of Service, Delay = Average control delay per vehicle 

2) Signalized and four-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for overall intersection 
3) Unsignalized one- and two-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for critical minor 
stop-controlled approach. 
4) Bold indicates LOS exceeds applicable jurisdictional standards for operating conditions. 
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5. Page 4.4-18 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-6: 

Table 4.4-6 
Intersection Levels of Service: Existing plus Project Conditions 

ID Intersection Control 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project 
Conditions 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 River Rd.-Mark West Springs Rd. / 
U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps 

One-way 
stop 61.8 F 32.5 D 66.0 F 35.0 D 

2 River Rd.-Mark West Springs Rd. / 
U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps Signal 8.0 

19.3 
A 
B 

11.8 
21.0 

B 
C 

8.0 
19.5 

A 
B 

13.3 
20.8 

B 
C 

3 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Old Redwood Highway Signal 36.6 D 33.9 C 36.7 D 34.0 C 

4 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Ursuline Rd. Signal 17.9 B 19.7 B 17.5 B 19.7 B 

5 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Riebli Rd. 

One-way 
stop 29.4 D 22.0 C 32.6 D 23.4 C 

6 Mark West Springs Rd. / Franz 
Valley Rd. / Porter Creek Rd. 

One-way 
stop 11.8 B 9.6 A 12.0 B 9.7 A 

7 Porter Creek Rd. / 
Quarry Driveway 

One-way 
stop 13.4 B 14.2 B 14.8 B 18.3 C 

8 Porter Creek Rd. / Calistoga Rd. / 
Petrified Forest Rd. 

All-way 
stop 13.4 B 27.4 D 13.7 B 27.9 D 

9 Petrified Forest Rd. / 
State Route (SR) 128 

All-way 
stop 21.4 C 34.3 D 22.3 C 34.9 D 

10 Calistoga Rd. / State Route (SR) 12 Signal 27.1 
41.1 

C 
D 

23.2 
36.8 

C 
D 

27.2 
41.2 

C 
D 

23.2 
36.8 

C 
D 

Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
Notes:	 1) LOS=Level of Service, Delay = Average control delay per vehicle 

2) Signalized and four-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for overall intersection 
3) Unsignalized one- and two-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for critical minor 
stop-controlled approach. 
4) Bold indicates LOS exceeds applicable jurisdictional standards for operating conditions. 
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6. Page 4.4-21 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-7: 

Table 4.4-7 
Intersection Levels of Service – Near Term (2015) Background Conditions 

ID Intersection Control 

Near Term (2015) Background 
Conditions 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 River Road-Mark West Springs Road / 
U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps Signal 8.5 A 8.1 A 

2 River Road-Mark West Springs Road / 
U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps Signal 8.2 

19.3 
A 
B 

12 
21.9 

B 
C 

3 Mark West Springs Road / Old Redwood Highway Signal 36.6 D 34.7 C 

4 Mark West Springs Road / Ursuline Road Signal 16.8 B 18.7 B 

5 Mark West Springs Road / Riebli Road One-way stop 29.0 D 28.3 D 

6 Mark West Springs Road / Franz Valley Road / 
Porter Creek Road One-way stop 12.1 B 9.6 A 

7 Porter Creek Road / Quarry Driveway One-way stop 13.9 B 14.6 B 

8 Porter Creek Road / Calistoga Road / 
Petrified Forest Road All -way stop 14.5 B 31.5 D 

9 Petrified Forest Road / State Route (SR) 128 All-way stop 24.3 C 36.3 E 

10 Calistoga Road / State Route (SR) 12 Signal 28.5 
42.1 

C 
D 

23.6 
37.1 

C 
D 

Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
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7. Page 4.4-22 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-8: 

Table 4.4-8 
Intersection Levels of Service – 2015 Background Plus Project Conditions 

ID Intersection Control 

Near Term (2015) 
Background Conditions 

2015 Plus Project 
Conditions 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 River Rd.-Mark West Springs Rd. 
/ U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps Signal 8.5 A 8.1 A 8.7 A 8.3 A 

2 River Rd.-Mark West Springs Rd. 
/ U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps Signal 8.2 

19.3 
A 
B 

12.0 
21.9 

B 
C 

8.2 
19.0 

A 
B 

12.0 
21.7 

B 
C 

3 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Old Redwood Highway Signal 36.6 D 34.7 C 37.0 D 36.3 D 

4 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Ursuline Rd. Signal 16.8 B 18.7 B 16.4 B 18.9 B 

5 Mark West Springs Rd. / 
Riebli Rd. 

One-way 
stop 29.0 D 28.3 D 33.8 D 30.7 D 

6 Mark West Springs Rd. / Franz 
Valley Rd. / Porter Creek Rd. 

One-way 
stop 12.1 B 9.6 A 12.3 B 9.7 A 

7 Porter Creek Rd. / 
Quarry Driveway 

One-way 
stop 13.9 B 14.6 B 16.4 C 19.2 C 

8 Porter Creek Rd. / Calistoga Rd. / 
Petrified Forest Rd. 

All -way 
stop 14.5 B 31.5 D 15.1 C 33.1 D 

9 Petrified Forest Rd. / 
State Route (SR) 128 

All-way 
stop 24.3 C 36.3 E 26.1 D 37.4 E 

Signal 17.0 B 29.4 C 17.4 B 29.8 D 

10 Calistoga Rd. / State Route (SR) 
12 Signal 28.5 

42.1 
C 
D 

23.6 
37.1 

C 
D 

28.6 
42.4 

C 
D 

23.5 
37.1 

C 
D 

Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
Notes: 1) LOS=Level of Service, Delay = Average control delay per vehicle 

2) Signalized and four-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for overall intersection 
3) Unsignalized one- and two-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for critical minor 
stop-controlled approach. 
4) Bold indicates LOS exceeds applicable jurisdictional standards for operating conditions. 
5) LOS E at Petrified Forest Road / SR 128 exceeds local jurisdictional operational standards, but 
is a less-than-significant impact based on applicable significance criteria. 

8. Page 4.4-27 (see Comment and Response 8-6) 

“Fair shares were calculated according to the Caltrans Guide to Traffic Impact Studies. Fair 
shares are based on the proportion of expected added project traffic to overall future traffic 
increases. The estimated fair shares that the applicant would be required to pay for the 
above improvements under 2015 2035 plus Project Conditions are the following: 

1. Segment  1:  54  20 percent  
2. Segment  2:  65  26 percent  
3. Segment  3:  64 27 percent  

 
The project’s fair share percentages are high because the project would be the main 
contributor to new traffic on these roads by 2015. It is very unlikely that these roadway 
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improvements would be constructed by 2015. Every year that passes before the 
improvements are planned and funded, the applicant’s fair share would decrease (due to 
project-generated traffic remaining constant while the other new traffic from other 
development on the roads would increase, so the project’s percentage of the total new 
traffic would decrease). “ 

9. Page 4.4-32 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-13: 

Table 4.4-13
 
Intersection Levels of Service – Long-term (2035) Background Conditions
 

ID Intersection Control 

Long-term (2035) Background 
Conditions 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 River Road-Mark West Springs Road / 
U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps Signal 9.4 A 9.6 A 

2 River Road-Mark West Springs Road / 
U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps Signal 9.7 18.8 A B 13.1 26.2 B C 

3 Mark West Springs Road / Old Redwood Highway Signal 42.4 D 37.7 D 

4 Mark West Springs Road / Ursuline Road Signal 46.8 D 15.4 B 

5 Mark West Springs Road / Riebli Road One-way stop 77.7 F 177.3 F 

6 Mark West Springs Road / Franz Valley Road / 
Porter Creek Road One-way stop 13.5 B 9.8 A 

7 Porter Creek Road / Quarry Driveway One-way stop 15.8 C 16.6 C 

8 Porter Creek Road / Calistoga Road / 
Petrified Forest Road All -way stop 24.2 C 56.3 F 

9 Petrified Forest Road / State Route (SR) 128 All-way stop 59.1 F 59.1 F 

10 Calistoga Road / State Route (SR) 12 Signal 51.0 51.7 D 24.8 38.6 C D 
Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
Notes:	 1) LOS=Level of Service, Delay = Average control delay per vehicle 

2) Signalized and four-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for overall intersection 
3) Unsignalized one- and two-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for critical minor 
stop-controlled approach. 
4) Bold indicates LOS exceeds applicable jurisdictional standards for operating conditions. 
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10. Page 4.4-34 (see Comment and Response 2-1) 

The following changes are made to Table 4.4-14: 

Table 4.4-14 
Intersection Levels of Service – 2035 Background Plus Project Conditions 

ID Intersection Control 

2035 Background 
Conditions 

2035 Plus Project 
Conditions 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 
River Road-Mark West Springs 
Road / U.S. 101 Southbound 
Ramps 

Signal 9.4 A 9.6 A 9.7 A 9.7 A 

2 
River Road-Mark West Springs 
Road / U.S. 101 Northbound 
Ramps 

Signal 9.7 
18.8 

A 
B 

13.1 
26.2 

B 
C 

9.8 
19.3 

A 
C 

13.1 
26.5 

B 
C 

3 Mark West Springs Road / 
Old Redwood Highway Signal 42.4 D 37.7 D 43.5 D 38.1 D 

4 Mark West Springs Road / 
Ursuline Road Signal 46.8 D 15.4 B 53.1 D 15.5 B 

5 
Mark West Springs Road / Riebli 
Road 

One-way 
stop 77.7 F 177.3 F 99.7 F 198.8 F 

Mitigation: Install Signal - - - - 7.6 A 8.9 A 

6 Mark West Springs Road / Franz 
Valley Road / Porter Creek Road 

One-way 
stop 13.5 B 9.8 A 13.9 B 9.9 A 

7 Porter Creek Road / Quarry 
Driveway 

One-way 
stop 15.8 C 16.6 C 19.5 B 23.9 C 

8 Porter Creek Road / Calistoga Road 
/ Petrified Forest Road 

All -way 
stop 24.2 C 56.3 F 26.4 C 58.7 F 

9 Petrified Forest Road / 
State Route (SR) 128 

All-way 
stop 59.1 F 59.1 F 62.4 F 60.8 F 

Signal 19.7 B 35.6 C 20.4 D 36.3 D 

10 Calistoga Road / State Route (SR) 
12 Signal 51.0 

51.7 
D 24.8 

38.6 
C 
D 

50.9 
52.0 

D 24.8 
38.6 

C 
D 

Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 
Notes: 1) LOS=Level of Service, Delay = Average control delay per vehicle 

2) Signalized and four-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for overall intersection 
3) Unsignalized one- and two-way stop controlled intersections – Delay / LOS is for critical minor 
stop-controlled approach. 
4) Bold indicates LOS exceeds applicable jurisdictional standards for operating conditions. 

11. Page 4.6-18 (see Comment and Response 9-1) 

The following shall be added after the end of the second paragraph under the heading 
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.”2 

2 Data taken from Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application 
Final EIR, Parsons, 2000. This EIR provides a good overview of the range of impacts that may be 
caused by climate change.  The EIR is available at: 
http://www.sccgov.org/sites/planning/PlansPrograms/Stanford/Documents/Stanford_CP-
GUP_FEIR_V1.pdf 
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“It is widely recognized that anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases and aerosols 
are contributing to changes in the global climate, and that such changes are having and 
will have adverse effects on the present, and future actions worldwide.  The major changes 
are summarized below. 

Sea Level Rise and Flooding. The California Climate Change Center predicts that sea level 
in California would rise between 10.9 to 71.6 centimeters (cm) (0.36 to 2.3 feet) above 
existing mean sea level (MSL) by 2099 as a result of climate change. 

Rainfall. In the future, precipitation events are predicted to vary in terms of timing, intensity, 
and volume according to many climate change models. Extreme storm events may occur 
with greater frequency. The effect on peak runoff is not known because most climate 
change models have not used a temporal (or spatial) scale necessary to identify effects on 
peak flows, and existing precipitation/runoff models for assessing the effects of climate 
change do not yet adequately predict rainfall/runoff scenarios. Changes in rainfall and 
runoff could affect flows in surface water bodies, causing increased flooding and runoff to 
the storm drain system. 

Snowfall. Most of the scientific models addressing climate change show that the primary 
effect on California’s climate would be a reduced snow pack and a shift in stream-flow 
seasonality. A higher percentage of the winter precipitation in the mountains would likely 
fall as rain rather than as snow in some locations, reducing the overall snowpack. Further, 
as temperatures rise, snowmelt is expected to occur earlier in the year. As a result, peak 
runoff would likely come a month or so earlier. The end result of this would be that the 
State may not have sufficient surface storage to capture the resulting early runoff, be lost 
to the oceans, rather than be available for use in the State’s water delivery systems. 

Water Quality. Climate change could have adverse effects on water quality, which would in 
turn affect the beneficial uses (habitat, water supply, etc.) of surface water bodies and 
groundwater. The changes in precipitation discussed above could result in increased 
sedimentation, higher concentration of pollutants, higher dissolved oxygen levels, 
increased temperatures, and an increase in the amount of runoff constituents reaching 
surface water bodies. 

Ecosystems and Biodiversity. Climate change is expected to have effects on diverse types 
of ecosystems, from alpine to deep sea habitat. As temperatures and precipitation change, 
seasonal shifts in vegetation will occur; this could affect the distribution of associated flora 
and fauna species. As the range of species shifts, habitat fragmentation could occur, with 
acute impacts on the distribution of certain sensitive species. Shifts in existing biomes 
could also make ecosystems vulnerable to invasive species encroachment. Wildfires, 
which are an important control mechanism in many ecosystems, may become more severe 
and more frequent, making it difficult for native plant species to repeatedly re-germinate. In 
general terms, climate change is expected to put a number of stressors on ecosystems, 
with potentially catastrophic effects on biodiversity. 

Human Health Impacts. Climate change may increase the risk of vector-borne infectious 
diseases, particularly those found in tropical areas and spread by insects—malaria, 
dengue fever, yellow fever, and encephalitis. Cholera, which is associated with algal 
blooms, could also increase. While these health impacts would largely affect tropical areas 
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in other parts of the world, effects would also be felt in California. Warming of the 
atmosphere would be expected to increase smog and particulate pollution, which could 
adversely affect individuals with heart and respiratory problems, such as asthma. Extreme 
heat events would also be expected to occur with more frequency, and could adversely 
affect the elderly, children, and the homeless. Finally, the water supply impacts and 
seasonal temperature variations expected as a result of climate change could affect the 
viability of existing agricultural operations, making the food supply more vulnerable.” 

12. Page 4.10-8 (see Comment and Response 5-1)

 “A portion of the site contains Sonoma Volcanics, which again is a rock type that does not 
include fossils. For example, fossils have been found in this rock type at the Petrified 
Forest located to the east of the site. In addition, it is unlikely this volcanic material would 
be mined as part of the proposed project as it lies north of the proposed expansion area.” 
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TABLE 2-1- IMPACT AND MITIGATION SUMMARY 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE 
   BEFORE 

 MITIGATION MITIGATION 

SIGNIFICANCE 
AFTER 

MITIGATION 
4.1 Geology and Soils 
4.1-A In the event of a major earthquake in the region, seismic 

ground shaking could result in injury to mine personnel, 
increase the potential for slope instability, and cause 
damage to equipment and structures. 

PS 4.1-A.1 Following discernible seismic shaking at the quarry project, a  
visual inspection shall be made by experienced, onsite mining 
personnel of all quarry slopes and slopes above Porter Creek 
Road. The intent shall be to identify any failure or incipient 
failures that require correction for safety or ongoing mining. In  
the event of failures causing substantial damage, or an 
identified incipient failure that could cause such damage, a 
Certified Engineering Geologist and/or licensed Geotechnical 
Engineer shall be immediately retained to characterize the 
failure(s) and recommend repair procedures. All slope repairs 
within the active mining area posing a risk to workers shall be 
completed prior to resuming routine mining activities in the 
affected area. All slopes above Porter Creek Road posing a risk 
to road traffic shall be immediately protected or stabilized prior 
to reopening the road to traffic. 

LTS 

4.1-B Mining practices could cause slope failure, landsliding, or 
rockfalls that could injure on-site workers and travelers on 
Porter Creek Road. 

PS 4.1-B.1 

4.1-B.2 

Mining slopes will be graded to meet the following guidelines: 
1. In order to reduce the damage created by rock failures, 

benching is required on active mining slopes over 60 vertical 
feet in height. 

2. The width of the benches shall be no less than half the height 
of the slope face that is directly above it. 

3.  Inter-bench mining cuts shall have an average steepness of 
no more than 0.25 to 0.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) and 
generally be kept to 60 feet in height or less, and 90-foot cuts 
shall only be excavated if the rock appears highly stable and 
shows no signs of failure, such as incipient wedge failures, 
substantial raveling or sloughing. 

4. Overburden at the top of working slopes consisting of soil and 
severely weathered rock shall be sloped no steeper than 2:1. 

5. Minimum 10-foot wide benches shall be constructed every 30 
vertical feet or at the middle of the soil/overburden slopes, 
whichever is less. 

For the first five years of production, the applicant shall be 
responsible for annual monitoring and assessment of the mining 
production slope stability. After 5 years, the monitoring will be 
done every 3 years; after 10 years the monitoring interval will be 
extended to every 5 years. This work will be done by a qualified 
engineering geologist. The geologist shall prepare a written report 
describing the results of the monitoring and any related 
subsurface investigations, and will specifically note any observed 
changes in the properties of newly exposed rock that might 
indicate that large, or otherwise damaging slope failures could  
occur. In the event that such changes in rock properties are 

LTS 
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4.1-B.3 

4.1-B.4 

4.1-B.5 

observed, the geologist will make recommendations for revisions 
to the Final Grading Plan that may be required to improve slope 
stability and protect adjacent properties. The geologist’s report 
will be submitted to the Sonoma County Permit and Resource 
Management Department by June 30th of each year.  If the  
geologist recommends changes to the Final Grading Plan in any 
area of the quarry, the quarry operator will revise that plan and 
submit it to the County. Once the County has approved the 
changes, the Reclamation Plan will be also be revised 
accordingly. This must be done prior to making further 
excavations in the area requiring grading. 

Before production slopes are developed in the quarry expansion  
area, the large landslide above the quarry driveway (the “Potential 
Rockfall” on Figure 4.1-2) shall be removed or stabilized. An 
engineering geologist shall confirm that subsequent mining would 
not cause additional sliding or rockfall off the site that cannot be 
contained by the proposed rockfall barrier system. 

Prior to the initiation of mining on the slopes above Porter Creek 
Road, the applicant shall develop a blasting program to reduce 
blasting vibrations on these slopes. This will be done to minimize 
the potential for blasting-triggered instability above the road. This 
shall include retaining a blasting engineer to assist in selecting, 
calibrating, and installing a vibration monitoring system. The 
purpose of the system would be to determine if recommended 
vibration limits are being exceeded on the slopes and, if 
necessary, to reduce them to acceptable levels through 
modification of blasting practices. 

The applicant shall prepare a final design for the rockfall barrier 
system. The final design and supporting geotechnical data shall 
be submitted to the County for review. The applicant shall pay for 
any technical review required by the County. The final design 
shall include the following: 

1. The barrier system will be designed to capture rocks that 
could be dislodged from Landslide A on Figure 4.1-2 as well 
as from all other sources above Porter Creek Road on the 
project site. 

2. The barrier shall capture rocks of a size that currently exist on 
the slopes as well as rocks that could be expected (as 
predicted by an engineering geologist) to be exposed or 
dislodged given future blasting, seismic ground shaking, and 
mining activities. 

3. The height of the barriers shall be sufficient to accommodate 
the predicted bounce height of dislodged rocks. 

4. Details specifying when and how to shift the upper temporary 
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4.1-B.6 

4.1-B.7 

4.1-B.8 

removable fence downslope, remove debris, and maintain the 
fence, shall be included. 

5. No road or trail shall be constructed on the slopes above 
Porter Creek Road to install the rockfall barriers. 

During the duration of mining the slope above Porter Creek Road, 
visual inspections shall be made at least once a month by mining 
personnel to confirm the slopes and slope protection facilities are 
performing satisfactorily. Any necessary slope maintenance or 
repairs shall be promptly completed. 

The temporary fence will be removed once mining of the section 
of slope being protected ends. 

The final highwall slopes shall be developed to include the 
following measures: 

1. Final reclaimed cuts in rock slopes shall average no steeper 
than 1.5:1 from the toe of the overall highwall cut to the top. 

2. Fifteen-foot wide drainage/catchment benches shall be 
constructed every 30 vertical feet and intervening cut slopes 
shall have a maximum inclination of 1:1. 

3. Benches shall be cut to dip into the slope at an angle of no 
less than 2%. 

4. If a zone of weathered rock (overburden) or soil remains at 
the top of the highwall cut, it shall be sloped no steeper than 
2:1. 

5. At least 10-foot wide benches shall be constructed every 30 
vertical feet or at the middle of the weathered rock zone, 
whichever is less. 

6. A permanent earthen berm (compacted to a minimum of 85% 
relative compaction) or rock containment fence shall be 
installed along the outside perimeter of the wide bench that 
will be constructed beyond the base of the completed 
highwall. 

7. The top of the throughcut backslope facing the base of the 
completed highwall shall be rounded off to prevent a sharp 
edge that will be susceptible to accelerated erosion or rock 
fall. 

8. Prior to construction of the final highwall, a Certified 
Engineering Geologist or licensed Geotechnical Engineer and 
a blasting engineer shall review the geologic conditions 
exposed at that time and develop a blasting program  
appropriate for the construction of the finished highwall 
slopes. 

9. Once final highwall construction starts, the project applicant 
shall annually survey the highwall benches and maintain them 
free of loose rock and debris and maintain interbench  
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4.1-B.9 

drainage ditches and culverts in good operating order. This 
shall be done prior to the onset of the rainy season and 
following intense rainfall events (3 inches or more in 24-hour 
period). The engineering geologist conducting monitoring of 
slopes will determine if the frequency of inspections and 
maintenance by mine personnel is adequate, will identify 
incipient failures that require repair, and develop 
recommendations for their repair. Recommended repairs shall 
be made, documented, and submitted to County PRMD. 

10. Any portions of the final highwall or the proposed location of 
Detention Basin A that are found to include 
unstable/compressible landslide material shall be corrected by 
either removing the debris and/or stabilizing the wall and 
ground beneath the basin. Stabilization can include one of 
several geotechnically acceptable methods, and depending 
on conditions encountered, could include placement of rip rap, 
gabion structures, reinforced fills, or retaining walls. 
Additionally, surface runoff from the highwall or nearby areas 
shall be directed away from the surface of the slide. The 
monitoring engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer 
will determine whether additional measures are needed to 
ensure that the landslide is not reactivated. Alternatively the 
highwall corner and basin site can be shifted to the east to 
eliminate intrusion by the landslide. 

11. The final highwall shall be inspected on an annual basis for a 
period of 5 years after final reclamation by an engineering 
geologist. If more than two damaging failures occur within the 
five year inspection period, inspections shall be extended in 
increments of two years until the slopes are free of all but 
minor failures that constitute routine maintenance. 
Maintenance and repairs shall be done prior to the following 
rainy season. Documentation of monitoring and any 
maintenance/repair shall be submitted to County PRMD. 

All rock slopes to be capped with fill shall be developed to include 
the following measures: 

1. Fill will be placed on completed rock benches as described in 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-B.8 (subsections 1-4). 

2. The slope ratio of the overall final fill slope shall be no steeper 
2.4:1 (H:V). 

3. Permanent interbench fill slopes shall be no steeper than 2:1 
(H:V), as shown on Figure 8 of Miller Pacific 2003 report (part 
of the project application). 

4. Minimum 10-foot wide benches shall be constructed no more 
than 30 vertical feet apart. 

5. Keyways and subdrains for the fill shall be placed as shown 
on Figure 8, referenced above. 
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6. Once it has been determined what the maximum thickness 
will be of the fill to be placed on constructed rock slopes of the 
highwall, the project applicant shall retain a geotechnical 
engineer to provide additional design-level mitigations to 
insure fill performance. One of the most important of these will 
be the degree of compaction required for long term stability of 
the high (300 feet) filled slopes. Other design guidelines to be 
developed by the geotechnical engineer include guidelines for 
the placement of fill keyways and installation of subdrains and 
their outlets. 

4.1-C If the deep backfill to be placed at the base of the completed 
highwall is not properly engineered, settlement/differential 
settlement of the fill beneath the large siltation ponds and 
any piping connecting them could occur. This could damage 
the ponds and piping and compromise their intended  
performance. 

PS 4.1-C.1 The applicant shall have a Final Grading Plan for the final 
reclamation phase prepared by geotechnical and civil engineers. 
That plan shall include the following requirements regarding fill 
operations. The final plan shall be submitted to County PRMD for 
review and comment prior to implementation. 

1. Fill with a plasticity index (PI) of less than 30 (non-expansive) 
may be placed at slopes no steeper than 3:1. 

2. Fill with a PI of greater than 30 (moderately to highly 
expansive) may be placed at slopes no steeper than 4:1. 

3. All quarry floor fills shall be moisture conditioned to near 
optimum and track-walked in lifts to provide initial compaction 
that will decrease the erosion potential. 

4. Any fills that are steeper than described in requirements 1 and 
2, above, shall be constructed based on the 
recommendations for final reclaimed fill slopes presented 
above. 

5. Where catchment dams, ponds, subdrains, or other structures 
used for drainage or water retention are either buried in or  
rest on top of reclaimed fill on the quarry floor, the compaction 
of the fill under and around these structures shall be designed 
to minimize the settlement of the fill to limit damage or 
decreased performance over the long term. 

6. Gravity flow storm drains, open channels, or other 
improvements with minimal slopes toward outfalls shall be 
designed to accommodate settlement of loosely compacted 
fill. 

LTS 

4.1-D Removal of overburden from the Overburden Stockpile Area 
could result in slope failure and exposure of the subdrain 
system. 

PS 4.1-D.1 Overburden that was placed in the Overburden Storage Area prior 
to the initiation of project operations shall not be removed until a 
geotechnical engineer and a hydrologic engineer prepare a 
removal plan that identifies what and how materials should be 
removed to maintain slope stability and control erosion. This plan 
shall be submitted to the County for review and approval. At final 
reclamation, any remaining fill will be assessed by a geotechnical 
engineer to determine what, if any, additional treatment is 
required to maintain slope stability and erosion control per the 
requirements of the Reclamation Plan. 

LTS 
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4.2 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.2-A Quarry expansion, removal of overburden material, and 

subsequent exposure of bedrock would increase the amount 
of storm water runoff leaving the site and increase peak flows 
in Porter Creek. The additional flows caused by the project 
could lead to downstream flooding, bank erosion, and 
channel instability in Porter Creek. 

PS 4.2-A.1 

4.2-A.2 

4.2-A.3 

4.2-A.4 

The applicant shall prepare, for the review and approval by the 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department, 
a final Stormwater/Water Quality Protection Program (including 
appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic calculations). The plan and 
calculations shall include sizing for all sediment retention/storm 
water detention facilities (see Mitigation Measure 4.2-B.4) and 
shall verify the available capacity of existing conveyance facilities 
(culverts) exiting the project site. The storm water plan and 
calculations shall ensure that peak storm water flows are 
managed to the extent that flows entering the existing culverts 
crossing under Porter Creek Road do not exceed pre-project peak 
flow estimates for the 10-, 25-, 50, and 100-year flows. Alternative 
detention strategies could include additional detention basins, 
expanded use of the quarry floor for detention, or expanded use 
of infiltration areas for percolation and storage. The drainage plan 
and accompanying design calculations shall be prepared by a 
Registered Civil Engineer and in conformance with the Sonoma 
County Water Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria. The plan 
shall be approved and detention facilities constructed prior to the 
onset of mining the expansion area. 

All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed according to 
Sonoma County Water Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria 
and the County of Sonoma Permit and Resource Management 
Department standards and requirements, and shall be operated in 
accordance with the prepared drainage plan. 

All detention basins and other drainage features shall be 
maintained (e.g., accumulated sediment shall be removed) 
pursuant to the standards stated in the approved 
sediment/erosion control and drainage plan. The sediments shall 
be stockpiled for use as topsoil in the reclamation process. All 
detention basins and drainage features shall be cleaned out by 
October 15 each year. If upon inspection by the County or 
RWQCB, the basins and drainage system have not been 
adequately maintained by October 15, the owner of the quarry 
would be notified that the maintenance must be completed within 
30 days or all crushing, screen, grading, and sales of material on 
site shall immediately cease until the basins and drainage system 
have been sufficiently maintained. 

All detention basins and other drainage features shall be 
monitored and maintained for 5 years after completion of site 
reclamation. At the end of this 5-year period, the applicant shall 
engage a qualified civil engineer to determine whether the site 
drainage system can operate without further maintenance. If 
further maintenance is warranted, it will be done. A new review 

LTS 
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will be done each year until the engineer determines that the 
system is self-sustaining for a period of an additional 5 years. 

4.2-B During quarry expansion and active mining, disturbed and 
unprotected soil and overburden could erode from contact 
with wind and water causing an increased amount of 
sediment and other pollutants to be carried downstream 
through the proposed drainage system. This could degrade 
water quality in Porter Creek, Mark West Creek, and the 
Russian River. 

PS 4.2-B.1 The applicant shall develop and implement a final 
Stormwater/Water Quality Protection Program (the Program) to 
control sediment and pollutant runoff from the quarry expansion 
for both interim mining operations and after final reclamation. All 
erosion control measures listed in the proposed Reclamation Plan 
shall become conditions of approval for the project. In addition, 
the following measures are required: 

1. All structural elements and drainage features shall be 
designed and approved by a professional civil engineer 
experienced in storm water management and sediment 
control. The design shall meet the standards of the Sonoma 
County SMARO. All hydrologic and engineering calculations, 
including sediment retention pond trap efficiency, shall be 
submitted to the County for review and approval prior to 
commencement of quarry expansion activities. 

2. The existing 2001 Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) shall be updated to include the proposed quarry  
expansion. The SWPPP shall be regularly updated to reflect 
current conditions at the quarry. The following 
recommendations supplement the proposed actions: 

3. The applicant shall update the Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP), which identifies and 
evaluates sources of pollutants associated with industrial 
activities at the quarry including the use, storage, and quantity 
of potential contaminates. The SPCCP shall also include 
emergency response and notification procedures. 

4. As specified by SMARA, sediment retention ponds will be 
reconstructed or, if needed, new ones constructed so that 
particles of medium silt (0.32 mm) will be settled out for no 
less than the 20-year, 1-hour rainfall event before runoff 
leaves the site. Flocculents and/or filters can be used to 
enhance the settling process in order to meet this standard. 
Sediment retention design shall include emergency spillways 
sized to accommodate larger less frequent storm events (25-, 
50-, and 100-year) and concomitant overtopping. Prior to 
each construction season (May 1), the applicant shall quantify 
the total proposed drainage area contributing to each 
sediment retention pond at the beginning of the next winter 
season (October 15) and verify the ponds provide adequate 
residence time and design capacity to meet both water quality 
and flow detention goals. All design and annual pond sizing 
verification shall be completed by a professional civil engineer 

LTS 
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experienced in sediment detention basin design and the 
regulations of SMARA. All hydrologic and engineering 
calculations, including sediment trap efficiency, shall be 
submitted to the County for review and approval prior to any 
additional quarry expansion. 

5. If any semi-annual monitoring indicates that the mining of that 
year exceeded the water quality performance criteria, the 
applicant shall confer with the Regional Board and propose 
changes to the sediment control program that will improve its 
performance sufficiently to meet the performance criteria of 
the Reclamation Plan and the general permit. The proposed 
changes shall be submitted to the Regional Board for 
comment, revised as needed to address their comments, and 
then implemented by the applicant. If the performance criteria 
are not met for two consecutive years, the County will confer 
with the applicant and the Regional Board to determine what 
additional changes in the sediment control plan are needed to 
result in compliance, and these changes shall be made until 
compliance is reached. 

6. Chemical dust suppressants and sediment detention basin 
enhancement chemicals or polymers shall be used strictly 
according to the manufacturer’s specifications as well as any 
additional restrictions required by the RWQCB. An accurate 
accounting of all these materials purchased and used on the 
site shall be maintained, including kinds and quantities of 
material. 

7. The Basin Plan allows storm water from a project site to 
increase turbidity in a receiving stream by no more than 20%. 
However in the case of this project, because of the sensitivity 
of Porter Creek, the storm water from the project would not be 
allowed to increase turbidity any more than the runoff from the 
existing quarry does for an overall no net increase as a result 
of quarry expansion. The RWQCB shall review the water 
quality monitoring data and determine the turbidity baseline to 
be used in the final Stormwater/Water Quality Protection 
Program. 

8. The applicant shall monitor all storms that generate discharge 
from the active mining portion and overburden stockpiling 
area of the project site to Porter Creek. However, as a 
practical measure, it shall not be required that monitoring 
events occur more frequently than once every two weeks or 
pursuant to the criteria developed by the RWQCB. The 
discharge end of each outfall shall be made easily accessible 
for inspection and water sampling during storm events by the 
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applicant. 
4.2-C Quarry expansion may result in reduced summer baseflow to 

salmonid streams (Franz Creek and Porter Creek Tributary). 
LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.2-D The proposed mine expansion would require additional 
groundwater pumping. The increased pumping of onsite wells 
could reduce recharge to the underlying bedrock aquifers and 
lead to long-term reduction in groundwater availability. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.2-E The proposed project would increase pumping rates in the 
four onsite supply wells. The increased use of onsite wells 
could periodically lower groundwater levels in adjacent 
domestic wells and potentially lower productive capacity. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.2-F The proposed mining expansion would reduce the 
contributing area and potential groundwater recharge to the 
domestic supply well located below Sub-basin A. 

PS 4.2-F.1 With the permission of the property owner, the applicant shall 
monitor the domestic water supply well located on Assessor’s 
Parcel 120-021-032 for significant changes due to quarry 
expansion and regrading of recharge areas. Monitoring shall 
include quarterly observations of groundwater levels in the well 
and shall commence before quarry expansion. Well monitoring 
shall continue through the length of the project. If it is determined 
that well levels have deviated statistically from the baseline 
condition at any time during the expansion and reclamation of the 
quarry (accounting for rainfall totals), or within five-years following 
the completion of the expansion and reclamation, and the owner 
of the property requests, the applicant shall be financially 
responsible for providing a reliable supply of water to the 
impacted property, which may include deepening of the existing 
well and/or drilling a new well. 

LTS 

4.3 Biological Resources 
4.3-A Future mining of the project site would displace a population 

of Jepson’s linanthus. 
PS 4.3-A-1 Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any part of the expansion 

area, and for several years in succession, conduct annual focused 
surveys until ground clearing removes all potential habitat to 
identify all localities of Jepson’s linanthus within the project area. 
Each year that plants are found, collect voucher specimens, mark 
the locations in the field, and collect seed when mature. Donate 
voucher specimens to university herbaria and donate cleaned 
seed to research institutions with facilities for long-term storage.  
Details are provided below: 

a. A qualified botanist familiar with Jepson’s linanthus and its 
habitat in Sonoma County shall conduct the focused surveys.. 

b. Each annual survey shall cover 100% of the California annual 
grassland found within the project area. 

c. For each locality of Jepson’s linanthus that is found, the 
surveyor shall record the location with a Global Positioning 
System (GPS) unit; record habitat information (soil type, slope 
position, elevation, vegetation type, associated species, etc.), 
and phenology (vegetative, early flowering, etc.); collect 
herbarium-quality voucher specimens of Jepson’s linanthus 

LTS 
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and its associated species; mark the location in the field using 
a durable and visible marking system; and photograph 
Jepson’s linanthus and its habitat. 

d. Voucher specimens shall be collected, dried, stored and 
distributed according to the requirements of the receiving 
institution. 

e. The surveyor shall make a return visit to each Jepson’s  
linanthus locality during the time period when seeds are 
mature, and shall collect as much mature, dry seed as 
possible. Several visits each year may be needed. Seed 
shall be stored in paper envelopes labeled with the date, 
location and species name. 

f. Cleaned seed shall be donated to a university or other 
research institution located in California that has modern cold-
storage or other state-of-the-art facilities for keeping plant 
seed in good condition over the long term. Any required 
storage fees shall be paid by the project applicant. 

g. Location and habitat information for all localities of Jepson’s 
linanthus found during pre-ground-clearing surveys shall be 
provided to CNDDB during the calendar year that the locality 
is found. 

h. Results of each annual survey shall be provided in memo 
format, and shall include a figure showing the location of all 
Jepson’s linanthus localities found to date within the project 
site. 

4.3-B Project construction and grading activities within the 
proposed aggregate mining area could disturb active nests of 
special-status birds, as well as roosts of special-status bats. 

PS 4.3-B.1 Avoid disturbing active nests of raptors and other special-status 
birds through preconstruction surveys and creation of no-
disturbance buffers during ground-clearing and grading activities 
associated with initiation of each mining phase. If site preparation 
activities are scheduled to occur during the general breeding 
season (February 1 through August 31), the following measures 
shall be implemented to avoid potential adverse effects to nesting 
raptors, other special-status birds, and bats: 

1. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct preconstruction 
surveys of all potential nesting habitat for raptors and other 
special-status birds within 300 800 feet of construction 
activities where access is available. 

2. If active nests of raptors or other special-status birds are 
found during preconstruction surveys, a no-disturbance buffer 
acceptable in size to CDFW shall be created around active 
raptor nests and nests of other special-status birds during the 
breeding season or until it is determined that all young have 
fledged. Buffers include 300 800 feet for raptors and 75 feet 
for other nesting special-status birds. The size of these buffer 
zones and types of construction activities restricted in these 
areas may be further modified through coordination with 

LTS 
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4.3-B.2 

CDFW and will be based on existing noise and human 
disturbance levels at each project site. Nests initiated during 
construction are presumed to be unaffected and no buffer is 
necessary. However, the “take” of any individual is prohibited. 

If evidence of special-status bats in trees on the property is 
observed by the wildlife biologist, the following measure is 
required. Removal of trees or other suitable habitat showing 
evidence of special-status bat activity will occur during the period 
least likely to impact the bats as determined by a qualified bat 
biologist (generally between February 15 and October 15 if winter 
hibernacula are observed or between August 15 and April 15 if 
maternity roosts are present). If known bat roosting habitat is 
destroyed during tree or other suitable habitat removal activities, 
artificial bat roosts shall be constructed in an undisturbed area of 
the property, at least 200 feet from any project activities. The 
design and location of the artificial bat roost(s) shall be 
determined by a qualified bat biologist. 

4.3-C Project construction and grading activities within the 
proposed aggregate mining area could injure or kill special-
status species of frogs and turtles. 

PS 4.3-C.1 

4.3-C.2 

Prior to vegetation removal or grading on the expansion site, a 
survey of the site for California red-legged frog shall be conducted 
per the protocol established by the USFWS. If red-legged frogs 
are found, a work plan shall be developed addressing how to 
avoid impacts to this species.  This plan shall be submitted to the 
USFWS and CDFW for review and comment. 

Until such time that protocol surveys can be completed in their 
entirety, it is assumed the California red-legged frog inhabits the 
Wetland A area. Therefore, to protect the potential habitat until 
such time as the protocol study has been done and, if frogs are 
present, a work plan has been submitted, a protective buffer and 
continuing seasonal restrictions will be implemented. A buffer 
area as shown on Figure 4.3-5 will be maintained and no 
vegetation or grading will occur there. 

Seasonal restrictions will be imposed during the winter period 
(November 15 – April 1). During this time period mining and  
excavation operations will not be conducted during extended rain 
events that produce overland flow. California red-legged frog 
dispersal typically occurs during these rainy periods and 
therefore, these seasonal restrictions of operations will provide 
another source of protection to any potentially occurring California 
red-legged frogs. 

The project shall not injure or destroy habitat used by foothill 
yellow-legged frogs (on Porter Creek near the confluences with 
Tributaries D and E), and/or northwestern pond turtle (at Wetland 
A on the project property and on the Less pond west of the project 
site). To accomplish this, a qualified biologist, capable of 

LTS 
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monitoring projects with potential habitat for these three species, 
shall conduct a pre-construction survey for these species no more 
than 14 days prior to grading or construction in suitable aquatic 
habitats within the project site, including stream crossings, 
drainage ditches, settling ponds, and culverts. The confluence of 
project site tributaries with Porter Creek shall also be surveyed for 
foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle to  
determine if the species is present near tributaries draining the 
site. If these species are found near any proposed construction 
areas, impacts on individuals and their habitat shall be avoided. In 
addition, if any species are found during pre-construction surveys, 
a work plan addressing how to avoid impacts to these species 
shall be submitted to USFWS and CDFW for approval prior to 
construction. If occupied habitat can be avoided, an exclusion 
zone shall be established around the habitat and temporary 
plastic exclusion fencing shall be installed around the buffer area 
with “Sensitive Habitat Area” signs posted and clearly visible on 
the outside of the fence. If avoidance is not possible and the 
species is determined to be present in work areas, a qualified 
biologist with appropriate permits from USFWS and CDFW may 
capture frogs and turtles prior to construction activities and 
relocate them to nearby, suitable habitat out of harm’s way (e.g., 
downstream from the work area or as designated by the agency). 
Exclusion fencing shall then be installed to prevent these animals 
from re-entering the work area. For the duration of work in these 
areas the biologist shall conduct monthly follow-up visits to 
monitor effectiveness of the mitigations. 

4.3-D Project construction and grading activities could pollute 
downstream waterways and adversely affect special-status 
species of fish, amphibians, and turtles. 

PS Mitigation measures recommended for Impact 4.2-B also apply to this 
impact. 

LTS 

4.3-E Future mining of the project site would remove waters of the 
U. S. 

PS 4.3-E.1 The project applicant shall prepare a formal wetland delineation in 
accordance with 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual and have it verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps). If the Corps and/or CDFW determine that the potentially 
affected water-associated feature is jurisdictional, then the 
applicant shall obtain appropriate wetland permits and implement 
all conditions contained in the Section 404 Clean Water Act permit 
(possibly a Nationwide permit) from the Corps, Section 1603 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, and/or Section 401 
water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. 

4.3-E.2 The applicant shall compensate for the loss of jurisdictional 
wetlands at a 2:1 ratio (or as agreed to by the permitting 
agencies) within the project site boundary, or at a 3:1 ratio (or as 
agreed to by the permitting agencies) off-site within the local 
watershed, by creating, restoring or enhancing waters of the U.S., 
contributing in-lieu funds to an existing or new restoration project 

LTS 
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preserved in perpetuity, or purchasing wetland creation credits at 
an approved wetland mitigation bank. The restoration effort shall 
require implementation of a five-year monitoring program with 
applicable performance standards (as agreed to by the permitting 
agencies), including but not limited to: 80 percent survival rate of 
restoration plantings; restoration species that are native to the 
local watershed; absence of invasive plant species; erosion  
features will be remediated; and a functioning, and self-
sustainable wetland system will be maintained. 

4.3-E.3 Obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW pursuant 
to Section 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code for 
removing on-site ephemeral drainages. Mitigation measures 
designed to offset streambed-related impacts may include on-site 
creation of drainage habitats (unlikely) and/or enhancement of 
existing drainage habitats. Off-site mitigation may also be an 
option. Mitigations could include conducting stream and riparian 
enhancement projects identified by CDFW, Sotoyome Resource 
Conservation District, or Friends of the Mark West, as approved 
by CDFW. Mitigation measures will be finalized in coordination 
with the CDFW through the Streambed Alteration Agreement 
process. 

4.3-F Blasting activities associated with the proposed project could 
result in noise disturbance to special-status wildlife species. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.3-G Proposed expansion activities would cause the loss of 
wildlife corridors through fragmentation of open space, loss 
of habitat such as mixed evergreen forest, and new fencing. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.3-H Proposed expansion activities may constitute a would result 
in the loss of trees and conversion of timberland.  

LTS No mitigation beyond complying with existing laws and regulations is 
needed. 

LTS 

4.4 Traffic and Circulation 
4.4-A Project-generated traffic would impact study intersections. LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 
4.4-B Project-generated traffic will increase traffic delay at one 

study intersection in 2015. 
LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.4-C Project-generated traffic will affect intersection operations at 
the Porter Creek Road / Project Access Driveway intersection 
both for Existing Conditions and in 2015. 

LTS No mitigation is required LTS 

4.4-D The project would add substantial truck traffic to certain 
primary haul roads that do not meet current County roadway 
design standards and/or contain limited sight distance. 

LTS PS 4.4-D.1: The applicant shall pay its fair share to improve haul route roads 
to meet County road standards where such improvements are 
determined by the County to be feasible. The following roadway 
segments have minimal shoulders that currently do not meet 
County roadway standards and would require shoulder and/or 
lane widening to meet County standards on the Mark West 
Springs – Porter Creek Road haul corridor: 

1. An approximately one-mile segment of Mark West Springs 
Road between Riebli Road and Mark West Lodge; 

SU 
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2. A 1.6-mile Porter Creek Road segment between Mark West 
Lodge and Franz Valley Road; sand 

3. Approximately 2.9 of 3.2 miles of Porter Creek Road between 
Franz Valley Road and Petrified Forest Road. 

4.4-E The project would add substantial truck traffic to the Mark 
West Springs/Porter Creek Road primary haul road that is 
designated a proposed bikeway and is regularly used by 
bicyclists or pedestrians, and which do not meet current 
County roadway design standards. 

PS Mitigation Measure 4.4-D.1 also applies to this impact. SU 

4.4-F The proposed project could contribute to the degradation of 
pavement on public roads. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.4-G Project-generated traffic will cause unacceptable intersection 
operations at two study intersections in 2035. 

PS 4.4-G.1 The applicant will pay its fair share to fund installation of a traffic 
signal at the Mark West Springs Road / Riebli Road intersection. 

SU 

4.4-H Project-generated traffic will impact intersection operations at 
the Porter Creek Road / Project Access Driveway intersection 
in the Long-term Base (2035) Plus Project conditions.  

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.4-I Project-generated traffic will increase the risk of collisions 
between haul trucks and other vehicles, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists, along the Mark West Springs/Porter Creek Road 
haul corridor under the Long-term (2035) plus Project 
Condition. 

PS Mitigation Measure 4.4-D.1 (Road widening to County standards) applies to 
this cumulative impact. 

SU 

4.4-J Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-D.1 on Mark West 
Springs Road and Porter Creek Road could result in short-
term and/or long-term environmental impacts on geology and 
soils, hydrology and water quality, hazardous materials, 
biological resources, transportation and circulation, air quality, 
noise, aesthetics and cultural resources. 

PS 4.4-J.1 A design level geotechnical investigation shall be required to 
identify site specific geologic conditions and geotechnical 
constraints and develop adequate engineering design criteria and 
remedies to reduce the potential for slope instability from cutting 
and filling of adjacent slopes along the roadway alignments. 
Methods for reducing potential slope instability effects could 
include, but are not limited to, slope reconstruction, earth buttress 
construction, or retaining structures/walls. All recommendations 
identified by the licensed geotechnical engineer shall be included 
in the final design and be incorporated into the roadway widening 
project. 

4.4-J.2 As part of the grading and construction specifications for the 
roadway widening, implement best management practices (BMPs) 
to reduce or eliminate soil erosion during construction. The 
contractor shall implement these BMPs and be responsible for the 
inspection and maintenance of the BMPs during construction. 
These measures shall be incorporated into the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed roadway 
widening. 

4.4-J.3 Prepare and submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) before commencing with roadway widening 
construction. As part of this process, a Notice of Intent shall be 
filed with the State Water Resources Regional Control Board, in 
compliance with the statewide NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Stormwater Runoff Associated with Construction 

SU 
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4.4-J.4 

4.4-J.5 

Activity (General Construction Permit). The SWPPP shall specify 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control contamination of 
surface flows through measures to prevent the potential discharge 
of pollutants from the construction area. The BMPs shall be 
designed to minimize erosion of disturbed soil areas. BMPs could 
include, without limitation, silt fences, gravel or sand bags, 
stormdrain inlet protection, soil stockpile protection, preservation 
of existing vegetation where feasible, use of straw mulch, dust 
control, and other measures. The SWPPP will also include 
protection and spill prevention measures for any temporary onsite 
storage of hazardous materials used during construction. 

The proposed storm drain system for the roadway widening 
improvements shall be designed in accordance with all applicable 
County and Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) drainage and 
flood control design standards. The drainage plan for the roadway 
widening improvements shall ensure the proposed drainage 
facilities are properly sized to accommodate projected storm flows 
and prevent any potential project flooding on-site and in 
downstream areas. 

To mitigate the filling or excavating of potentially jurisdictional 
wetlands along the roadway widening alignments, the County 
shall: 
1. Conduct a formal wetland delineation in accordance with 1987 

Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and have it 
verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). If the 
Corps and/or CDFW determine that the potentially affected 
water-associated features are jurisdictional, then the County 
shall obtain appropriate wetland permits and implement all 
conditions contained in the Section 404 Clean Water Act 
permit (possibly an Nationwide permit) from the Corps, 
Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, 
and/or Section 401 water quality certification from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

2. Compensate for the loss of jurisdictional wetlands at a 2:1 
ratio (or as agreed to by the permitting agencies) within the 
project site boundary, or at a 3:1 ratio (or as agreed to by the 
permitting agencies) off-site within the local watershed, by 
creating, restoring or enhancing waters of the U.S., or 
contributing in-lieu funds to an existing or new restoration 
project preserved in perpetuity. The restoration effort shall 
require implementation of a five-year monitoring program with 
applicable performance standards, including but not limited to 
establishing: 80 percent survival rate of restoration plantings 
native to local watershed; absence of invasive plant species; 
absence of erosion features; and a functioning, and self-
sustainable wetland system. 
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4.4-J.6 

4.4-J.7 

4.4-J.8 

Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat 
located along the roadway alignments, as feasible. Prior to 
construction activities, the County shall take appropriate 
measures to protect the wetland and riparian habitat located in 
these areas. 

The County shall implement measures to minimize and avoid take 
of CRLF that would additionally benefit pond turtles and FYLF, if 
present. The following measures are derived from the 
Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO) for impacts to California 
red-legged frog. Projects that impact CRLF or CTS require formal 
consultation with the USFWS and issuance of a Biological 
Opinion. The following actions will minimize impacts to these 
species. 
1. A USFWS-approved biologist shall conduct a training session 

for all construction personnel. At a minimum, the training will 
include a description of the CRLF and their habitat, and the 
general measures that are being implemented to protect the 
CRLF as they relate to the roadway widening improvements. 

2. A USFWS-approved biologist shall be present during initial 
grading activities to monitor roadway construction activities 
within 100 feet of creek corridors and aquatic habitat that 
could support CRLF. Thereafter, an onsite person shall be 
designated to monitor onsite compliance with all minimization 
measures. The USFWS-approved biologist shall ensure that 
this individual receives training consistent with that outlined in 
the Biological Opinion. 

The following traffic control measures shall be included in the 
project: 
1. To the extent possible, the contractor shall schedule truck 

trips outside of peak commute hours. 
2. Lane closures on Mark West Springs and Porter Creek Roads 

shall occur only during the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 
Outside of these hours on Monday through Friday, or on 
weekends, two lanes of traffic on both roads must be open. 

3. If lengthy delays are anticipated, signs shall be posted to 
notify motorists that traffic will be subject to delay. 

4. Traffic safety guidelines compatible with Section 12 of the  
Caltrans Standard Specifications, “Construction Area Traffic 
Control Devices” shall be followed during construction. Project 
plans and specifications shall also require that adequate 
signing and other precautions for public safety be provided 
during project construction. 

5. For highly sensitive land uses, such as schools, fire and 
police, the County shall require the construction contractor to 
develop access plans in consultation with facility owner or 
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4.4-J.9 

4.4-J.10 

4.4-J.11 

administrator. The contractor shall notify the facility owner in 
advance of the timing, location, and duration of construction 
activities and the locations of detours and lane closures. 

6. The County shall require the contractor to provide for passage 
of emergency vehicles through the project site at all times. 

7. The County shall require the contractor to maintain access to 
all parcels adjacent to the construction zone during 
construction. 

The following dust control measures will be included in the project: 
1. Water or dust palliative shall be sprayed on unpaved 

construction and staging areas during construction as directed 
by the County. 

2. Trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose materials over 
public roads shall cover the loads, or keep the loads at least 
two feet below the level of the sides of the container, or shall 
wet the load sufficiently to prevent dust emissions. 

3. Paved roads shall be swept as needed to remove soil that has 
been carried onto them from the project site. 

4. Water or other dust palliative shall be applied to stockpiles of 
soil as needed to control dust. 

Roadway widening construction activities for this project shall be 
restricted as follows: 
1. All internal combustion engines used during construction of 

this project shall be operated with mufflers that meet the 
requirements of the State Resources Code, and, where 
applicable, the Vehicle Code. 

2. Except for actions taken to prevent an emergency, or to deal 
with an existing emergency, all construction activities shall be 
restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on 
weekdays and 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends and 
holidays. Only work that does not require motorized vehicles 
or power equipment shall be allowed on holidays. If work 
outside the times specified above becomes necessary, the 
resident engineer shall notify the PRMD Environmental 
Review Division as soon as practical. 

Following roadway widening and creation of any cut slopes, the 
County shall require the contractor to provide landscape 
improvements. Native shrubs and trees shall be planted to create 
a landscape that recalls the native landscape of the region. Plants 
shall be selected that require the least maintenance, and create a 
sustainable landscape. If retaining walls are required as part of 
the roadway widening, the use of natural finishes shall be 
considered, if feasible. A maintenance program, including 
weeding and summer watering shall be followed until plants have 
become established (minimum of three years). 
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4.4-J.12 If archaeological materials are discovered during project 
construction, construction shall cease in the immediate vicinity of 
the find until a qualified archaeologist is consulted to determine 
the significance of the find, and has recommended appropriate 
measures to protect the resource. Further disturbance of the 
resource will not be allowed until those recommendations deemed 
appropriate by the County have been implemented. 

4.4-J.13 If paleontological resources or unique geologic features are 
discovered during project construction, construction shall cease in 
the immediate vicinity of the find until a qualified paleontologist or 
geologist is consulted to determine the significance of the find and 
has recommended appropriate measures to protect the resource. 

4.5 Noise 
4.5-A Noise from on-site operations of the proposed project would 

affect three noise sensitive receiving locations (residences) in 
the vicinity of the project. 

PS 4.5-A.1 If overburden is removed in areas that have a clear path to the 
two residences to the west of the quarry (Residences R1 and R2 
on Figure 4.5-5) for longer than a single construction period (an 8-
month period), the applicant shall shield the mobile equipment 
from the two residences. This can be accomplished by removing 
overburden starting in the east and retaining a slope between the 
mobile equipment and the residences to the west. The detailed 
mining plan required by Mitigation Measure 4.1-D.1 shall 
delineate the methodology that will be used to maintain a 
topographical barrier between operating mobile equipment in the 
overburden area and the receptors to the west.  

LTS 

4.5-B Project traffic would increase noise levels at noise sensitive 
receptors along roadways that carry quarry traffic. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.5-C The combined noise from operations on the project site plus 
aggregate haul traffic would affect noise sensitive receptors in 
the vicinity of the project.  

PS Mitigation Measure 4.5-A.1 applies to this impact. LTS 

4.5-D Blasting would result in noise and vibration at sensitive 
receptors. 

PS 4.5-D.1 When blasting within 600 feet of a residence limit the charge 
weight per delay to a maximum of 60 pounds. Monitor vibration 
levels at the residence to confirm that the vibration level is less 
than 0.5 inch/sec PPV. If not, further limit the charge weight per 
delay until that target vibration level is achieved. 

LTS 

4.6 Air Quality and Climate Change 
4.6-A The quarry project would generate emissions of criteria 

pollutant emissions (NOx, CO, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) from 
on-site and off-site activities during operation of the quarry 
which could exceed applicable significance levels. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.6-B The project could violate the ambient air quality standard for 
carbon monoxide. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.6-C Emissions of diesel particulate matter and crystalline silica 
from the project could injure the health of workers and 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 
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residents living in the area. 
4.6-D Naturally Occurring Asbestos could be present at the project 

site, and mining activities would expose persons to levels of 
asbestos which would have adverse health effects. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.6-E The proposed project could result in greenhouse emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

PS 4.6-E.1 The applicant shall offset all remaining GHG emissions above the 
threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/year. Any offset of project emissions 
shall be demonstrated to be real, permanent, verifiable, 
enforceable, and additional as determined by PRMD at its sole 
discretion. To the maximum extent feasible, as determined by 
PRMD, offsets shall be implemented locally.  Offsets may include 
but are not limited to the following (in order of preference): 

1. Applicant funding of local projects, subject to review and 
approval by PRMD, that will result in real, permanent, 
verifiable, and enforceable, and additional reduction in 
GHG emissions. If the BAAQMD or Sonoma County 
develops a GHG mitigation fund, the applicant may 
instead pay into this fund to offset GHG emissions in 
excess of the significance threshold. 

2. Purchase of carbon credits to offset emissions below the 
significance threshold. Only State Air Resource Board 
carbon offset credits, credits verified and registered with 
the Climate Action reserve, or available through a County-
approved local GHG mitigation bank or fund may be used 
to offset project emissions., 

LTS 

4.7 Aesthetics 
4.7-A The proposed quarry expansion would alter the visual 

character of the project site and adversely affect views of the 
site from both public and private vantage points. 

PS The previously described Mitigation Measure 4.1-B.5 also applies to this 
impact. 

4.7-A.1 Within the first year after project approval, Douglas fir trees or 
alternative evergreen species acceptable to the County shall be  
planted in the area where the trees are shown screening some of 
the solar panels in Figure 4.7-4. A certified arborist or landscape 
architect shall develop a final tree plan for this area. The plan 
shall meet at least the following requirements unless the arborist 
can demonstrate that substitute measures would meet the targets 
listed at the end of this mitigation. At least 30 trees shall be 
planted. The trees shall be fertilized, irrigated, protected, and 
maintained until they are five years old. Any trees dying within  
that period shall be replanted until there are 30 new live trees that 
have been alive for at least seven years.  Compacted ground shall 
be broken to an area three times the diameter of the root ball prior 
to planting to allow root growth. Trees shall be watered weekly by 
the property owner in weeks with no natural precipitation (usually 
April 15 through October 15 of each year), and for the first three 
years after planting they shall be watered three times per week 
when temperatures exceed 100 F°. The plan will be based on the 

SU 
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targets of: 1) the trees being at least 20 feet high after seven 
years; and 2) sufficient trees shall be planted to provide the 
screening shown on Figure 4.7-4. The plan will be reviewed and 
approved by the County prior to expansion of mining. 

4.7-B The project could result in the production of new sources of 
light and/or glare. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.8 Public Services 
4.8-A The project would generate increased calls for fire response 

and emergency medical aid. 
LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.8-B The project would increase the risk of igniting wildland fires or 
being affected by a wildland fire. 

PS 4.8-B.1 Prior to vegetation removal or mining of the expansion area, the 
project applicant shall provide to the Sonoma County Fire and 
Emergency Services Department an affirmative covenant, that 
includes a vegetation management maintenance agreement 
approved by the County Fire Marshal, which shall run with the 
land in perpetuity. 

LTS 

4.8-C The proposed project would require police protection and 
traffic enforcement services of the Sonoma County Sheriff’s 
Department. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.8-D The proposed project would generate solid waste as well as 
allow use of recycled materials at the quarry. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.9-A Hazardous materials transported or used on the project site 

during proposed mining and reclamation activities (i.e., 
petroleum products, blasting materials) could be spilled or 
otherwise released through improper handling or storage. 

PS 4.9-A.1 Prior to initiation of the project, the applicant shall prepare a 
revised Spill Prevention, Control and Counter Measure Plan 
(SPCCMP) in conformance with the requirements of the Code of 
Federal Regulations 40CFR112. A copy of the SPCCMP shall be 
submitted to the Sonoma County Department of Emergency 
Services to demonstrate completion of the mitigation. 

4.9-A.2 If hazardous waste is generated or stored, then the operator shall 
comply with hazardous waste generator laws and AB2185 
requirements and obtain a permit or approval from the C.U.P.A. or 
the participating agency. The applicant shall submit a copy of a 
current permit to the Permit and Resource Management 
Department Health Specialist to verify compliance. 

4.9-A.3 All hazardous waste materials shall be stored, handled and 
managed in accordance with the approved site plan and 
hazardous materials plan so as to reduce the potential for any 
spillage. No soil or other material containing hazardous or toxic 
waste shall be imported to the quarry. 

LTS 

4.10 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
4.10-A Land alteration proposed by the project could affect existing 

as well as undiscovered cultural resources. 
PS 4.10-A.1 If concentrations of prehistoric or historic-period materials (other 

than the GANDA-571-01H resource) are encountered during 
LTS 
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ground-disturbing work at the project location, all work in the 
immediate vicinity will be halted until a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluate the finds and make recommendations. Historic-period 
features that may be present include backfilled privies, wells, and 
refuse pits; concrete, stone, or wood structural elements or 
foundations; and concentrations of metal, glass, and ceramic 
refuse. Prehistoric cultural remains might include obsidian and 
chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers), 
midden (culturally darkened soil containing heat-affected rock, 
artifacts, animal bone, or shellfish remains), and/or stone milling 
equipment, such as mortars and pestles. 

4.10-A.2 If human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity 
will stop and the Sonoma County Coroner will be notified 
immediately. At the same time, a qualified archaeologist will be 
contacted to evaluate the discovery. If the human remains are 
determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner must 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours 
of this identification. 

4.10-B Land alteration proposed by the project could affect 
undiscovered paleontological resources. 

PS 4.10-B.1 If paleontological resources are found, all work in the vicinity of 
the find must cease, and a paleontologist and PRMD staff must 
be notified to develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery.  No earthwork in the vicinity of the find shall commence 
until a mitigation plan is approved and completed subject to the 
review and approval of the paleontologist and Project Review 
staff. This condition shall be noted on all grading and construction 
plans and provided to all contractors and superintendents on the 
job site. 

LTS 

4.11 Land Use 
4.11-A The proposed project would expand existing quarry 

operations onto an undeveloped site, The effect of this 
expansion on compatibility with surrounding land uses would 
be less than significant. 

LTS No mitigation is required LTS 

4.12 Energy 
4.12-A Expanded quarry production would not result in the wasteful 

or inefficient use of fuel or energy. 
LTS No mitigation is required LTS 
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PLIOCENE FLORAS OFi CALIFORNIA 

i 
INTRODUC'r~O:N 

· · It ·is the purpose of this paper to !describe fossil plant remains 
froni the Pliocene deposits of Calif orn$a and to discuss as fully as 
possible the physical and environmental conditions under which 
they lived, as well as their stratigraphic significance. The plarit 
remains are nowhere abundant nor ar~ they a.s perfectiy preserved 
as might have been wished. The small collections which have been 
made, however, have resulted in the recognition o:f thirty..four species, 
the associations of which, at sixteen loc.~lities, are consistently indic­
ative of the same general climatic coni;litions. It is hoped that the 
present paper will contribute materialjly toward filling in the gap 
which has long existed in the Tertiary plant :record of western North 
America between the Miocene and Plbistocene epochs. 

The study of the .Pliocene floras ~as begun in the suinmer of 
1927, at the suggestion of Dr..R. W. Ghaney of the Carnegie Insti­
tution of Washington.. A good collection: was secured at thS,t time 
from the Sonoma tuffs. During the ifollowing summer additi9nal 
material was c·ollected from new localities. in the Wildcat formation; 
the Sonoma tuft's, the Merced sa.ndstd,nes, and the. _Pico shales. A 
collection of plants which Dr. Chaney had collected some years pre­
viously was also secured, and abundant remains were collected from 
the Santa Clara beds, 'from wh!ch ljI:.annibal. had previously de­
scribed 1 a small :H.ota. During tbis l summer the writer was as­
sisted by H. L. Mason and S. Dorf. lThe summer of 1929 yielded 
good collections. from new localities ·iP- the Orinda and EtChegoin 
formations and from a new horizon of'. the Sonomil. tuffs. Valuable 
material from Alturas was also obtalined from Dr. Chaney, and· 
cone material :from the Merced sandstone was secured from H. L. 
Mason. The entire 

or 
project has been d~ne under the auspices of Car~ 

negie Institution Washington and frinceton University. . 
A number of references to the ptesence of fragmentary plant 

remains in the Pliocene deposits of C~liforn:Ul. have been published 
by various authors, notably Merriazj:i.;2 Lawson/ and Nomland.~ 
None of these occurrences, however, seems to have fur;nished ma­
terial sufficiently abundant ot well-pr~setved to make accurate de­

1 Hannibal, Bull. ToT:tey Bot. Club, vol. 38, 329.,1911. 
•Merriam, Univ. Calif. Dept. Geol. :Bull., vol. 7,1 No. 19, 383, i913. 
 
'Lawson, U. S. Geol. Surv., 15th Ann. Rpt., !16<i; 1895. . 
 
'Nomland, Univ. Calif. Dept. Geol. Dull., vol. 9, '.No. 6, 79, 1916. 
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tennin:ations possible. The first scientific paper, as far as the 1vri.ter 
 
is aware, tQ· be devot¢d mainly to the discussion of Pliocene iplant 
materials is by Marsh, on A F,ossil Forest. i"n the Tertiary of 1Cali­

.	fofnW../ in which he describes the occurrence o:f petrified logs ip. the 
Somon~.:twrs _n13ar. Calistoga~· .The ·wooc:l is here referred to S¢,quoia 
.by_lv,(. C. White.and.th~.:tu:ffs:.are described as of probable Pl~ocene 
age. A. morti: comprehensive de.scrivtlon. of :silici:fied wood frorP. the 
.srun.e locality was·st;tbsequen.tly publ~hed by· Platen 2 

1 in 1907l .By 
far.· the. most iraj)Oitarit. cttntd)Jutitjn ·to Paleobotany has !been 
A Pliocene Flora from the Cb<J$t Range!J of California; by· Han:dibal,3 

.in w.hfoh he describes plant material from the· Santa Ciarai beds 
of the region south of San Francisco Bay. A tel!-tative revis~n of 
Hannibal's collectionsJ in which all the forms were refeiT~d to 
modern species, was recently made by Chaney.4 On the basis U the· 
w:riter's collections from the Santa Clara beds and a study of )Han­
nibal's type specimens at Leland Stanford Junior University aimore 
complete revision will be attempted in the present paper. ; 	 

Other Pliocene material has furnished comments and inferences 
to Chaney's recent p_a.per on the Mascall flora.5 Another recent teport 
on Tertial'.Y conifers of western America, by Mason,6 describes the 

·.'occurre:t:t<~e of coniferou.s material at two Pliocene foealities. ;Both 
Chaney's and Mason's material is included in the present report. 

No other references. have b~en ma.de to Pliocene plant retna.IDs 
other than mere incidental mention of fragmentary material ini scat,­
tered localities throughout the state. 

The stratigraphic and structural relations of t.he Pliocene f~rmar 
tion of Californ:ia have been adequately treated in numerous pubUct:t.­

tfons whi~h will b~ mentioned in the detailed descriptions <lf the 
vari01.1s :formations from which fossil plants have been callee~.·· 

The writer takes this opportunity to express his appreeiatrop; _to · 
Carnegie Institution 0£ Washington tllld the Depatt1'1ent .of GJoiogy 
of Princeton University for their support of the project, and·1b .·the 
Depi::rtment of Geology of the Unive~sity of Chh~ago$. ih W.hos~j1abo­
ra..tor1es the work was cmnpleted. It 1S a pleasure to- ack:nowledge the 
cooper~tion and encouragem6it rendered by Dr: . .R. W. Ohariey of 
Qa;f,Uegie· Institution, .W.Cier whose din~ctiori the w9rk has been :done, 
.a:nd who has. giveri, .invaluable asfilstance lll. the final completipn of 
·tJi~ inanusci:ipt. Other h~lpfi:il ·sliggeiltions .have been received: from 
M.r. H~ t: i\i!S:son1 of. tlie. U11,i,v~$ity:ofCalifornia, Dr. Arthur H~llic~, 


of The·New"York:Botanical Garden, Dr. A. C. Noe, of the Unh~ersiiy 

~ :a.l&i:~, .Atii.~r. J'our~ Scd....and :.a:rta, ~d 11er;, "YQl. 1, 266, 1871. \ 
 
2.Ple;teri, .J'.tatul'·F-Orseh: GeE!e:\I. zu J:.ejl!li':i.g, voL 34, 4, 1907. 
 
0 

. J!'.&~lb'al, ·:Sun.. Tor.rey, )3ok..Qlub, Vt>l. 38, 329·3!13, 1911. 
4·C,han~Y>. Ce.:i:negie ·Inst. Wash. Pub. No. -8!19, pt. II, 45, 1925. 	 
• q.anE!Y, '!l'. cit., 25·!18. · 
"Ma.son;·Ca.rriegie Inst. Wasli. Pub. No. 346, pt. V, 138-158, 1927. 
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of Chicago, and Dr. Paul C. Standley, of the Field Museum, Chicago. 
For the use of herbarium materials the: write!.' is grateful to The
New York Botanical Garden, the Field Museum, and the University
of California. Material aid has been recaved from Dr. A. F. Bud­
dington, of Princeton University, in the Jietrographic examination of 
sediments. ·' 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF rLANT LOCALITIES 
The localities from .which Pliocene pl~nt remains ha-ve been ob.. 

foined center about the San Francisco iBay Region of California.. 
The accompanying_ map (plate 1) indic~tes the distribution of. the 
plant-bearing outcrops by groups rather 'liban by single Ioca1iti~s, as 
many of the locations are in such close proximity as· to make it im­
practicable to attempt to represent each Qn.e by a circle. 

Ten of the localities are situated les$ tha.n 35 miles from San 
Francisco Bay. To the north, five localities in the Sonoma. forma­
tion and one in the Merced, represe:p.ted by circles 1 and 2 
respectively, lie just east of the Santa Rosa Valley in the eastern 
portion of Sono:i;na County and the western border of Napa County. 
To the east of the bay:, two localities in the Orinda, at circle 3, lie in 
the Berkeley Hills of Contra Costa C~Unty. To the south, one 
locality in the Merced formation, represe:dted by circle 4, lies directly 
on the coast near the boundary betwe!tn San Francisco and San 
Mateo Counties, and one Ioc&lity; at cir~ .?

v,1ara 
1 lies. in: the Sa.Il:t~ Clara. 

valley, in the eastern portion of Santa County.
The remalning si.X localities are situat~d at c0<:n.sider::t.ble dista,nc!:)s

from San Francisco Bay, four to the no'rth and two to the south. 
Three localities at circle 6 lie in the southern. portion o~ Humboldt 
County, in tbe valley of the eouth fork \of the Eel River1 and one 
locality at circle 7 is in Modoc County; near the western margin 
of the Warner Mountains in the Pitt Riyer valley, In the southern 
part of the state the locality represent¢d by eircle 8 lies in the 
southwestern :part of King County, and Jthe locality at circle g lies 
directly on the coast in the southwestern section of Ventura County. 

Physiographically ihe sixteen localities :!nay be grouped as follows: 

Coastal.--------------------------~Lo4aJity 159.
®-Locality 161.

Outer Coast Ranges and Valleys_G)-Lo~alities 150,151,152,153,154 . 
®-Locality 158.

Inner Coast Ranges and Valleys@-Loealities 1621 163. 
®-L~lity 160. 
@-L~Jities 155, 156, 157. 

Great Valley ___________________ @-Lo~lity 164. 
Interior Ranges.. _____________________.G)-Loeality 165. 
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STRATIGRAPHIC OCCURRENCE OF THE FLORAS i 

···'I'able· l, .based 	 n;iainly •on Clark's recent correlation table 1 
J and 

accqinpanying. text, indicates. the .stratigraphic occurrence of/ the 
plant-bearing horizons in. the PlioQ.ene formations of California. iThe 
column for the. Sonoms. !ormation, which is not shown in Cmrk's 
t~bie, is bas~d cm recent. reports by Dickerson .11 and Lawson.8 \The 
Alturas formation, cori:cerning which very littl~r has been publisb~d, is 
plMed in the. upper Pliocene on the .basis of it.s:stratigraphic rela~ions 
and its vertebrate .fauna.4 . • 

T if:;. J_~ -~· ~ .£ 
• GEOLOGICAL: 

"l'IMIC SCALE. COUNTIES ; 
I 

! SONOMA !
CONTRA .$AN SANTAHUMBOLDT/ AN1l KING VENn.iRA MOQpc COSTA MATEO CLARA l N.APA l 

I i . I I ! t.os
PLEISTQCENE I POSAS '! 

TULARE 
' 

UPPER BERKEl..tY SJ\NTA SANTA ALTU~AS 
PLIOCENE GROUP CLARA BARBARA ! 

~ 

' 
·MIDOt.:E 

pliOCENE 	 WILl;)°CAT ~O~OMA ORJNOA MERCED PU!USSJMA E1CHE601N PICO j
i 

PINOLE . t:OWER· 
PLIOCENE JACALliOS ' ~ 

_i. q 7i.. 

PLANT- BEAl'llNG HOR.JZON 

. . lt· is eVident that most of the formations are of lower to m~ddle· 
Pliocene ag~. · While it is impossible to prove that any one -o~ the 
:floras is ·strictly contemporaneous with any of the .others; »th~..fater 
.com;ideratiou of the individual :B.oras clearly reflects. the .-.geijte:ral 
uniformity of conditions during each of the various ·portidnt:J 0€ the 
Pliocene· epoeh and is in general accord with the· ~e. ielatfods as· 
indicated. · · · · '. 

In the discussion whi9h follow-s, the occurren~e of the p1ant-be~ring 
·horiZons withhi each of the v11r:i!lus for!ll8;tion~ is treated in 

oroer 
d~tail. 

The.rot.J;Uation~ itre con~dered m'the of (l) their age-rela~ons, 
i, e; ·'lower: ;Plionerre to· ti.PPei Plfocene; (~)°their importance, basetf on 
 
size 6!. c6llep.ti0nii and number ·.of°. foca;iities in each ; ( 3) their jgeo­

graphrn lo.caitlo~. . . . . . .• . · . . . 1 
 

. . . ·.. . . . . 	 ! 
~ CI.:ark, Sfr.~#grap'lli/I an~ !frtun().l Hoi*~~ of tha Coast .llq.nges of Oalifor'lllia~ 1!l~9. 

Di.ckerson, Cal. 4c.a4 .Sci.,.· !l:th.·J!!er,, vol .XI, No. 19, 527, 1922. 1 
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·'L:i-wsan, U. S- G~ol. Sur,v.,.San Fr;mcil!CO Folio, 13, 1914. 
• ~t9ck, Ora,] eomm.~nfoation, :Oec. 14, . l.929. 	 
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SONOMA FORMATION / 
; 

Five leaf localities have been discovered. in; the Sonoma tuffa in 
the vicinity of Santa Rosa. These will be' discussed separately 
below. i 

The Sonoma tuffs constitute one phase o~ the Sonoma group 
>of 

L 

basaits, rhyolites and tuffs, which extends qver a large portion of 
.Napa. County, overlapping into the easterni portion of Sonoma 
County, and the southern portion of Lake County. At their western 
b.order both the basa1ts and tuffs of the Son!oma group are inter-:­
ca.lated in the lower portion of the Merced s~dstones.2 Although . 
generally regarded .as of middle Pliocene age, tJ:ie lower portion of the 

· Merced is probably the conelative of the .f:a.calitos formation of 
lower Pliocene age.8 LQwer Merced inverteb~ates have been found 
by Dickerson in both the sandy and tufaceous\ portions of the intE!r­
calated series. It is -significant that three leaf localities, two in the 

. .tuft's· and one in the sandstones, occur along lthe line of the inter­
.fingering of the continental and m~ine sedllP.errts whi9h (;}vidently 
took place a.long the shoreline of the Merced ~mbayment. 

Both the Sonoma volcanics and the Merced ~anqstones overlie. un­
comformably the Franciscan series of Jurassic iage and, more locally~ 
the Petaluma fake beds of upper Miocene age. i . · 

The Sonoma tuffs are areally connected w~~h the Pinole tu:ffs of 
the Berkeley Hills and have been found inter.c~lated with the Orinda.
formation of the same region.~ It may thu$ be seen that in ad­
dition to its correlation with the lower Merced, the Sonoma group 
may also be regarded as the stratigraphic eq~ivalent of the Pinole­
Orinda series, which is likewise referred to the iower Pliocene. 

Based on the diseovery of the horse remains~ N eohipparion f/idleyi 
Merriam/ in beds intimately associated with l the basalts ·and . tuffs 
of Sonoma Mountain 6 the Sonoma group h~ been Qorre:lated with 
the Orinda of the Berkeley Hills and the Jacaliios of the San Joaquin 
VaJley. i 

Two of the plant loc~ties occur in the vicihity of "The Petrified 
Forest," situated :five miles west of Calistog~ and about ten miles 
northeast of Santa Rosa. The numerous petrified ·trunks at thiS 
location have for many years attracted scient~fic as well as popular 
interest~ As far back as 1870 the region wa,$ visited by Professor 
0. C. Marsh of Yale, who in the succeeding year published a short 

i 
1 0smont, Univ. Calif. Dept. Geol. Bull., vol 4, No. 3, 68, 19,04. 
• Dickerllon, Ca.I• ..A.cad. Sci., 4th ser., vol. 11, No. 19, 656, 1922. 
• Clark; Oral communication, Sept. 12, 192!l. : 
'Lawson, Oral communica.ti.on, .Sept. 1927. ; 
•Merriam, Univ. Calif. Dept. _Geol. :Bull., vol. 9, No. 1, 1, 1915. 
•Dickerson, Ca.!. .A.cad. Sci., 4th ser., vol. 11, No. 19, 553, l922. 
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8 Oontribu.tiom ta Palreontoform 

account1 of the occuttence in which he ascribes its discoveryj to 
 
Charles E. Deruson, who had previously written a short article con- . 
 

· c~rning it for· the San Frtmcisco Bulletin. Extensive excavation! of 
the prostrate logs was beglin in 1871 by Mr. C. Evans and later cbn­
tinued by Mr. and Mrs. D. G; Bockee, resulting in the exposure ~f a 
gr~t number of beautifully preserved logs. A more detailed !de­

·scdption of-the occurrenee was- subseq:uently published by Dickers©n.2 

The presence of fossil leaves in the tuffs was noted only rece~tly 


by Ivirs. D. G. Bockee; the present .owner and operator of "The P.et,.. 
 
rified Forest," in the excavation of one of the larger trunkS. fhe 
 
wrjteris attention was called tG the occurrence by Dr. R. W. Chatley, 
 
resulting :in the discovery of an additional nmnber of leaf horizpns 
 
.in the near vicinity. I 
 

The observed section in the region consists of a basement of highly 
 
metamorphosed Franciscan rooks overlain uncomformably by ·jthe· 
 
:alternating series of basalts, :rhyolites and tu:ffs of the Sonoma grd,up, 
 
rdipping at an angle of 12° to 30° toward the north and stri)4ing 
 

 ~ppro:xiniately east and west. The Franciscan rocks are exposed in 
the ridge a half :mile south of the Bockee residence, and are appar­
1ently highly :metamorphosed basalts. In all of the region nort4 of 
ihis Franciscan core the country rock consists of the Sonoma grbup. 
·of massive, -eonglomeratic, sandy tuffs and. tuff breccias interbed~ed 
·with thinner· layers of basaltic and rhyolitic extrusi'vtls, which fbrm. 
the ca.pping of several of the numerous ridges. 

LOCALITY 15.0 . i 
 

This is the principal locality near "The Petrified Forest," ha~.ing 


-f12rnished the largest number of species as well 28 of individual leaf 
 
_specimens. lt is situated along t.he fire trail which runs along /the 
 
southern slope of a ridge a third of a mile slightly ;north of west 
 
from the. Bock~e residence. The best material was eolieilted fro.in a 
 
two-foot ledge of fine-grained volcanic ash directly in the trail ~nd 


100 yards from where it begins at the base of the slope. This same 
 
horizon, followed laterally up the trail, yielded a smaller collection 
 
at~ point 200 feet from the first location. Bedding .planes are lack­

ing in th.e r.ock and the leaves are irregularly scattered and variohsly 
 
curled and twisted, suggestirig subaerial deposition. 
 

The matrix in which a white 
volc$11ic ash, made up 

the leaves occur is or grayish-white 
 
wholly of volcanic material in which are in,ter­


mingled numerous fragments of pumice. lt has been examined pet­

rographfoally by Dr. A.. F . .Buddington of Princeton Unh~ersity ;and 
 
is seen to be a silicified volcanic, vitro-elastic dust containing ty~ical 



i
'.Marsh, Amer•. Jo~. Sci. and.Arts., 811 aer., .-oJ. 1, 266, 1871. ' 

· • mckerson, Cal . .A.cad. Sci., 4th ·sei:., -vol. 11, No. 19, 555, 1922. · j 
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CAR..>;EGIE bsT. \YAsH. Pus. 412 (Eru:.i:::!rn DoBF~ PLATE 2 

FIG. 1-Plnnt Localit:r 150. 11enr "The I>etrifiecl Forest." Cnlifol'nia, showillg 
e:iqlosure of Sonoma tufis on ehn1>a.n8.J ~o\'ei·ecl slop<:>. Phmt .hoxizon 
oc:cn~s in cut in lower left <:ente1· of .pkture. 

FIG. 2-• .\.uother '·iew of Lo~nli t~· 150. showing occunence of petrified logs 
along Rlope of hill. 'fnff in lower • left-linnd corner couta.ins lea,f
impressions. 
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glass shards or ''bows," numerous crystals ~f clear plagioclase t!<nd 
scattering fragments of micro-crystalline Jajva. No trace of quartz 
or ofi;hodase was seen in the sections. Th~ unbroken condition of 
the ··1'bows" suggests deposition on land or µi standing water.. The 
l~tter, however, would hardly result in the pteservation of. the leaves 
in such a curled and twisted condition1 rath~r giving rise to .flat pre­
servation along bedding planes. The evidence of both the condition 
of the leaves and the nature of the tuff !therefore suggests sub­
&erial conditions of deposition with little ·or no tra.naportation ·by 

·water. ' 
A small collection of leaves, mostly of conifers, and of excellent 

cone material was made from a lense of sli~tly coarser ash 50 feEit 
higher than a.nd slightly to the east of the above locality. The ash ii3 
exposed at the base of a four-foot ledge and lies directly below a. lein­
ticular mass of conglomerate. It is probabl~ that at least the a.Sh in 
which the plant material is entombed was ~epo8ited subaeriaJ.ly, as 
a number of open fir cones were enoountered, which would un~ 
doubted.ly have closed tightly~ as do their li\ring counterparts, when 
immersed. in water. ' 

Petrified wood is common along the slopes of the ridge and oc­
casionally may be represented by completef trunks .protruding from 
the surface of the hill. Four of such tru'.nks are exposed 2 feet 
stratigraphically above and 10 feet east of tM first locality ;mentioned~ 
The lowermost is 5 feet in diameter, runs jappro:xhnately east and 
west, and is exposed for a horizontal distanc~ of 25 feet; .the remain­
ing three are somewhat smaller in diameter~ point in a north-south 
direction, and are exposed for only a foot 6r so directly above the 
first trunk. · 

In spite of the fact that over 600 individ;ual leaf specimens have 
been examined at this locality, the number of species is rather small.· 
In the following lists, the species are arra4'iged according to their 
order of dominance in each of the horizons. : 

Lo1ou hodzon: 
.Quercus bockeei 
!lex sonomen.eis 
Umbellularia oregonen$is 
Sequoia langsdorfii 
Pseudotsuga soilomensis 
Odostemon holli.cki 
Heteromeles sp. 
Smilax sp. 

Upper '/&orizo~: 
Sequoia Iangsdorfii 
Ps~udotsuga sonomensis 
Qu~rcus fakevillensis 
Unibellularia. oregonensis 

Loc.'-LPIY l&l 

Two leaf horizons occur within the actual ;limits of "The Petrified 
Forest," which is situated on the slope just north of the Bockee 
residence. The first is in the east wtj,11 of the tunnel running into 
the hill along the "Monarch,'' or "Tunnel Tree," and is a'Qout 15 feet 

. .:~: 

http:doubted.ly
http:subaeriaJ.ly
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The leaf impres.sions",oceur. 1,D. a shattered; buff-colored, unalte~ed 
ash in both walls of the ditch, 1.5 feet below the surface.. . . 

The number of beautifully preserved petrified trunks on this sl~pe 
is in striking contrast to the paucity of leaf impressions. Mosti of 
the larger trunks have been uncovered of therr overburden of~
and exposed more or less completely to view by the present own:ers 
of the. property. All of the trunks are prostrate and dip unifortitly 
with the beds at an angle of 5° to 13° northward. Most of the 
trunks are oriented in the same general northeast-southwest direction, 
with the tops toward the southwest. The average seems to lie be­
tween north 35°· eaat and north 45° east; with a lesser number di­
rectly north·south or a few degrees west of north. 'Dickerson has 
postulated 1 that this uniform direction is evidence that the "yol· 
canic mud and pumice eame in a great volume from the nortbea$t." 
It is possible th.at the natural fall of trees on a southwest-fading 
slope .might produce the sam:e effect, regardless of the S;Gtual direc~on 
froni which the a.sh was derived. In this connection it is signiftc'1nt 
to note that at locality 150, trunks were observed whose drrection. "fas 
::WnlQst· directly eaBt-west, while others at the same locaJity ·poinjted 
north and south, perhaps indicating conditions in which, the slope 
was more gentle and had, as. a consequence, less mfiuence on ·the 
direction of tree fall. 

It was noted .that the trunks at "The Petrified .Forest" do not 
occur at the same elevation, but are separated by as much as· 20 
feet of vertical distance. It is possible that minor fa.ult displace­
ments may have separated horizons once contiguous. Another :ex­
planation might be that the trees of successively higher levels on a 
slope Were entombed by a succession of different outbursts of yol­
canic materi.~1. This seems to be substantiated by the heterogen~ity 
.	of the matrix surroundmg the different petrified trunks, which wtjuld 
tend toward a mote uniform lithology if the trees had all been 
covered by a single volcanic outburst. 

. ~ Dicke:r:so~~ Cai • .Acad. Sci., 4th. ser:, ~~I. 11, No. 19, 556, 1922. 
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C1\IU'!]l)l'IJ11 IN~T. WAS!i. Pun. 412 (EnLr.l!IG Domr) PLATE 3 

View oi "'l'he Oiaut,.'' oue of the better ,..Pl'BEl•1·1·e<t petrified t.runks at "The 
Petrine<l Forest," ueu T..ocn.lity 151. Ren1ovul of rmdosing tutt hn.s exposed tl'\mk 
ta a len~th of about !I() foet and d\1unctet• of 7 foet. (Phcto thl'Ough courtesy 
of l\fl'R, l>. (~. Ho~b\e, [ll'P.~ent O'\\'l1er of pl'Opel'ty,) 

http:rtheaet.11
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Oo.e of the largest and most perfect trunks on the slope is the 
"Monarch" or "Tumiel Tree" men.tiuned above. A tunnel has been 
dttg ttlong its eastfl..rn side in ordet• to expose as much a.a possible of 
the tree. About 125 feet have already been exposed, of whioh 30 
foet are outside the enttance to the tunuel1 and it .is ostilnated that it 
may run at lea.st 100 feet :farther into the hill. It dips from 5° to 
8° northwa.rd and lies north 45° east, with: the top toward the south­
west. The diameter, including the well-preserved bark, is a.bout o 
feet at, i:he top to 8 feet at the basal portfon. The enalosing matrix 
is a rather coarse, gray to buff-colored itsh, overlain by 20 to 25 
feet, to the top of the slope, of fin~r, more :firmly cemented ash. 
lJ.'he entire length of the trunk is marked by uniformly spaced trans­
 
verse or.a.cks, tho11gh these are less distinct in this specimen than. in 
most of the smaller trunks. These were undoubtedly prod11ced by 
looal movements or regional titting of the beds subsequent to the 
silioification of the trunks. A microscopic' e:iaunination of ihe wood 
has been made by Mrs. Irma. Webber, of the University of Califot•nia. 
who has referred it to the living Bequoirt ~empervirnnB, in whioh 
there ia con.eidera.ble variation in dia.gnoatii; qha.ra.cteristics. 

It is to be regretted that leaf horizons ·are 11ot more common a.t 
"The Petrified Forest" and that thoae which do ooour are not well
exposed; nm· are the lea.f impressions well pr.os~ved or numeroi1s. 
The following species, which are of the same character a.t both hor1­
.zons, fodicate a. rather pure growth of ~~equoia. and a. few of its as~ 
-soci-ates. The species are, as above, listed in' their order of doruinance: 
Sequoia tangsdorfi,1, Umbellu-la:ri.a oregonensis, Qusreun lakeviZlensis. 

A oompari$on of the speojes encountel'ed! here with those found at 
locality 150 indicate~ a close res0mbla,noe to the association fm1nd at 
the upper horb:on a,t that locality. 

In view of the small number of leaf species represented in the 
Sonoma tuffs at this locality, mention sho~ld be made of previously 
recorded species based on wood determinaf\i.ons. The genus Sequoia 
wes already l'eported in 1871 by M. 0. White.1 Besides Sequoia~ 
Platen subseq11ently described two new sp~cies of oak (Querciniu11i 
abra1Miti Plat. and Q. lesquereum Plat.), one pine (Pityo~ylon an­
nulatum Plat.), and a.n ehn (Ulmoxyloii simro·thi Pla.t.).2 The 
Sequoia and both of the oa.ka ha,ve equiyalent leaf species in th~ 
Sonon:ia tuffs in the vicinity of 11rrh0 Petrffl.ed Forest." No cones or 
loaf impress.ions referable to pine m· elm. have been diooovere.d.1 al­
though elm leaves oceur in the Oriuda formation of appro:x:i:mately 
the same age in the hilli!! (l!'t~ of Berkeley, il.nd pine cones ha.ve been 
found in the Merced sandstone of the same age a few miles south 

~ Mt.r~h. Amer. Jou1•, Soi. and Art~, Sd ser., vol. l, 268, 1871. 
~ Pl11tcn, Na.tur-l"1;>r~eh. GaHell. 17,11 Lcip2fg, yol. $~. 4, ~907, 
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··~-· of San :Franciaoo. It is possible that remains of both these geri.ers 
 
would have been encountered in the Sonoma. tuff s if more extensive 
collecting had be·en possible. 

I.,,ac<.ALITY 152 

A number of leaf impressions have been collected by Dr. R. W. 
Chaney from the Sono1na tuff s exposed in the walls of Matanzas 
Creek, three miles southeast of Santa Rosa. and 0.375 of a mile north­
east of the Sa.nta. Rosa School, whioh ie situated near the hea.d of 
Bennett Valley. The locality is on the ra.noh of Mr. C. B);'uggemli.nn 
and lies in the south-('.entml portion of Section 29, Ra.nge 7 '1-iest, 
Town-ship 7 north, exa.ctly 4.25 miles southeast of locality 1.54. · 

This locality has been visited during two successive summer~ by 
the writer, but only a few fragmentary leaf impresaions were ;col­
lected to add to i;he better impressions previously collected by:·Dr. 
Cha.ney. The observed l'ileQtion eonsist.s of the normal alterna.#ng 
layers of tuffs1 sandstones, basa.lts and voloanic agglom.era.tea of: the 
Sonoma and Merced forma.tiona. The floor of the creek is made 
up of a bN1alti1J collglcmera.-te containing numerous sooriaoeous 
pebbles, which is overlain by a. white to cream-ooloredr sandy tuff, 
contttining abundant plant remains1 including both leaf impressions 
a.nd a. la.yer of petrified roots and stems. 

.Although the section is <>hscuted by vegetal and soil CO'V'ering 
it seems apparent that we a.re here concerned with the alternation of 
marine sandstones and continental voloa.nics. as is observed elsewJiere 
along the line of the Merced ah.ore. The presence of ash, Mngiorri­
eratee and tufa.ceous n:i.ud-bs.lls in the sandy sediments suggests 
deposition of the volcanic material along coaste.l streams or their 
debouohures into shallow marine embayments. · 

Seven species have been collected from. this locality, arr~nged here 
according to their order of domina.nce: 

Plw.t11nus pO.ll(!identata Q11crc1,1~ doclinat~ 
:t>o1>ulu~ a.lox1U1d.eri Ci.Btanopsfa cht:yijophylloi(!e" 
Popul us prefr~montii Ga.r1•yo. masoni 
.Alnue mel'l'fa111.l 

LOCJ.1-l'i.'Y 153 

A very limit.ed collection of plant remains from the Sonoma tuffs 
of Ta,ylor Mountain, ea.st of Bennet~t Va.Ileyj ha!! been made by Dr. 
 
Chaney. The. tuffs are exposed below a basiilt flow on both the 
 
western s.nd eaatern :flanks of the mountain. Plant impressions. and 
 
scattered pettified wood occur in the ravines near th~ SUllllrlit:, ex~ 


aotly 1.75 miles west 50° south of locality 152 on Matanzaa Creek. 

Only three apeciimena, representing three species, have been: col­
lected from this locality: Sequoia lanysdo1·fii1 Quercus ZalceviU,emiB 
and Woodwardia. bennetti. 
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LOCAJ,!Tl" 154 ' 

A good collection of fossil leaves was obtained from a roak quarry 
situa.ted on the southel'll aide of N ee:r's Hill, two miles north of 
Santa Roaa. The locality is less tha.n a half mile east of the sta.te 
highway- and 200 yards northeast of the dirt road which runs east­
ward from the highway. Neer's Hill li(')s in Ille st'1Uth-centtal por~
tion of Section 11! Range 8 west, Township 7 north. 

The exposure is about 50 feet high and consists of two layers of 
massive, tufaaeous sandst.ones separated by a. thinner layer of ex­
tremely flne1 pure, volcanic ash containing the leaf impressions. The 
structure in the cut seems to he tha.t of ·a small antiolinal fold, with 
its steepest dip about 85° toward the; ellst, probably a result of 
movement along the line of the Raywa.rd fault, whose sur:lic:ial ex­
presf.lfon is shown in the abrupt rise of the hills out 0£ the level 
Santa Rosa Valley, less than a. half mile west of the locality. 

The interoa.lation of sandst.ones and tuffs has already been noted 
in this vicinity by Dfokerson,1 who refers the sandstones to the 
Merced and the tuft's to the Sonoma group. Su(lh int.erfingering of 
sandstones containing inlU'ine invettebra.tos and volcanic a.ah con­
taining terrestrial plants is significant of the strand-line conditions 
under which they were deposited and extremely helpful in the corre­
lation of plant materfo.ls from other Jocalities whare the stra.tiw 
graphi" and paleontologic reJs.tionlil are not so a.pp~uent. The position 
of the le.a.f impressions, :flatrlying a.long· the bedding planes, and the 
purity and fineness of the ash suggest, rapid accumulation in the 
quiet water of a shallow marine emba,y1'iJ.e.nt in which the tufaceous 
sandf!tones were accumulating, affected ln theit' lithologlca.l con- . 
tinuity only by periodic showers of fine ru:ih which was deposited more 
quickly, encloaing t.he leaves and other plant materials derived from 
the neai.·by shores. 

Most of the lea.ves at this locality were collected from the heap of 
rook fragmen.ts lying a.t the base of the but, as it wns impossibla to 
ascend the steep escarpment to the outcrop of the a,sh, No lea£ 
impressions were discovered in the sandstones, which ma.lee up the 
g;reatGr part of the exJ)OSUl'e, the ash layer being only about 3 feet, 
thick. Ten species are recorded from thia locality arranged here as 
in the a,bove lists, according to their order of dominance: 

Qu~rell~ daclinatu. 	 C~tll.Ilopsls ch~·yaoph:vlloide11 
Platsnue :pa,ueideuta.tt1 Soliz 1111nli11~als 
Quercus oi;ind•m.Qi~ Sequoi':'. ll\l.ll)!Hlorl:ii 
Pseudoteugl\ sonomensie Fr'11xim1s ce.udu.ta. 
Populu~ o,l<;xa.ndcri Illlfx ffOMln<!n~is 

WlLbQ • .\.'I' FORMATION 
Two fossil leaf localities were discovered during the summer of 

1928 in the upper portion of the Wildcat formation 2' of Humboldt 
•Dickerson, Cal. Acr1.d. Sci., !Ith ear., vol, 11, No. 11(, 544, l9ll2. 
•Lawson, 'lJiilv, Ci~ll.f. Deiit. Geo!, l:111ll,, vol. l, No. s, 25t:!, .1.8118·1lU. 
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