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,ATTEST: FEB O 6 2008 · #32 
RESOLUTION NO. 08-0089 

ROBERT DEIS, Clerkofthe Board of Supervisors 
of the State of California, in & for the County of 

:~noma CJ1(~ DATED: January 29, 2008 
DEPUTY 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OFSUPERVISORS 10F THE 1COUNTY OF 
SONOMA, STATE OF ,CALIFORNIA, MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS, 
ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND 
A:PPRQVING AN EXPANSION OF THE CANYON ROCK QUARRY· . 
CONSISTING OF A 20-YEAR SURFACE MINING USE PERMIT TO·EXPAND 
QUARRY OPERATIONS ON 35± ACRES TO ALLOW THE QUARRY TO 
ANNUALLY EXPORT A MAXIMUM 10R562;500 CUBIC YARDS OF 

.A:GGllEGATE,MATERIAL, OFfWIIICH:500;000-CUBIC YARDS'COULD 
. ·CONSJSTOF MATERIAL MINED :ON""'SITE, AND ANNUALLY'IMPORT ;UP TO 

62,500·CUBIGYA.RDS,INCLUDINGRECYCLED;MATERIAL'{A:PNS0'83..:210~ 
006, 083-210.,.015, 083-210-019, 083-210-020), ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 7525 
HIG:µwAY116 NORTH, FORESTVILLE; ZONED·RRD (RESOURCES AND 
RURALiDEVELOPMENT), B6-1-60 ACRE DENSITY, SR (SCENIC . 
RESOURCES~, BR (BIOTIC RESOWCE),'F2 (FLOODPLAIN);'MR (MINERAL 
RESOURCE); SUPERVISORIALDISTRICT NO. 5 (PLP97-0046) 

RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors ("the Board") of the County of 
Sonoma ("the County") hereby finds as follows: 

1. Procedural History 

1.1 Wendel Trappe ("the Project Applicant") filed Application PLP 97-0046 
with .. the County's Permit and Resource Management Department ("PRMD") to obt?1,in the 
entitlements necessary to expand the mining area of the Canyon Rock Quarry (hereinafter 
"the Proposed Project"). 

1.2 · On June 20, 2006, the Board adopted Ordinance No. 5667, which amended 
the zoning maps of the County by reclassifying 113. 77± acres· of real property at the 
Project site to add the MR (Mineral Resource) combining district to the current zoning 
("the MR Zone Change"). · · 
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1.3 On June 20, 2006, the Board adopted Resolution No. 06-0595, which 
certified a final environmental impact report (hereinafter "Final BIR") for the Proposed 
Project. 

1.4 On June 20, 2006, the Board adopted Resolution No. 06-0596, which 
adopted findings, mitigation measures, a monitoring program, and a statement of 
overriding consideration$ and approved a 20-year surface mining use permit to expand 
Canyon Rock's Quarry operations onto 35+ acres ("the Northern Expansion Area") with 
an annual production limit of 500,000 cubic yards per year, plus 62,500 cubic yards in 
recycling per year ("Use Permit PLP 97-0046"), and approved a reclamation plan 
covering both a vested rights area and the expansion mining area at the Project site ("the 
Reclamation Plan"). 

1.5 On July 17, 2006, Forestyille_;Citizens for Sensible Growth'("Petitioner") 
filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate :challenging the Board's· certification of the Final BIR 
and approval of:the Project (Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth v: County of Sonoma 
et al., Sonoma:County Superior Court Case No. 238992) (hereinafter "the Petition"). 

J .6 On Augus,t 28, 2007, the Sonoma:County . .Superior Court.entered Judgment 
granting in part and denying in part the Petition. The Court upheld all ofthe Board's 
actions as set forth in Ordin3:nce No. 5667 and Resolutions 06.:0595 andc06~0596, except 
the approval of Use PermitPLP 97'.""0046. The Court found that the production 
allowances stated in Condition 42 of Use Permit PLP 97-0046 ("Original Permit 
Condition No. 42") could result in an additional 4,400 truck trips that were not considered 
in the Final BIR traffic analysis. The Court issueq. a Peremptory Writ of Mandate 
directing the Board to set aside its June 20, 2006 approval of Use Permit PLP97-0046 and 
to not approve the same or a new use pennit for the Project until it held a public hearing 
and fully complied with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The Court 
i;i.pheld the Board's certification of the Final BIR and approval of the MR Zone Change 
and the.Reclamation Plan.-----·--·· •·-- ------ ------ ···--····-·-···· --- ····-· -··-

. 1.7 On Octob.er 24, 2007, in acco_:i;dance with the Pere111ptory Writ of Mandate, 
the Board adopted Resolution No. 07-0894, which amended Resolution No. 06-0596 to 
set aside any and all portions of that resolution that constitute approval of Use Permit 
PLP97-0046. The remainder of Resolution No. 06-0596 remains in full force and effect. 
Resolution No. 07-0894 did not vacate Board certification of the Final BIR or Board 
approval of the MR Zone Change or the Reclamation Plan. 

1.8 On November 21, 2007, the Project Applicant submitted a written request 
that the County re-approve Use Permit PLP97-0046 with modifications to the first 
paragraph of Original Permit Condition No. 42 (hereinafter "Modified Permit Condition 
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No. 42") (the.rest of Original Permit Condition No. 42 would remain unchanged). The 
Project Applicant indicated that the amendments are intended to correct a problem in the 
wording of Original Permit Condition No. 42, and to ensure that production would not 
generate truck traffic beyond that analyzed in the Final EIR. The Project Applicant also 
noted that the Project configuration differs slightly from that analyzed in the Final·EIR, in 
that it would increase the total-amount ofmaterials processe<I.- one site, and thus could • 
result in slight increases in ·air emissions, noise generated from processing equipment, and 
water demand. 

1.9 Based on the Project Applicant's request, .the County has prepared an 
Addendum to.the Final BIR ("the Addendum") pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA 
quidelinfs :( California Code of Regulations,. title 14, § 15000 ,et seq.) ... A true and correct 
copy . .ofthe Addendum is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this 
reference. 

1.10 As requested by the Project Applicant, Modified Permit Condition No. 42 
would allow the Quarry to annually export a maximum of 562,500 cubic.yards 'of 
aggregate material. Of this amount, up to 500,000 cubic yards could consistofmaterial 
mined on--site, and up to 62,500 cubic yards could consist of material imported-to the site, 

. including recycled material. 

1.11 The Board has had an opportunity to review_this r:esolution and the findings, 
determinations, -declarations, and orders contained herein and the exhibits hereto and 
hdreby finds that they accurately set forth the intentions of the Board regarding the 
Addendum and Modified Permit Condition No. 42. 

2. CEQA Compliance 

. 2.1 The Final EIR disclosed that the Proposed Project poses certain significant 
= :::ccc.:.:.---·· --·· - -::-.c.OLp.otentially .csignificant=ad:v:erse~en:v:ironmentaJ.~impaots4hat-Gan~be-rnitig-ated-eto4es-s~th-a•·H · ---

significant levels. Those impacts were fully and accurately summarized-in Exhibit "A" to 
Resolution No. 06-0596, which is incorporated herein by this reference. The Board 
determined that the significant adverse environmental impacts of the Proposed Project 
summarized in Exhibit "A" to Resolution No. 06-0596 have been eliminated or reduced 
to a point where they would clearly have no significant effect on the environment. 

2.2 The Final EIR disclosed that the Proposed Project posed certain significant 
or potentially significant adverse environmental impacts that, even after the inclusion of 
mitigation measures, may not, or cannot, be avoided if the Proposed Project is approved. 
Those impacts, which relate to transportation and traffic, secondary impacts resulting 
from off-site mitigation measures, biological resources, noise, and aesthetics, were fully 
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and accurately summarized in Exhibit "B" to Resolution No. 06-0596, which is 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

2.3 By Resolution No. 06-0596, as to the significant unavoidable environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Projectidentified in the Final EIR, the Board found that specific 
economic, social, technological, or other considerations made additional mitigation of 
those impacts infeasible, in that all feasible mitigation measures had been incorporated 
into the Proposed Project, and that the project alternatives were infeasible. The Board 
further found that it balanced the benefits of the Proposed Project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks and determined thatthe benefits of the Proposed Project outweighed 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effect~. The Board further determined that the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the Proposed Project were-acceptable, that 
there were ov.erriding considerations which support the Board's approval of the Proposed 
Project, and that those considerations were identified in Exhibit "C'~ to Resolution No. 
06-0596. 

2.4 _The Final EIR described a range of reasonable alternatives. Those 
alternatives were fully and accurately summarized in Exhibit "D" to Resolution No. 06-
0596, 'Which is incorporated herein ·by this reference. Those alternatives, however, were 
infeasible for reasons set forth in Exhibit "D" to Resolution No. 06-0596 and in the 
administrative record. 

2.5 The Board finds and determines that to the extent that Resolution No. 07-
0894 rescinded in whole or in part any of the findings and determinations that the Board 

· made in regard to Exhibits "A", "B", "C", or "D" attached to Resolution No. 06:.0596, the 
· Board hereby re-adopts the findings made in said exhibits and in particular sections 2.3, 

2.4, 2.5, and 2.6 of Resolution No. 06-0596. 

2.6 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a), provides that the 
---County shall-.:'prepare-anaddendum-to-a previously certified EIR if-some- changes or- - ---- ------ -- - -- -­

additions ate necessary but none of the conditidns described in Section 15162 calling for 
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred." {State CEQA Guidelines, § 15164, s1,1bd. 
(A); see also Pub. Resources Code,§ 21166 [providing that no new EIR is required 
unless "[s]ubstantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the [EiR]"].) An addendum need not be circulated for public review or 
comment, but must be considered by the agency before making its decision on the project. 
(State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15164, subds. (c), (d).) The State CEQA Guidelines state 
that an agency should include a brief explanation of its decision not to prepare a 
subsequent EIR in the addendum, the agency's findings on the project, or elsewhere in the 
record. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15164, subd. (e).) The agency's explanation must be 
supported by substantial evidence. (Id.) 
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2.7 The Addendum.discloses the difference in impacts that would result from 
Modified Permit Condition No. 42 as compared to those analyzed in the BIR. As 
referenced above, Modified Permit Condition No. 42 would allow the Quarry to annually 
export a maximum of_ 562,500 cubic yan;ls of aggregate material. Ofthis amount, up to 
500,000 cubic yards could consist of material mined on~site, and up to 62;500 cubic yards 
could consist of material impo_rted to the site,.in_cludingrecycled material. The Board 
finds that although Modified Permit Condition ·No. 42 would authorize annual production 
ofan additional 62,500 cubi9 yards ofaggregate, it wouldnotchange the Quarry's 
estimated 20 year grading footprint. Modifie,d.Permit Condition No. 42 similarly would 
not change other.aspects of the Project Description. The Quarry':s hours of operation, 
placement.and use of on..,site..J.Tiobile and stationary .equipment, management of material, 
number of employees, blasting patterns, and drainage management facilities would be 
exactly the same as described in the Reclamation Plan and as analyzed in the Final EIR. 

2.8 The Addendum discloses the impacts of the Proposed Project and.Modified 
Permit Condition No. 42 .on traffi_c and transportation; air quality, noise, hydrd>logy and 
water, .quality, land use. and planning,. geology, seismicity and minerahesoui-ces; hazard's 
and hazardous materials, ~iological r~sources, aesthetics, public.services·and utilities,- - · 
culturil resources. It also .discloses the impacts on cultural resources and.the ·cumulative 
impacts pf the Proposed Project. . 

2 .9 The Addendum discloses and the Board finds that the :Proposed Project and 
Modified Permit CoriditionNo. 42· will not i-esuit in a new significant'.environmental 
effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect 
due to substantial changes proposed in _the project, substantial changes with respect to the· 
Propose~ Project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was 
not known and could :qot have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at 
the t1me the Board certified the Final EIR. 

- .. __ . _.-. :c:. .. ·=:.•.:2~1.0.-=:-=-Wjth_ModifiedJ?ermit~Condi.tion ~No .A2;=the=B0aFd 0again-finds, with-respect 
to the significal).t unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project identified in the Final EIR, 
that specific economic, social, technological, or other considerations make additional 
mitigation of those impacts to be infeasible, in that.all feasible mitigation measures have 
been incorporated into the ProposedProject, and that the project alternatives are 
infeasible. 

. 
The Board again finds that.it has balanced the benefits of the Proposed Project 

. 

against its unavoidable ,environmental risks and determines that the benefits of the 
Proposed Project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. The Board 
further determines that the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the Proposed 
Project are acceptable, that there are overriding considerations that support the Board's 
approval of the Proposed Project, and that those considerations are identified in Exhibit 
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"B", attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference ("the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations"). 

2.11 To ensure that the project revisions and mitigation measures identified in 
the Final EIR are implemented, the Board is required by CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines to adopt a mitigation monitoring program on the revisions the Board has 
required in the Proposed Project and the measures the Board has imposed to mitigate or 
avoid significant environmental effects. The mitigation monitoring program: for the 
Proposed Project ("the Mitigation Monitoring Program") is set forth in the conditions of 
approval imposed herein, attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and incorporated herein by this 
reference. The Mitigation Monitoring Program will be implemented in accordance with 
all applicable requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and local ordinances. 

2.12 Prior to the public hearing on January 29, 2008, the Board received a letter 
from Allan G. Tilton of Forestville, in which he requested that the Board consider a 
roundabout instead of a signalization at Mirabel and' State Route 1 :16. · The Board 
specifically finds thatTequiring the Project Applicantto pay its fair share to mitigate 
traffic;impacts would not constitute -approval or otherwise commit the County to arty 
specific engineering design. In particular, intersectionjmprovements at State Route 116 
and Mirabel Road is a separate project that will req11ire approval by the California 
Deparhnent of Transportation ("Caltrans"), and is currently undergoing CEQA review. 
The final design has not been selected, and will be influenced by engineering feasibility, 
the environmental analysis~ and public comments solicited during that CEQA process. 

2.13 Prior to the public hearing on January 29~ 2008, the Board received a letter 
from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP, on behalf ofForestvilie Citizens for Sensible 
Growth, which raised three issues. With regard to the first issue, the Board finds that it 
need not refrain from approving this use permit until Forestvipe Citizens for Sensible 
Growth completes its litigation challenging Board's actions in regard to the prior use 

---- - - - permiL -With regard-to the second-issue, the Board finds that this use permit would not ·· 
result in an increase in on-site mining beyond that analyzed in the EIR. The Project 
analyzed in the EIR consisted of 500,000 cubic yards of arinual production, of which 
125,000 cubic yards could-but was not required to-consist of imported material. The 
EIR's traffic analysis analyzed the impacts of full importation because that represented 
the "worst case" for traffic impacts. The Addendum has been revised to reflect these 
facts. With regard to the third issue, the Board finds that its approval of this use permit 
does notestablish a precedent regarding aggregate recycling by other projects. 

2.14 The Board finds that no significant new information has been presented, 
orally or in writing, that would trigger any requirement to prepare a Supplemental EIR or 
to modify its environmental determinations with respect to the Proposed Project. 

GTD 91567.7 (Final) 6 01/29/08 



3. General Plan, ARM Plan,.Zoning, 
and SMARO Compliance 

. 3.1 I3yJZesolution No. 0.6-0596, it was. detenninedthat the Proposed Project is 
consistent w.itli the Sonoma,County·GeneralPlan·.{'~the General :f>lan").· The findings and 
determinations set forth in !Zesolution No'. 06-0596, and specifically section 3.1 et seq~-, 
are incorporated herein by this reference. The Board finds that the Proposed Project and 
Modified Permit-Condition No. 42 areconsistentwiththe General Plan.··. 

J.2 . ~y Resolution No. D6~0596; :it was determined-that the :Proposed Project is 
~on~istent wf tJJ. the ARM Plan. T:he findings· and determinations set forth in Resolution · 
N 0: 06-D596,:anq ~ecifically ;section 3 .. 2 .etseq., _.are incorporated herein by :this · 
reference. The Board finds that the;Proposed ProjecLand Modified ·PermitiConditii:m No. 
42 are con;iste11t ~ith the ARM Plan. . 

. 3 3 . Jf'parried out in accordance with this·r:esolution,· theiconditi:ons ofapproval 
imposed hefy~1,and,:state reporting crequiremerits, the~Proposed"Projectis •andtwill'bei,iri · 
complianc,y v,;i~ll; the State Surface Mining .and Re:clamation Act. ', •: · ' 

3.4 , The Board.adopted Ordinance No. 5667,.whichamendedthe zoningmaps 
offl;1:e ... ~ouptyb:y reclassifying 113 .77± acres of real-prnperty at the Project·site to Add the 
MR (Mineral R~r:;ource) combining district to the,current:zoning{i.e., the_:MR Zone · 
Change). With.·the MRZone Change, the Project S:ite ·is zoned RRD (Resources and·· 
Rural Development) B6-160 acre density MR (Mineral Resources), BR (Biotic 
Resources),,SR(Sc~nic Resource1:>), and F2 (Secondary Flood Plain). ,[Processing of 
mineral resources are conditional uses requiring a use permit in the RRD (Resources and 
Rural Develo;pme11t);.MR (Mineral Re1:,ources) .zoning district. The Proposed Project is, 
therefore, ccmsist~nt with the permitted uses in the RRD '(Resources and Rural 
Development) J36-160 :acre density MR (Mineral Resources) zoning,districts.' 

3.5 By Resolution No. 06-0596, section35et,seq., the Board made additional 
General Plan and Zoning findings in connection with the Proposed Project. Those 
findings are incoworated herein by this reference .. , 

3.6 The establishment, maintenance, and operation ofthe uses and facilities 
included in the ·Proposed Proj.ect and the approval herein of a use permit for the Northern 
Expansion Area ("the Northern Expansion Area Use Permit") to allow·20-year mining of 
aggregate materials, as conditioned herein, will not, under the circumstances of this 
particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, or general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the area, nor 
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will it be detrimental or injurious_ to property and improvements in the neighborhood or 
the general welfare of the area. The circumstances of this particular case are: 

(a) The types of uses included in the Proposed Project were anticipated by the 
General Plan, and policy and land use designations were established to allow mining on 
the site. 

(b) The Northern Expansion Area Use Permit will, as conditioned herein, 
provide for comprehensive control of the uses at the Project Site and incorporate all of the 
mitigation measures identified in the :Final EIR and the ARM Plan Program EIR to ensure 
that environmental quality is maintained. The conditions of approval imposed herein 
· include limits on production capacity, requirements for noise control, control of surface 
runoff, landscaping and design of facilities, mitigation of biological impacts, and ongoing 
monitoring. 

( c) The mitigation measures for the Proposed Project include installation of 
roadway improvements in the vicinity of the Project Site that address traffic and 
circulation effects. If, as expected, Caltransapproves the·insta:llation of the road 
improvements, the Proposyd Project will have a material beneficial effect on traffic and 
circulation in the area .. Traffic improvements required of the Proposed Project are 
·sufficient to conclude that the· PFoposed-Project does not contravene the general welfare 

· standard as a resu1t of the potentially significant impacts identified in Exhibit "B" to 
Resolution No. 06-0596 .. 

4. Application of Use Permit Conditions to Vested Rights Parcels 

4.1 At the March 14, 2006 Board hearing., the Project Applicant made a 
voluntary offer to implement all the conditions of approval imposed by the Board for 
mining and processing within its vested parcels (APNs 083-130-082, -083, -084, and -

-085) as long as the use permit approved by the Board remp.ins in effect and to record a· 
deed restriction, in the ·form of a covenant, condition and restriction. The Project 
Applicant made this offer subject to the conditions set forth in Section 4.1 of Resolution 
No. 06-0596, and continues to consider those conditions to be an essential part of the 
offer. The Board continues to consider the Project Applicant's offer, as set forth in 
section 4.1 of Resolution No. 06-0596, an essential part of the Proposed Project and has 
relied on the offer in deciding to re-approve the Proposed Project, without superseding 
any v:ested rights that might currently exist. · The fon11 of the -deed restriction is set forth 
in Exhibit "F" to Resolution No. 06-0596, which is incorporated herein by this reference. 
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5. Evidence in the Record 

5 .1 In making the findings and determinations set forth above and in the 
exhibits attached hereto and the exhibits to Resolution No. 06-0596 referenced herein, the 
Board, on occasion, references specific evidence in the record. No such specific 
reference is intended to be exclusive or exhaustive. Rather, the Board has relied on the 
totahty of the evidence. in the rec~rd of these proceedings. in rea~hing its: decisions herein. 

• : ,• O' • : • •• , ••:, '• • ', 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board, based on 
the foregoing findings and the record of these proceedings, hereby declares and orders as 
follows: · 

1. The foregoing findings, a:nd the findings and determinations set forth in the 
exhibits attached hereto and referenced herein, are trne and correct, are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record, and are adopted as set forth herein. 

2. The Statement of Overriding Considerations is adopted as made in Section 
2.10 and set forth in Exhibit "B." 

3. A 20-year use permit for the Northern Expansion Area is approved, subject 
to the conditions of approval and the Mitigation Monitoring Program set forth in Exhibit 
"C." 

4. The Mitigation Monitoring Program as set forth in Exhibit "C" is adopted. 
PRMJ;) is directed to undertake monfroring in accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program to ensure that required projectrevisions and mitigation measures are complied 
with during project implementation. 

5. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is designated as the custodian of the 
::::::·.:••·-·:.:doe.um·ent-s:ana-0theFtn-aterials-that~e0n:s-titri:te:the·0reeord of:the·ptt>ceecli-ngs-upem'-whieh"''·'=-c=,.··~=--,=, 

the Board's decisions herein are based. These documents may be found at the office of 
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 575 Administration Drive, Room IOOA, Santa 
Rosa, CA 95403. 

SUPERVISORS: 

BROWN: Aye SMITH: Aye KELLEY: Aye REILLY: No KERNS: Aye 

AYES: 4 NOES: 1 . ABSENT: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 

SO ORDERED. 
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I. OVERVIEW 

The County of Sonoma has prepared this Addendum to the Canyon Rock Quarry 
Expansion Prnject Final Environmenta_l Impact Report.("EIR") (SCH# 2000072063), certified 
June 20, 2006, for the purpose. of examining .the applicanrs request for a minor modification to 
the Canyon Rock Quarry Surface Mining PemritConditions of Approval-and Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan ("Modified Permit Condition") necessary Jo ensure that the Project would not 
generate truck traffic-or other impacts beyond those analyzed in theEIR. 

II. BACKGROUND 

In.1997, Mr. Wendel Trappe submitted.an application for a Use Permit and other 
entitlements to. allo~ him fo .continue producing aggregate at the .Canyon Rock Quarry, which 
has b.een operating.since.ithe"early 1940s and has been operated by the Trappe family for . 
approximately 34 years. · The quarry has a vested,right to produce at least500;000 ;cubic yards of 
aggregate per year, and was identified for future expansion in the 1994 Sonoma County 
~ggregate Resouwe~ Manage;rpent Plan and Program EIR. · 

. _ . The (~aunty pr~pared a full BIR analyzing Mr. Trappe's·application: under the ,California· 
Env.ironinental Quality Act. ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, §. 2 lOOG et seq~l -The ,EIR : 
disclosed-~nd analyzeg the enviroJJ1Tient!'llimpacts_thatwouldresu.1lt from;coI?-structing and' 
operating the proposed·project, mitigated them to the maximum extent feasible, and evaluated 
severaJ reasonable alternatives. T_he County Planning Commission and Board-of Supervisors 
received substantial public testimony,both for and against the proposed project, and-considered 
the testimony; ·EIR, and project on numerous occasions between Iune· 2004 ·and-June 2006. 

On June 20, 2006,the Sonoma County,Board of Supervisors {"Board'') ,adopted an 
ordinance and two resolutions certifyingcthe EIR and approving the project. Ordinance No: 5667 
amended the County zoning maps to add the MR (MineralResource) CombiningDistrictto the 
property's existing zoning. Resolution No. 06-0595 certified the EIR. Resolution No. 06-0596 
approved a 20-year surface mining permit and a reclamation plan for the project, and adopted 
certain findings, mitigation measures, a monitoring program, ,and a statement ofoverriding 
considerati oris. '"-B oth-resplu.1Joris"·descnbed·t:ne-proj·ect0as "an expansion or quarry'~ope:ralions --~ -
"with an annual production limit of 500,000 cubic yards per year, plus 62,500 cubic yards in 
recycling per year." 

The Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth thereafter prosecuted a writ of mandate 
action challenging the Bpard's decisions to add the MR zoning, C!;rtify the BIR, and approve the 
surface mining permit an~ reclamation plan (Forestville Citizens for Sensible Growth v. County 
of Sonoma, et al: (Sonoma Superior Court No. SCV 238992)). In July 2007, the Courtrejected 
all but one of the ,_g]'.ou,p' s arguments, and upheld the Board\s,decisions,to, add the MR zoning, 
certify the EIR, and approve the reclamation.plan. Those Board decisions have:been appealed by 
the group, but are_immune from collateral attack via this Addendum. 

The Court also found that Condition 42 of the final Permit Conditions of Approval and 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan allowed approximately 4;400 additional Project-related trnck trips 
that had not been analyzed in the EIR. Although the Board's approving resolutions had 
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authorized annual production of 500,000 cubic yards and 62,500 cubic yards ofrecycled 
material, Condition 42 provided (in relevant part): 

In no case shall the amount of material sold or exported in _any one year from the 
entire quarry operation exceed 500,000 cubic yards (excluding recycled materials) 
unless a modification to this Use Permit is first obtained. A maximum of 125,000 
cubic yards of aggregate materials (including recycled materials) may be imported 
from outside sources each year. In·no case shall'the total amount of material sold 
or exported (including material imported from outside sources) exceed 562,500 
cubic yards each year. 

The Court found that by allowing 125,000 cubic yards of annua:l importation, the 
condition authorized not only the ·62,500 cubic yards ofrecycled material approved by the Board, 
but importation of another 62,500 cubic yards as well. This importation, the Court found, would 
result in approximately 4,400 trucktrips not analyzed intheEIR 

The Court therefore directed the County to "set aside the June 20, 2006 approval of Use 
Permit PLP97-0046 and not approve the same or a new use permit for the Project until the 
County has held a public ,hearing,,on any propos~d use permit for the Project and fully complied 
with the California:Env:ironmental Quaiity Act." As noted above,.the Court upheld the Board's 
certification of the EIR and approval of the MR rezone ·and other project entitlements. 

On October 24, 2007, the Board of'Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 07-0894, which 
amended Resolution.No. 06-0596 to set aside any and all portions of that resolution that 
constitute approval of use permit PLP97-0046. 

On November 21, 2007, Canyon Rock submitted a written request that the County 
reapprove use permit PLP97-0046 with the following amendments to the first paragraph of 
Conditic;m 42 (the rest of the Condition would remain unchanged): 

T_his Use Permit allows continued operation of mining/rock extraction, 
processing, rock crushing, screening and stockpiling, and concrete/asphalt 

- -recycling suppotted by an offrc:e,·two. scales; shop operations and a caretaker 
mobile home, with 22 employees on APN s 083-130-082, -083, -084, and -085 as 
described in the Canyon Rock Company surface mining application dated 
September 18, 2002, as modified by these conditions. The volume of material of 
all types exported from the Quarry shall not exceed 562,500 cubic yards in any 
one year. Of this amount, no more than 500,000 cubic yards shall consist of 
material mined on-site. In no case shall the amount of material imported to the 
site; including recycled materials, exceed 62,500 cubic yards,iri any one year. m 
no case shall the amount of material sold or exported in any one year from the 
entire quarry operation exceed 500,000 cubic yards (excluding recycled materials) 
unless a modification to this Use Permit is first obtained. /\. maximum of 125,000 
cubic yards of aggregate materials (including recycled materials) may be imported 
from outside sources each year. In no case shall the total amount of material sold 
or exported (including material imported from outside sources) e~weed 562,500 
cubic yards each year. 
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Canyon Rock explained that these amendments arefotended to correct a problem in the wording 
. of the original Condition 42, and to ensure that production would not generate truck traffic 
beyond that analyzed in BIR. Canyon Rock also noted that this project configuration differs 
slight~y from that analyzed in ,the BIR, in thatjt would increase the total amount 9f materials 
processed on site, and thus could result in slight increases in.air emissions, noise generated from 
processing equipment, and water demand. 

,, 
This Addendum has been prepared to address these and all other potential impacts of the 

Modified Permit Condition. 

III. G~QA STANDARD 

The County of Sonoma has prepared this Addendum pursuant to CBQA and the CBQA 
Guidelines.1 Specifically, CBQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision{a),providesthaUhe. 
County shall "prepare an addendum to a previously certified BIR if some changes or additions 
are necessary but none of the conditj.qns descrfl:>ed in Section 15162 ca:lling·forpreparation of a 
subsequenj EIRhave occurred." .( GEQA,Quidelines, · § 15164, subd. ( a); :See;.also'Pub) Resources 
Cqde, § ,2 i 166 [pi;oviding that no new ~JRais).;eqµired. unless "[ s ]ubstantial: changes 'ate proposed . 
'tn;tlitp~ojfct which,wili require:m,c).jor:revisfons of<the [BIR]"].) . . .: I • 

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that: 

When an BIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted foncprbject~ no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepar.ed for that project unless the lead agency determines, on 
.the basis. of sq.bstantial evidence in .the light of:the whole record, one or::iriore-.o'f the 
following: 

(1) Substantial changes ,are proposed in the project which will require majortevisioris 
. of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
. significant enyironm.ental effects or a .substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

0-· - (21 "· · , :..Substantial chan-J~ts occur-with tesp-ectto:the:circuriisfances'trnaer~wrucli. tl:).e --- · 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions oftheprevious BIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

(3) New informatio11 of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

1 California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. 

3 



(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous BIR would substantially re.duce one or 
more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents 
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative." 

· (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15162, subd. (a).) 

An addendum need not be circulated for public review or comment, but niust be 
considered by the agency before making its decision; oh the project. (CBQA Guidelines, § 
15164, subds. (c), (d):) The Guidelines state that.an agency should include a brief explanation of 
its decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR in·the addendum, the agency's findings on the · 
project, or elsewhere in the record. (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15164, subd. (e).) The agency's 
explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. (Id.) 

IV. ANALYSIS 

This Addendum examines the difference in impacts that would result from the Modified 
Permit Condition as compared to those analyzed in the EIR. The Addendum specifically 
evaluates whether the County's reapproval of the use permit with the Modified Permit Condition 
would trigger the.need for a subsequentEIR under CBQA Guidelines,§ 15162, subd. (a). The 
Addendum examines whether approval would result in a new significant environmental effect or 
a substantial increase in the se¥erity of a previously .identified' significant effect due to: 

(1) Substantial changes proposed in the project; 
-- ·(2) Substantial changes thatwould·occufwith respect to the citcumstances under 

which the project is undertaken; or 
(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 

· have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR 
was certified. 

This Addendum necessarily relies on the Final BIR prepared and certified for the Project, 
and hereby incorporates that document by reference. For ease of reference, this Addendum 
follows the general organizational framework used in the EIR. 

A. Project Description 

As described above, the Modified Permit Condition would allow the Quarry to annually 
export a maximum of 562,500 cubic yards of aggregate material. Of this amount, up to 500,000 
cubic yards could consist of material mined on-site, and up to 62,500 cubic yards could consist 
of material imported to the site, including recycled materials. 
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The EIR Project Description assumed that 500,000 cubic yards of material '\1/0Uld be 
mined and processed on.,.site each year. -(EIR, at pp. III-16. to -17.) · 

The Reclamation Plan analyzed in the EIR establishes the 20-year grading plan to "show 
the maximum extent of mining at 500;000 cubic yards ofmaterial.,i'.per·year for:twenty years." 
(CanyonRock Reclamation Plan, at p. 12.) The Reclamation Plan, atExhibit 4, contains a map 
showing the estimated Quarry grading footprint after twenty years. (Ibid. at Exhibit A.) This 
Exhibitwas incorporated into the EIR at Fig. III-11 and others. 

; ... /·! 

Although the Modified Permit Condition would authorize annual production of an 
additional 62,500 cubic yards of aggregate, it would not change the Quarry's estimated 20-year 
grading footprint. The Modified Permit Condition would not change the size, location, or 
footp~t of the.project described in the EIR. 

The Modified Permit Condition similarly would not change other.aspe,cts of the Project 
Description. The Quarry's hours of operation, placement and use of on-site mobile and 
stationary equipment, 11}llp.agement of material, number of empJoyees,.blEl;sti:qgp.atterns, and . 
dr_~t~~g~_ iri~~g_e111et1! _ _f~~ilfii~~jv9_1:.1ld be exactly !he ~am~ _as_q.~~9riJJe)si,/J:r1 J:h~Jt~fl~.aJiq~?l@ 
arid as ai).alyzed in the EIR. Thus, the EIR' s Project Overview, Project Oqjectiv.es; $ite,Location 
arid Description, Existing ,Operations and Production, Background, P~te11tialSubsequentMining 
Beyond Proposed. 20-Y ear Limit of Grading and Permit Require~ents sectjpns all r,~main 

· 1in~hanged. 

B. Environmental Issues, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

1. Traffic and Transportation 

The EIR's traffic analysi~ assumed a "worst case" scenario in which_the Project would 
process 375,000 cubic yards per year of material mined on-site, and 125,000 cubic yards per year• 
of recycled material. (EIR, at p. IV.A-18.) The EIR determined that this production would · 
generate 44,014 truck loads (at 14.2 cubic yards each), including 35,211 outboun,ciJoads for total 
proGessed aggregate, and 8,803 for inbound recycled material. (Ibid.) The EIR_ ~s.sumed 

leave 
thf,lt 

:eacfrloadeff611tfrouridinrckwou1d arrive·'em.pty~"iincfeach 'loaded 1:nlJowichrucR wouta - -- -. 
empty. (EIR, at p. IV.A-19.) 

Put another way, the EIR assumed that of the 44,014 trucks that would arrive and depart 
from the Quarry each year, 8,803 would arrive loaded with recycled material and 35,211 would 
arrive empty, and that 8,803 would leave empty and 35,211 would leave loacied with processed 
material. 

The Modified Permit Condition would not generate truck trips beyond the 44,014 
analyzed .in the EIR .. Under the Modified Permit Condition, a total of 4,401 trucks would arrive 
loaded with recycled material (the equivalent of 62,500. cubic yards) and 39~613 would arrive · 
empty; 4,401 would leave empty and 39,613 would leave loaded with processed material {the 
equivalent of 562,500 cubic yards). · 

The following table compares the number ofloaded inbound and outbound trucks under 
the EIR to the revised Permit Condition. 
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Scenario 
DEIR "n-~;~~+ r-~--" .... ...,_, ___ ----

Production (cy/yr) Truck Trips 

Outbound Loads (total) 500,000 35,211 
Inbound Loads (total) 125,000 8,803 

Total 44,014 
Modified Permit Condition 

Outbound Loads (total) 562,500 39,613 
Inbound Loads (total) 62,500 4,401 

Total 44,014 

The Modified Permit Condition would generate the identical number of annual truck trips 
analyzed in the BIR. Therefore, approval of the Modified Permit Condition would not result in 
any new effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects related to annual truck traffic. 

The Modified Permit Condition similarly would not result in changes to the traffic 
distribution·pattem or peak volume analysis in the BIR. Under the Modified Permit Condition, 
65% ofa:11 inbound and outbound trucks-would continue to use Mirabel and River Roads, while 
35% would,use Highway 116 through Forestville. (BIR, at p. IV.A-19.) This distribution pattern 
does not depend on whether a truck is loaded or empty. (Ibid.) Similarly, the B°IR based its peak 
volume analysis only on the total number of inbound and outbound trucks over a given period 
(e.g., one hour), and it does not depend on whether those trucks are loaded or empty. (Ibid.) As 
a result, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in changes to the BIR' s analysis of the 
overall distribution pattern and the peak voluine traffic. 

Finally, the Modified Permit Condition would not change the Quarry's hours of operation 
or number of employees, and thus would not change any traffic or transportation impacts caused 
by those uses. 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
..... enviro:rpnentc1l effect Qr.a substantiaUncrease in. the.sev.erity.ofapreviously identified.significant--· 

effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect to 
project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Board 
certified the BIR. 

2. Air Quality 

The BIR analyzed potential air quality impacts based on proposed annual production 
level increases from the baseline of 375,000 cubic yards to 500,000 cubic yards. (BIR, at p. 
IV.B-17.) The BIR analyzed the emissions of several criteria air pollutants (S02, NOx, PMl 0, 
ROG, and CO), based on the various operations that will take place at the Quarry, including off­
site truck traffic. (BIR, at p. IV.B-19~ Table IV.B-7.) As the BIR noted: 
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A majority ofthe baseline emissions ofROG,-CO, NOx,S02 and DPM are a 
-result of off-site haul trucks (i.e., 89%, 95%, 95%,-55%, and 58%, respectively). 
In contrast, a majority (approximately 89%) of the PMlO baseline emissions are 
due to on-site operations. -

(BIR, at. P:- IYJ~-1,3.) Thus, the vast majority of the ;project .,.related .air emissions would result 
from off-site truck traffic. On~site equipment could.play a significant :role in PMlO emissions 
and a lesser_ role in emissions of otherpollutants., ·,. · 

The Modified Permit Condition would result in exactly the same amount of off-site truck 
traffic as the :P;rqject Case. As a result,.rnapproval •ofthe use permit with the Modified Permit 
Condition would n9t result in traffic""'.re.lated emissions beyond those· analyzed-in the· EIR.' • 

·~- ' . 

The Modified Permit Condition would result in the use ofonsite equipmentto·process up 
to 562,500 cubic yards of material per year, a 12.5% increase over the Project Case. The 
follq¥,Ting table qucllltifies the air quality impacts of;the Modified Permit ,Condition by increasing 
by:)2.?½-thee:~IPif:lct.emissions.identified in Table IV.B.:Tofthe EIR -The-table.-overestifuates 
thechang~in>emis1>ions.forROG,iCQ,:}fQ2<;;£~Q2:and.P:PM, ~i11t-'-eJ}1q_s~_~rnis~~ionswo111dJargely 
resuhfrbm-. ,..., .. off-:site-.truck :.,'\.~ .:: .. ',,,_,,·._.,' . traffic .. . that ·- would .. . . . notinc:rease under the Modified Permit-Goridl'tion. . : · . 
Since on~ite.actiyities would result in;some emissions .ofthosepollutants, the,blanket-12:5% 
iµcre§'l~y,J?!OYid_y,~-ausefuL(if conservative) toolto determine whether a·subsequentEIRfs~• .. ·. 
necessary. 

. ,, NetChange,in Emissio:hs(tons per yearr :•., . 

Pollutant S02 NOx PMlO ROG CO· 
Years 2007 2021 2007 2021 2007 2021 2007 2021 2007 2021 
TotalNetChange in 
Project Emissi ori,s 

' :.,, 
'! • .', 

.,I'· 

(Project Description, 
Table IV.B-7} 1.66 , 1.70 .:2.29 -51:6 . 7.18 5.77 -1.06: ~8JO -25 -94 
Total:NetChange ,, 

.. .... 

. 
-

;in .Proje~t -· ··--· 
- ·-····•- -- ... 

Emissfons ---
·--· 

--- .... --·' - -- ··- - -- -
" --- -- ·-- - - - ··--·-·---- --·--··---·- ..... ·-- --·- -- --•·-·· --·-· ., ___ . 

..... , " ' .. 

--· ·-- -·- -·-· - - ------ ----.'-.-- ... 

(Modified Permit 1.87 1.91 -2.00 -45.2 8.08 6.49 -0.93 -7.1 -21.9 · -82.3 
Condition) 
Significance 40 40 40 40 15 15 40 40 100 100 
Threshold 

As the above table demonstrates,· even under the most conservative· estimate the Modified 
Permit Condition emissions would not approach, let alone exceed, the applicable significance 
thresholds. 

After publication of the EIR, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) reclassified 
northern Sonoma County's State Area Designation for PMl O from non-attai111llent to attainment, 
effective July 26, 2007. (http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm.) It is al~o important to 
note that the EIR estimated hourly emissions from on-site stone crushers based on a production 
level of 8,000 tons per day. (EIR, Appendix E, at p. E-3.) Because the Modified Permit 
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Condition would not change the number of crushers on the site or the length of the work day, the 
maximum hourly emissions would remain unchanged. 

As a result, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect related to emissions of criteria pollutants due to substantial changes proposed in the 
project, substantial changes with respect to project circumstances, or new information of 
substantial importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence at the time the Board certified the EIR. 

Similarly, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant or 
substantially more severe impact related to global climate change due to changes in the project or 
its circumstances, or new information that was not known and could not have been known at the 
time the Board certified the EIR. 

To the contrary, global climate change arose as a significant environmental issue many 
. years before the Board ·certified the EIR in June 2006 .. Numerous scientific studies and reports 
addressing the issue were published in·the 1990s and 2000s, the Kyoto Protocol was negotiated 
in 1997.and entered into force in·Febniary2005; and niany television and motion picture 
documentaries (including An Inconvenient 'Fruth)were released before June 2006. In 2005, 
Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order'S-'3-05, which set forth a series of target dates 
for progressively reducing statewide emissions of greenhouse gases {GHGs). By June 2006 the 
Legislature had introduced and amended the Global Warming Solutions Act, which requires 
CARB to design and implement feasible and cost-effective measures to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 

Both as of June 2006 and of this writing, however, neither CARB nor any other state, 
federal, or local regulatory body had developed guidelines for analyzing or mitigating GHG 
emissions in a CEQA document. Nor had any regulatory body developed a threshold for 
determining whether project-level GHG emissions would be significant or cumulatively 
considerable under CEQA. To the contrary, in August 2007 Governor Schwarzenegger signed 
SB 97, which requires the California Resources Agency, by 201 O; to certify and adopt guidelines 
for the mitigation of GHG emissions and their effects, including effects associated with -
transportation. 

The global climate change issue thus does not represent new information that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise ofreasonable diligence at the time the 
Board certified the EIR. No party challenged the EIR on the basis of GHG emissions or global 
warming, nor argued that the Project Case should be reanalyzed on this issue. The EIR has been 
certified by the Board and upheld by the Superior Court, and is immune from collateral attack. · 

In addition, the record before the Board shows that the Modified Permit Condition would 
not result in a new significant effect related to global climate change, nor a substantial increase 
in the severity of a previously identified significant effect. 

Proj'ect-related emissions of GHGs ( carbon dioxide, 'methane, nitrous oxide, sulfur 
hexafluoride, perfluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, and water vapor) would primarily result 
from the additional truck traffic necessary to increase annual production above 375,000 cubic 
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yards. As note4 above, the Modified Permit Condition would result in exactly the same off-site 
. truck traffic as the project configuration analyzed in.the EIR .. · As a result, approval of the 
Modified Permit Condition would not result in any new or additional traffic-related GHG 
emissjons beyond that;proj ect •configuration. 

. . . . The Modified Permit Conditio~ would also authorize 'a 12. 5 % increase in use of on-site 
· nrim~g:equip111ent, and is th~s expe~ted to resultin,a .125% increase in:GHG emissfons :from 
that equipment As noted above, however, neither CARB nor.any·otherregulatory body has 
promulgated a methodology or standard for determining-whether such an ·increase would be···· 
significant or cumulatively considerable. Moreover, approval of the Modified Permit Condition 
would help satisfy the well-documented need for aggregate in Sonoma County, and therefore 
reduce the .neec;l for o,ut-of-c:ounty importation by rtruck: :Out-bf-'COunty importation involves far 
longer truck_trip~ and,thus increase_d significantly,increased emissions·ofairpollutants, including 

. GI,IG emission~. As a result, approval oHhe Modified Permit Condition w6u1d]ikely:recluce · 
loc'al,, state, and·V19rldwide GHG emissions .as,compared to a no.:.projector -red.uced-proj ect 
alternative, ancilielp rather than hinder .attainment of:AB 32 and-other GHGredtiction targets:··· 

1 
·.(, , . .,~ L· u:; . .<, 1. :· , ,;_,r 

_F QT these re?-so.ns., tl::le Modified Pe@it Condition would not result in anew significant· 
environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect r~_lated to gle>bal climate change ·due to· substantial changes proposed ::±r-i:the project, 
subst~:r1tial chaIJ,ges ;with. respect t@ project -circumstances, . .-or :new, informatioif of,substaritia.l' i 

impqrtanceJhatwas n.ot laiov,rn; and could not have ;been known with the exercise of-reasonable 
dilig~g;e.~L~eJimethe Board certifiedthe EIR. · · 

3. Noise 

.. • _. TheEIR bas~d its.noise analysis on the assumption that 500,000 cubic yard·s per year 
would be.minedonsite. {See EIR, at p. IYC-17.} The EIR stated that noise gerieratedby the··. 
Project co11ld change from baseline conditions in three principal ways: (1}:Location·ofMobile 
and S~atipn,aiy,Equipment Under the Project;.{2) Changes inSite TopographyUhderthe·Project; 
and (3) Increasedi\ccumulated Noise Exposure Throughout the Year: ·(EIR,'atpp'. TV.c.1i7 ~ C-
18} I11 ;l:lddition,, the Project could also generate noise impacts from off site vehicular'traffrc .... --.. (Ib:fd~)'-' ··c.·-_· · •- ..... •····- -- ·.,-·... ·- .,- .. ,-,·.· ...... ,.= ...... c.·.~-·.,·_,-... ,_~,.~:.-._.-,_ ... ·-,·-·•:c·_.~_,.,,c.-,,-· __ ·--··~--- ---·-·· ·-- .. . 

The Modified Permit Condition would limit onsite mining to 500;000 cubic yards, and 
would not change the quantity and types of on-site mobile and stationary equipment, the hours of 
operati_on,.or blasting schedules. 'fhe Modified Permit Condition proposes the identical 
estimated 2Q:•;Year.Quarry footprint as that-identified and analyzed in theEIR. 'Therefore, the 
noise imp?,cts resulting from items{l) and.(2) would remain unchanged, ,because the site 
topography and location of on-site mobile and stationary equipment would·be the ·same as under 
the Project Description analyzed in the EIR. 

The Modified Permit.Condition wouldtesult in the onsite processing of an additional 
62,500 cubic yards of material per year, an increase of12.5%compared to the Project 
Description. Therefore, although the noise generation for any given day would remain 
unchanged (because the onsite equipment and hours of operation would not change), the total 
number of days per year that partial or foll Quarry operation would occur would increase by up· 
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to 12.5% compared to the Project Description. This can be expected to increase the accumulated 
-noise exposure throughout the year by an equivalent amount. 

The EIR analyzed the potential increased accumulated noise exposure caused by annual 
operation of on-site processing equipment by determining the estimated increase in yearly 
average CNEL, or Lctn, based on the number of operating days the Quarry's plants were expected 
to run to annually produce 500,000 cubic yards. (EIR, p. IV.C-19.) The EIR showed that under 
all potential operating scenarios, the Project-'related. increase in yearly averaged CNEL would be 
less than 1 dB, a less than significant impact. (EIR, p. IV.C-19 to -20, and EIR, Appendix F, Fig. 
17.} 

The EIR's approach can be used to conservatively estimate the increase in yearly CNEL 
for production under the Modified Permit Condition. Because the Modified Permit Condition 
would increase production by 12.5% above the Project Description conditions, it can be assumed 
that the yearly CNEL .average would increase by the same .amount. Therefore, the Modified 
Permit Condition can-be expected to increase the averaged CNEL levels by, at most, 
approximately 1.01 dB over all potential operating scenanos.2 This increase would be less than 
significant. . · 

Finally, the EIR.noted:thatthe Project would generate noise impacts from offsite 
vehicular traffic. The noise analysis assumed the same daily and annual increases in offsite 
traffic that were used in the traffic study., (EIR, at p. IVC-18-.) Because the Modified Permit 
Condition would not result in additional traffic above that analyzed in the BIR, ndise impacts 
from those sources would remain unchanged from those analyzed in the EIR. 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
noise effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant noise 
effect due t9 substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes withrespect to 
project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the BIR was 
certified. Although the Modified Permit Condition would result in a slight increase in average 
annual CNEL, it would not result in a new significant effect or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects: ·· · · ·-· ·· · · 

4. Hydrology and ,Water Quality 

The EIR based its analysis ofhydrology and water quality impacts on the estimated 20-
year Quarry footprint described in the Pr0ject Description, along with the configuration of 
facilities, equipment, and settlement ponds described in the Mining Plan. The BIR analyzed 
vari9us hydrology and.water quality impacts, including:· 

1. · Discharges of pollutants in stormwater to Green Valley Creek (Impact IV.D.1); 
2. Downstream flooding impacts caused by location of equipment, facilities, and aggregate 

stockpiles in the floodplain (Impact IV.D.2); 

2 Figure 17-of Appendix F shows that for a 225 production day baseline, the increase in average CNEL is 
approximately 0.9dB. A production increase of 12.5% results in an increase of approximately 1.0 l dB. 



3. Impacts to local groundwater levels caused by.reduced groundwater recharge (Impact 
IV.D.3);-

4. Potential increases in sedimentation and alterations in Green Valley Creek hydrology 
(Impact IV.D.4); 

5. Operation of septic systems at the site (IV .D .5); and 
6,, .· Cµ:r:rtulative l:iydrology.andwaterqualityimpacts{Iinpact1:;IV,JJ.6 throughTV/0.8.) 

. . . • .. Implementation 
footprinr:analyzed in 

ofthe •Modified Permit Condition would riot changethe·20:..year'Qriatry 
the EIR,. since it was based.on the same projection ofSOO;OOO :cubic yards 

of annual on-site mining. fu addition, the Modified Permit Condition would not change the 
Quct:rry fasilities, including the. location oDstati6nary:. and .mobile equipment; sedirn:ent ·basins, 
stoc::kpiles, and access roads.· As a result, the,,Modified ·Permit Condition would ·nof alter any of 
the factors c~ntributi11~ to •the rema1ning hydrology and water quality impacts anaJyzedin the •, 
BIR. ">,:·~-l.'.~·· 

The Modified Permit Condition thus would not result in a new significant enviroritiiental 
effect or a substantial increase in the severity .of a previously identified significant effect due to 
s1:tlJ~ta11tial C:P:§.J:!ge§prop9sed in tl:ie. project onits ,circunistances,,ot~newiu:foimation of .. 
substantial importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
reaso,11able .diligep,ce at the time the Board· certifi.eil1he:EIR: ': ~- .i •·· ': •· 

. 

5. Land Use and Planning 

. As noted above, the Modified PermitCondition would not change the BIR~ S: esti19.ated 
20-yearlimit of grading, since·it was based;ondhe same projection,of 500,cOOO cubic>yards of·· 
annu?,l on::-site mining. Therefore~ the Modified·Permit.Condition would not require ·any 
ag.d.tti.,cmal MR zoning or other zone changes not identified in the Project Description and · "• 
analyzed in the EIR. 

One ARM Plan objective is a reduction in the need for additional aggregate through 
utilization of recycled materials. (BIR, at p. V.A-7.) The Modified Permit Condition would 
allowthe Quarry to process up to62,500 cubiciyards,ofrecycled materiaLs;ea:ch yeari-According 
to the A,pp-litarit; .however,•tfie Quarry typ1callyl5:focesses no more tfian 50,000 cubic yards of · . 
recycled material per year, a11d mu.ch less than that in recent years due to market con:ditio:hs, 
Theref011e, the Modified Permit Condition limit of 62,SQO;cubic· yards of recyc1ed material 'would 
suf.fic~_.tq. encourage the Quarry to continue processing recycled materials in accordance with 'tlie 
ARM Plan objectives. 

The ARM Plan objectives primarily emphasize the need to'1issist local quarries to 
increase production in an environmentally sound manner, and·to facilitate expanded mining 
operations at designated locations, including Canyoll'Rock Quarry. The Modified Permit 
Condition supports these objectives by allowing the-Quarry to ,produce up to500,000·cubic yards 
per year of material mined on site. ' 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in .a new significant 
environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect to · 
project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
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could not have been known with the exercise ofreasonable diligence at the time the Board 
certified the EIR. 

6. Geology, Seismicity and Mineral Resources 

The EIR based its analysis of geology, seismicity, and mineral resources impacts on the 
Project Description's assumption that the Quarry will mine 500,000 cubic yards of material 
onsite each year. (See, e.g., EIR at p. V.B.:,17.) As·ndted above, the Modified Permit Condition 
would not change the expected 20-year grading limit identified and'.analyzed in the EIR. 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect to 
project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR was 
certified, 

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Implementation of the Modified Pennit Condition would not change the use, storage, or 
disposal of hazardous materials on the Quarry site from that described and analyzed in the EIR. 

For this reason, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
effect related to-hazards,and hazardous materials, or a substantial increase in the severity of a 
previously identified significant effec_t, due to substantial changes proposed in the project, 
substantial changes with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial 
importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise ofreasonable 
diligence at the time the EIR was certified. 

8. Biological Resources 

The EIR primarily based its analysis of impacts to biological resources on the Quarry's 
20~year limit of grading, which was determined based,on 500,000 cubic yards·;of onsite m1ning 
per year. (See, e.g., EIR; at pp. V.D-16 - D-22.) As detailed ·abofe; the Modified Permi't 
G::ondition would result in the same estimated 20-ye?,I limit of grading. Thus,· the impacts to · 
biological resources resuHing from the onsite grading activities would be the same under either 
the Project Description or the Modified Permit Condition. 

Other potential impacts to biological resources, such. as potential offsite impacts to 
anadromous species in Gr;een Valley Creek, depend upon both the size ofthe20-year limit of 
grading and upon the Quarry's water quality control practices. As noted above, the Quarry's 20-
year grading limit and water quality control practices would be the same under either the Project 
Description or the Modified Permit Condition. · 

For these reasons, the .Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
envi~onmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due .to substantial changes proposed in the project, substantial changes with respect to 
project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not known and 
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could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Board 
certified the EIR. 

9. Aesthetics 

The EIRbased its .analysis of aesthetics on·the Project Description's assumption tnatthe. 
Quarry .y.rill mm:e ~00,000 cubic yards ofmaterial onsite each year, and on the configuration of 
onsite _stockpiles, spoils, andrecycled materials. (See; e.g., BIR, at V.E-12 -E-16.) These 
aspects ofthe:Quarry would.be the same under eitherthe"Project Description or the :Modified 
Permit Condition. , ..:• 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new significant 
aesthetics effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant 
effect due to substantial changes proposed in th_e project, substantial changes with respect to 
projec(c::ircumstan.c;es, :or new information of substantiaLimportance that was noflmoWil and 
could not ha\;e been known with the. exercis_e ofreasomible ,diligence at the'time 'the EIR was · 
ce~~l ' 1 

. 10~:Public Services and-Utilities 

The 11,qd,ifiyd,Pennit Condition wouldnotaltermiriing techniques;hours of:ope:ration, 
_emB}RYYe, staffing,. or ~quipinent at the, quarry. Therefore, the Modified Pe:tniiti Conditiorr would 
notre µ!.tin .a new effyct ,or a substantial increase in the$everity of-a previolis:Jy,identified · 9
significant effect regarding ·fire protection, police protec,tion, parks, or solid waste: a.ueto ·: · ·· 
substa.n,ti.~l c:hange9,pr.op,o::;ed in the project, substantial changes with respectto·prbject 
circumstances, or new: information -of substantial importance that was not kno-wn 'and could not', 
have be,en lmown with the exercise of reasonable diligence .aUhe time the BIR was, certified. · ·' i 

The Modified Permit Condition would allowprncessing ofup to 12.5% niore aggregate 
material than the Project Description, and thus might be ,expected to requir:e an equivalent·, -". 
increase in water deliveries from the Forestville Water District, assuming that water use is 
propor:tionc:11 to_ 9nsite;processing. The EIR noted that the Pyciject-Description,wouldr~quire __ _ 

. approxtp:1ately_406;800 gallons per month,(approximatelf"B-,-S5ffga:llons-per~day).· (BIR, ai pp. 
V.F,~6 ~,F-7.) Thus, tl).e Modified Permit Description could require approximately 457,650 
gallons pe:r month ( approximately 15,255 gallons per day), resulting in a daily increase of 
approxiinat~ly 1,695 gallons. This water demand remains well within the WaterDistrict's' · 
ay:aila,1:>le water supplies, given that the Forestville Water District has a water allotment ef'l .5 
milliongallons_per,day,and the existing maximum water use isapproximately-800;000 gallons 
per day. (EIR, at p. V.F-7.) . . ' 

. As a result, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in a new effect or a 
SUQSt~µtial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect-regarding public 
water supplies due to substantial changes in the ,project orproject,circumstances, or new 
information of substantial importance that was' not known and could not have been known with 
the exercise of rea,sonable diligence at the time the EIR was certified. 
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11. Cultural Resources 

The EIR based its analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources on the total area of 
land that would be altered as a result of the Project. (EIR, at p. V.G-7 - G-9.) The Modified 
Permit Condition would not change the estimated 20-year grading limit defined in the Project 
Description. As a result, the Modified Permit Condition would not-result in a new significant 
effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect related 
to cultural resources due to substantial.changes proposed in.1the project, substantial changes with 
respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise ofreasonable diligence at the time the 
EIR was certified. 

C. Cumulative Impacts 

The EIR analyzed cumulative impacts as part of the topical analyses described above, 
which are summarized in EIR Chapter VIII. (EIR, at pp. VJII-2 - III-3.) As discussed above, 
the Modified Permit Condition would not change the· traffic levels or haul routes analyzed in the 
EIR. The Modified Permit Condition would affect curp.ulative conditions only by increasing 
production of materials processed on site compared to that analyzed• in tlie EIR. 

With regard to traffic, the EIR identified tlu:ee cumulative inipacts.(Irnpacts-IV:Al, 
IV.A.2, and IV.A.3)·involving project contributions to cumulative increases in traffic volumes at 
intersections, cumulative increases in traffic -volumes on roadways, and cumulative effects on 
pedestrians anc;lbicycle flow in the project:area. (EIR atpp. IV.A-22-.: IV.A-31, IV.A-32 -
IV.A-34, and IV-A-34-IV .. A-37, respectively). As analyzed above, implementation of the 
Modified Permit Condition would; resu1tin the same number of vehicle' trips as the ·Project 
Description analyzed in the ,EIR, and thus-would not.increase traffic volumes or effects on 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The Modified Permit Condition similarly would not change the 
project's contribution to cumulative ambient noise levels on roadways serving the project 
(Impact IV.C.7, EIR at pp .. IV.C-30-IV.C.31) . 

. With regard to air quality, the EIR found that on-site sources of fugitive dust would 
contr;ihµte to cumulative ino)Jeases in PMl.O at nearby receptors (Impact IV.B.5, EIR at pp. IV.:B-
23 - IV.B-25). However, the EIR included a comprehensive dust control program (Mitigation 
Measure IV.B.5, EIR at pp. IB.B.,.24 - IV.B-25) that w,ouldmitigate the·project's contribution to 
any cumulative dust episodes in.the projectvicinity to less than significant levels. The Modified 
Permit -Condition would increase the production of materials mined on site, and would thus result 
in a worst-case, 12.5% project-level increase in PMlO. As described above, however, CARB 
recently reclassified northern Soi1oma County's State Area Designation for PM 10 from non­
attainment to attainment, and the Modified Permit Condition's increased level of PMI O would 
fall far below the relevant significance threshold. As a result,· with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure IV.B.5, the Modified Permit Condition would not make a considerable contribution to 
any significant cumulative impact related to PMI 0. 

The EIR also found that the project could contribute to cumulative increases· in DPM 
exposure in the quarry vicinity by moving on-site sources of diesel equipment closer to certain 
sensitive receptors (Impact IV.B.7, EIR at pp. IV.B-26). The EIR determined that 
implementation of Mitigation Measures IV. B.4a and IV.B.4b (EIR at pp. IV.B-23), which 
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require the replacement of on-site non-road equipment engines with improved-performance 
equipment with DPM reduction controls.and proper equipment tuning, would lower the project's 
contribution to increases in cumulative ·diesel emissions to negative levels. The EIR further 
noted that project emiss_ions ofDPM both on-site and,of:f-site are expectedto decline well below 
baseline conditions due :to typical replacement cycles of older equipment witli new eqtiipm,ent · 
· characterized by lower DPM .emission fa,ctors and implementation ofEPA'sHD 2007 prc{grain . 

. '• . . ' - -

The Modified Permit Condition would not .change the number or location of on~site " 
mobile equipment (e.g., backhoes, loaders), that produce the majority of on-site DPM:emissions. 
Nor would the Modified Permit Condition affect Mitigation Measures IV,B.4a and 4b, which. 
would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative diesel emissions to negative levels. As a 
result, the Modified PermitCpndition would not result in a significantinci:-ease ofDPM· 
emissions over that analyzed in the EIR, and would not result in a considerable contribution to 
cumulatiye DPM impacts. 

,_ . With regard to noise, the EIRfound that on.,site operations, when ·conside:red-alorig\Yith 
other potential noise-generating projects in the vicinity, would nohncreade cumufatiVetrioistf ::. 
levels at off-site receptors beyond project-level impacts ,(Impact N.G_,6_, EJ:Rgi,t pp, JY,,.C~29-::-­
IV.C-30). Further, the EIR found that all project-level on-site noise impacts wouJd be 'reduced to 
less than significant levels by Mitigation Measures IV.C.3a and IV.C.3b (EIR at pp: IV.C-24-
IV .. ~':'2<?): The Modified Permit Condition would not change the days or hours of6pe;Jtion, or 
tli~,topographic shielding of residential receptors in the project vicinity. The-Modified Pefin,it 
C::onclitfonalso would result,in no more than 1.01 db increase in yearly.CNEt:aiii tothe1 ·, • :i .. · 
additi~nal production of material mined, on_ site. This does not represent a'corisidefaole'•:.•· 
contribution 

,, 
to any cu,mulative noise impacts in the project 

, 
vicinity. . 

The EIR identified three potential cumulative project impacts to hydrology and water 
quality: cumulative impacts to the hydrology of Green Valley Creek due•to:cha:nges in' peak -
surface water discharges (Impact IV.D.6, EIR at pp. IV.D-29); cumulative impacts to' regional 
groun,d.water resources (I111pact IV.D.7_, BIR at pp. IV.D-29 -IV.D-31); and curhuhitive'impacts 
to w~ter quality in Green Va1l1::y-Creek due to.soil erosion (Impact IV.D.8, EIR'alpp:_IV.b-:31 ...:_ 
IV.D.34). As noted above, the Modified Permit Condition would not change the Quarry 

- . facilities~ indudingthe focation of stati•onary and triob1le eq_uipine:ht, · sediinerif!Jasihs;')stbckpil'ei, - · - -
and access roads. As a result, the Modified Permit•Condition would not increase surface water 

. discharges or soil erosion impacts to Green Va1ley Creek. As a result, the first and tmrd of these 
cumulative impacts would not change and would remain less than considerable with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures.IV.D.4a and 4b (BIR at pp. IV.D.26 -IV.D-29!: 

The second cumulative impact would also remain less than considerable. As noted 
above, the Modified Permit Condition would a11ow processing ofup to 12.5% more aggregate 
material than the Project Description, and thus might be expected to require an equivalent 
increase in groundwater. But the Project relies on the Forestvi11e Water District as its primary 
water source, rather than groundwater. (BIR at pp. V.F-6 - V.F-7.) In addition, the EIR requires 
the applicant to use recycled water from sediment pond/traps to the extent practical (Mitigation 
Measure IV.D.3a, BIR at pp. IV.D-25), and requires comprehensive groundwater monitoring of 
on-site wells (Mitigation IV.D.3b, EIR at pp. IV.D-25 - IV.D-26) to mitigate project impacts 
associated with groundwater use to less than significant levels. These measures will apply 
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equally to the Modified Permit Condition, and will continue to mitigate the project's effects on 
regional groundwater resources to less than considerable. 

Finally, the EIR identified a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to visual 
quality associated with cumulative visual alteration of the project vicinity (Impact IV.E.3, EIR 

 n

at 

o 

pp. IV.E-16). As discussed above, the Modified Permit Condition wouid not result in new 
project-level significant aesthetic effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously 
identified signifo:ant visual effects. Accordingly, the Modified Permit Condition would cause
new significant cumulative aesthetic impacts, nor substantially increase the severity of any 
previously identified cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

For the reasons described above, the Modified Permit Condition would not result in any 
new significant cumulative impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously 
identified significant cumulative effect due to substantial changes proposed in the project, 
substantial changes with respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial 
importance thatwas not lmown and could·nothave 'been lmown with the exercise ofreasonable 
diligence at the time t,h~ Board certified the EIR. · 

D. Growth-Inducing Impacts 

The EIR noted that the proposed:projectwould·accotnmodate increases fn demand for 
aggregate in Sonoma County, but would not .itself act as a stimulus for that demand. (EIR, at p. 
VIII-3.) The Modified Permit Condition would rtot affect this conclusion, because the additiona
aggregatemateijal authorized by the modified condition would not suffice to offset expected· 
increases in demand. In addition, the Modified Permit Condition would not change the number 
of employees or the transportation improvements identified in the EIR. 

For these reasons, the Modified Permit Condition wo'nld not result in a new significant 
growth-inducing effect or a substantial ,increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant effect due to substantial changes proposed'in the project, substantial changes with 
respect to project circumstances, or new information of substantial importance that was not 
known and could not have been lmown with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the· time th.e 
Board certified the EIR. · ·· -

V. CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, approval of the Modified Permit Condition would not meet any of the 
standards identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 requiring preparation of a subsequent 
EIR or supplement to an EIR. 
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EXIDBIT "B" 
STATEMENT OF· 

OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

I. Introduction· · 

1.01 .·, 1n approving the Proposed. :Project, which is .evaluated in the FinafEIR and 
.the Addendum, the Board makes the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
pursua,nt to PubJic Resources Code sec.ti on 210 81 and State CEQA Guidelines section . 
15093 in support o(its findings on theAddyndum. TheB.oardhas,consideredthe 
information contained in the Addendum and. has ,fully reviewed and considered all of the 
.public testimony, documentation, exhibits, reports, and presentations included in the 
record of thes<\pr:9cee<:li:qgs,. The :Board$pecifically finds ·.and determines that this 
Statement of Overriding Considerations is based upon and supported by substantial 
evidence . " 

inthe record :,,,, .. . 
· ... , ::~. ' ; ,· '• •·' "· .: . ' . . : .' ' ' ' 

·· ;, .. : L02 .. ;Jh~J3octrdhas carefullyweighed.thebenefits oftheProposed:PrnJect 
ag~111itany adyy:rs~ ,impacts identified in the Final'EIR that.couldnotbe feasibly. 
mitig~~edto .a Jevel .of insignificance. As more fuLly set forth in ·the FinaLEIR;, the 
sigp.ific~nt iimpacts iof the Proposed Project that:.arguablycannot:be mitigated to levels of 

. insj_griificance, incl11cie ,certain traffic impacts if Caltrans fails, to· approve the road··, 
i~pr~::w,e:i::q.ents:on ~i.ghway 116, long-term secondary impacts resulting.from road 
impro;yement proj.ects, off-site noise impacts from ,quarry trucks on public toadways, on? 
site biological reso:y:rc:es (loss of conifer forest), and aestheticsimpacts .. These"impacts · 
are specifically identified in Exhibit "B" to Resolution No. 06-0596. While the Board 
has required all.f~asible mitigation measures, such impacts 11emain significant for 
purposes of aciopting this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

, , 1. 03, . Notwithstanding the identification and .analysis ,of the impacts that are , .; : 
--identifiediritheFinalEiR'as-beingsigiiificantimd~poforitially-signi:ficaht•whfohatguably . ' . 

may not be avoided, lessened, or mitigated to a level of insignificance, the Board, acting 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Section 15093 of the State CEQA 
Guid.e1ines, hereby de.termines that specific economic, .legal,.social, technological and 
other. btmefits of the Proposed Project outweigh any unavoidable, adverse impacts ofthe 
· Proposed Project and that the Proposed Project should be approved. 

1.04 This statement of overriding considerations applies specifically to those 
impacts found to be significanLand unavoidable as set forth in the Final BIR and the 
record of these .proceedings. In addition, this Statement of Overriding Considerations 
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applies to those impacts which have been substantially lessened but not necessarily 
lessened to a level of insignificance. 

1.05 Based upon the objectives identified in the Proposed Project and the Final 
EIR and information provided in the Addendum, and the detailed conditions of approval 
imposed upon the Proposed Project and following extensive public participation and 
testimony, the Board has determined that the Proposed Project should be approved as 
conditioned and that any remaining unmitigated environmental impacts attributable to the 
Proposed Project are outweighed by the following specific economic, fiscal, social, 
environmental, land use and other overriding considerations, any one of which is 
sufficient, in the Board'.s viyw, to approve the Proposed Project. 

II. Fiscal and Economic Benefits of the Proposed Project 

2.01 The Proposed Project supports Sonoma County residential, business and 
industry construction, particularly road construction. The Canyon Rock Quarry is needed 
to provide Sonoma County with a continued, focal source of quarry material necessary 
for construction within the County.' The:benefits of continued, reliable sources oflocal 
aggregate products are considered to be important assets to the County. The applicant 
has stated that the Northern Expansion option contains a superior type of hard rock that is 
more marketable for road base and sub.c.basethan the type of hard rock that is produced in 
most quarries in other parts of the' County. Significant road and highway transportation 
projects are planned for construction in Sonoma County in the next twenty years as a 
result of the passage of the Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County in '2004'. 

The demand for hard rock has increased substantially since the 1980s due to the booming 
construction industry. Because the prohibition on terrace mining took effect fo 2006 . 
(with one exception), and instream mining is limited to bar skimming, most of the supply 
to meet future demand is expected to come from hard rock quarries. The supply of hard 
rock for Sonoma County construction projects has. traditionally been, and is expected to -
continue to be produced within Sonoma County to keep construction costs from rising 
excessively. Typically, any aggregate imported from outside the County is high quality 
gravel for Portland cement concrete. The cost of importing hard rock of a similar quality 
to that found at the Quarry would greatly increase aggregate materials costs for public 
and private projects within the county. 

Any project alternative that would restrict onsite production to below 500,000 cubic 
yards per year (i.e,, to 375~000 cubic yards for example) would restrict production to a 
level well below projected demand, resulting irt increased prices for construction 
aggregate. This could substantially increase the costs for housing and other construction 
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projects in Sonoma County. The ARM.Plan seeks to.maximize production in the· 
County's hard_rock qu_arries in order to -avoid the environmental and economic impacts of 
mining in the Russian River and importing aggregate from outside sources. Instream 
mining has.been appropriately limited by environmental considerations, and, ·with 'one 
exception, terrace operations ceased in 2006. Importation of materialfrom outside the 
Courrtyis notcost:effective, and,causes-substantial impacts including-increased air· 
pollution, noise, dust, and traffic. _'I'hus, at500;000 cubic yards per year, the project will 
do a far better job of.meeting aggregate demand, minimizing economic harms, and 
avoiding external environmental.impacts than any reduced production a1ternative. · __ 

2.02 _ There will he econoroic benefits to Sonoma County from the project 
including sale~tax ancl.inc9meta:x:_paidby the property owner. Inthis time ofdwindling 
-state a11:d local.g()vemrnent revenues,it is especially important :thattlie"County'establ'.i.sh 
independent revenue sources to fund needed County services. It is also expected that the 
Proposed Project }Vill generate sales at other businesses in the community,as customers of 
the ~quarry use aggrc;gate in construction projects. -n, 

2.03 The projectwouldmeet allARM,P1ari required creek setback, erosion,,,·-' 
control, and revegetation standards, and go further in enhancing the riparian corridor 
along Green Valley Creek that lies within the existing quarry operation site. The Project 
Applicant has constructed detention basins to improve water quality in storm water and 
has Fylocated the concrete batch plantwhich also improved water quality in Green Valley 
Creek related to existing operations, and will continue to monitor arid prnvoide addil:iorral­
da~a ~o protect aquatic habitat in Green Valley Creek. In addition, biologica:l'surveys of1' 
the J~IJ)pe[tywere conducted to identify any potential site specific impacts 'on-rare of 
endangered s:gecies or their habitats, and none were found on site. 

2'.04 As_a re~ult of the Proposed Project, traffic signals and associated road 
imRrqv~ments are planned to be_ installed on Highway 116 at the Mirabel Road :and, 
Covey-Road i11tersections, as well as at theintersectfort ofMfrabel Roii.d' aha.River Road. 
These improvements will result in an improvement in the overall functioning of Hig'hway 
116 in this area. Further, approval ofthe project and requiring the contribution ,of the 
project operator as described in the mitigation measures to the cost of various road-' -
improvements in Forestville and the vicinity would improve circulation in the area and 
increase vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian safety for all citizens traveling in and 'through 
Forestville. The fair share contribution to road improvements including signalizing 
internections, construction of shoulders and pathways, enhancing the visibility of 
crosswalks and the Forestville Bypass projectwill result in a benefit by improving 
intersection cJ,nd roadway level of service, .and safety. In addition, construction ofthe-
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Forestville Bypass road would result in a reduction of truck traffic in downtown 
Forestville which would decrease disturbances to the rural character of the town. 

Without the contribution of this project and other potential projects to the cost of the road 
improvements, it may not be possible for the state and county to fund the work. Recent 
shortfalls in state and county budgets have resulted in extended delays in funding road 
improvements, resulting in a backlog of projects waiting for funding. 

Based on discussions with Caltrans staff,.County staff believe that Caltrans will 
ultimately approve all of the traffic improvements required of the Proposed Project. 
However,-even if Caltrans, as the responsible agency, does not approve these mitigation 
measures, then the Board has determined that the remaining public benefits associated 
with the Proposed Project outweigh unmitigated impacts of the Proposed,Project. 

2.05. The Board of Su,pervisors, adopted· a Statement of Overriding 
Consic;Ierations for the ARM Plan indicating that the benefits of the aggregate industry 
outweigh the adverse unavoidable noise impacts. These findings are contained in 
Resolution No. 94-1569 and are applica:ble'to the proposed project. 

III . . Conclusion 

3 .01 The Board finds that the Proposed Project has been carefully reviewed and 
thatthe Conditions,of Approval have been imposed to implemenMhe mitigation 
measurescidentified-in. the: Final EIR, and to address numerous otliet' issues: Nonetheless, 
the Proposed Project may have certain environmental effects which cannot be avoided or 
substantially lessened. The Board has carefully considered all of the environmental 
impacts which have not been mitigated to an insignificant level. The Board has carefully 
considered the fiscal, economic, social, environmental, and land use benefits of the 
Proposed Project. The Board has balanced the fiscal, economic, social, environmental, 
and 'land use benefits of the Proposed Pwje·ctagainstits unavoidable:~mtl Unmitigated 
adv:erse environmental impacts and, based upon substantial evidence in the record, has 
determined that the benefits of the, Proposed· Project outweigh the adverse environmental 
effects. 

3.02 Based on the foregoing and pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21081 and State CEQA Guidelines seGtion 15093, the B'oard finds thatthe·remaining 
significant unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project are acceptable in 'light of the 
economic, fiscal, social, environmental and land use benefits of the Proposed Project. 
Such benefits outweigh such significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project 
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and provide the substantive and legal basis for this StatemeI1tof Overriding 
·considerations. 

-3.03 Last, the Board finds_that, to the extent that any i,n1pact~iq~:ntifiec1jn ... 
Exhibit "B'' to Resolution No 06-,0596 remain unmitigated, su.ch impacts. are limited. 
Project contribution to ~umulative traffic impacts involve litei-aliy seconds;of delay at 
three .intersections and :one roadway at specific iiines . of the· day. Increased lonfterm .. :· 
project traffic volumes would contribute to unmitigated cumulative effects on pedestrian 
andhicyde:flow,conditions in theprojectarea, based partly,on·the inabilityto:control ·. 
mid-hlockpedestriancrossings; The:rewould:be secondary effects fionflossofoff-stre~t 
parking ;on Righ_way· l 16 wjth. the construdiog .of 'ti~f:fi_c tn:frigation 1~1easures tn that._arJa, 
bec•a:u,se tliere'js no po:nyenient)ocation,toreplace the:parking spaces. It will :notbe .. 
known wh~th~r-potential 1ong-term effects to transportation and traffic, air qualify /n61se, 
..hydrology . .and:water.quality, land use, biological --resources,-aestheticsand cultural·-···· 
r.eso1.1rc~s resulti:qg. from: c.pn.~truction ,o(:the ,F,Qt;Eistrjlle pypa$s.;road -could,be :significant' 
{iiitilprdimiriacy .. .;d~sig:h .. and environmental review 0ire 0 oonducted.·•·•witlitespect{cVhoise, 

·bi_?-i~-~0~11~s·?~~~~~'-a-Ud".afs,tn:e!~~impa~tt;Jgi.fig:~\t~~,weJ~!WF~f~~':~t~'~~~'.f~q¼t~~j9J~e 

as ~xt.¢gt.J¢~.~lol~~:~*lt}l:ougli,,th;e•_iriipads. cpulc;l,tjot.:,b:e,re,4~,qed,to.a.Je$s,.thi:W,~sigtiip_cantilevel, 
d~s.crrbid:fln.the.1994;ARM Plan. ' ::,., ,. - . ; .,,;,,::,v -: >1:c>','< __ : ,' 

'· ' ',·.;.f•-· :-·. ,: __ . :f' ., -,··~f.:?.,I~ ::)C:t: :~<:;·;:;T'-·: 

Accordingly, when deciding to approve this Project, the Board is faced with 
presu.m~c:lµ11:ro.itigated impacts which are limitedin nature .. When considering the · · 
signifrcantbenefits--outlined in this Statement of Overriding·Consic;];~i~tfqit agiliJist lj#,}it~d 
impacts, the balance of weight clearly falls in favor of the merits o(tlie-Project and itsi, .. 
benefits. 

-·- ··-'"...,.. -· -- .. 
-·--------- -
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EXHIBIT "C" 
Conditions of Approval and 

Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Date: January 29, 2008 File No.: PLP97-0046 

Applicant: Wendel Trappe Existing Quarry APNs: 083-130-082, -083, 
-084, -085 and 083.:210-019: 

Address: 7525 Highway 116 N., Forestville Northern Expansion Area APNs: 083-210-
006, -015, -019, -020. 

Project Description: Request for (1) Zone Change to expand the MR (Mineral Resource) combining 
district, and (2) a Use Permit to expand the existing Canyon Rock Quarry by approximately 35 acres to the 
north, exfending the life of the permit for a new 20-year period, with an annual production limit of 500,000 
cubic yards (excluding recycled materia), and (3) Reclamation Plan to return the site to natural contours, 
soil cover and vegetation to be accomplished in conjunction with the completio'n of rock extraction on parts 
of the site. 

The Permit and Resource Management D~partment(PRMD) is responsible for monitbring the compliance 
of aggregate operations with all ·_permit cor:1ditions and ordir:1ance requirements as part of the ongoing 
inspec~iqn, enforce.m~nt, mitigation and monitoring,program established by the Aggre_gateResources 
Maria'.gemenf(ARM) Pl9n. In ~ddition, the County :~m1ducts an JmntJ,§I inspection of every mining site to 
fulfill the requirement of'the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA)'. Sdme of the monitoring 
for the following conditions of approval will ·be carried out concurrehtly through the·abo\,e activities; in · 
other cases more frequent monitoring or monitoring by a qualified professional or responsible agency has 
been deemed necessary and added to the on-going monitoring activities. 

The monit9ring activities planned.for each condition:of approval alor;ig with the responsible'person or 
cJgency, and the frequency or schedule of monitoring are provided after each applicaole condition in the 

· following conditions of approval. · 

The requirements of this Use Permit run with the real property fhat is the subject of the project. 
Successive owners, heirs, and assigns of this real property are bound to comply with all the requirements 
of these conditions. Prior to any lease, sale, transfer, or.conveyance of any portion of the real property 
that is the subject of the project, the owner shall provide a copy of the adopted conditions to the 
prospective lessee, buyer,transferee, or one to whom the conveyance is made. 

Prior to issuance of any permits (grading, septic, building, etc.) or commencement of clearing or 
mining activity pursuant to this Use Permit in the expansion area or adjacent parcels defined as 
APNs 083-130-082, -083, -084, -085 and 083-210-006, -015, -019 and -020 all of the pre-operational 
conditions must be met and verified by PRMD staff. Conditions relating to the Use Permit for the 
expansion area are denoted with a "U". Conditions related to the Reclamation Plan are denoted 
with an "R". Operational conditions applicable to both the Use Permit and Reclamation Plan are 
denoted with "U/R". 

BUILDING: 

"The conditions below have been satisfied" BY ______________ DATE ___ _ 

U 1. If structures are proposed, the operator shall apply for and obtain building-related permits from 
PRMD. The necessary applications appear to be, but may not be limited to site review and 
building permit. 

U 2. All structures for the proposed project shall be designed in accordance with the 1997 Uniform 
Building Code, which requires structural design that incorporates ground accelerations 
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.expectedfrom known actiye faults. , Expected ground motions,determined by .a registered 
. geotechnical engineer .shall be incorporated. into final structural :design as part ,of the project. 
.. Final seismic considerations for the site shall be submitted to and.,approved :by the Sonoma 
County Permit andRes.ourceManqgement Department.impact v:B.1 

Mitigation Monitoring: Prior to.building orsepticpeunitissuancethe·operatorshall submit 
geotechnical •nmorts to PRMD ._°CountY:staff Will '.be :responsible for,ensuringrthi3t the report 

.. recommendatioris have been incorporated.inhtbe structural desigwof;project improvements. 
·-- ,,· 

HEALTH: 

'The conditiqns,below have b.een satisfied'.'BY. ___ -'-"---'---'-------'---DATE· ___ _ 

· U/R 3. Public water connection to the Forestville Water District shall be maintained. 

Condition Compliance: PRMD shall be responsible for responding to any complaints over 
viplations of.,this0 condition. ,, ... , 1,;-c,e: • s· :::. , ·· . 

U/R 4. Toilets with hand washing faciliti.es shall :be provided for employees. , , 

·-'-·"··Condition Compliance: PRMJJ:H~c:ilth:SpecialisLst,_ajtbe,r_e~~o@.§J!>J~~tfor.':§!ete,rminlo.g 
compliance with this condition when reviewing the required septic system analysis. 

·• 
t~l.:f ~~)-' ,- ;J.::,-;-;':•':~Ut ~"7t;t "~'. 

U/R s: 
.·.:'.,'f-. 

Forstorag~ o{hazardous rnaterialscin.abm1e·•ground tanks, the :operator·sha:lhobtain approval 
"1 .• , , . JroF)1 the Regional Water Quality,DontrobB:oard (RWQCB}. ·The.:operator,shalhswbmit a copy' 

of.a t;:urrent per.mit to the PRMP ,Hei;lltb Specialjstto verify ·cornpliance'.F,i,, 
-•:.~- -.- :-:::r; r·r.?(;\\_.! 

Condition Compliance:. PRMD:shall ,receive clearance from.the North:Goast Regional Water 
Quality Control.Board that the permit has been obtained or that no permit is required. 

U 6. For clearing and initial material removql:on-site with mobile equipment that'occ□rwithin 1,200 
fe.et of existing occwpied residences where no $hielding by ·intervening'terr;ain,,exists, the_. 
oper:ator shall: •., ... , . · ·. 1• • • 

a) Use the quietest available.equipment used for.such operations. "Phis shlall:include, as 
determined feasible byPRMD, th8'·use of high.performance mufflers'.and special engine 
noise control packages. 

b) 'Plan clearing operatiohs scnhat any on~siteterrairi features thatmaS,prcivide shieldihg"to 
the residents is removed last, as determined feasible by PRMD. 

c) Conduct clearing and initialmater'ial removal mobile operations on Monday. through 
Friday, between the hours of:8:00 a.m. and .5,00 p,rn.•only. · · 

d) Provide a 30-day advanced notification to occupants of residences within 1,200 feet of the 
clearing and initial materiaLremovalaf'.ld provide evidence;of1such notice'tb'PRMD prior to 
commencing ·operations;dmpact IV.:C.2 · · 

Mitigation Monitoring: ··Prior to beginning clearing operations within ·t,200 feetofoccupied 
residences, the operator,shalLsubmit evidence-ofa,notice to PRMD, · Cbunty staff will r:iot 
authorize the clear;ing and. initial:rnaterial removaL:operation· until notification iis complete. 

U/R 7. .Prior to beginning any mobile operations. associated with on-going extra·ction .anti reclamation 
on the quarry faces within 1,200 feet of an occupied residence, a hoise monitoring report shall 
be prepared and implemented by a qualified acoustical consultant and submitted by the 
quarry operator to the County. The noise monitoring program shall establish the region in 
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which the operations are to take place. Shielding potential of the intervening topography 
and/or vegetation shall be assessed. Noise source levels of the specific equipment to be used 
shall be measu'red and specific sound:levels atthe residences predicted. If no exceedances 
of Table NE-2 standards are predicted, operations may proceed. 

Once work begins, the noise level shall be monitored for a period long enough to validate the 
predicted levels: Upon request 'bythe County, the operator shall provide additional monitoring 
at later times to demonstrate compliance. Operations may not be done outside the specific 
area included in the noise monitoring program except at distances greater than 1,200 feet 
from any occupied residence. 

If the monitoring predicts exceedances of Table NE-2 standards, the noise consultant shall 
recommend measures tci prevent the exceedances. These measures could include: 

a) Using special mufflers or engine control packages; 

b) Planning operations to use topographic features to shield-residences from noise; 

c) Constructings.earth berms or other noise barriers; 

d) Sound proofing affected occupied residences; or other recommended measures. 

If the operator presents evidence to the County that demonstrates that the identified 
measur:es·will prevent 110ise levels in excess· of:theTable NE-2 standards, then the measures 
shall be implemented and clearing or mining ·ope.rations may proceed within· the area included 
in the monitoring. Once work begins, the 'r;ioise:Ievel 1shall be monltored for a period long 
enough to validate the predicted levels. Upon request by the County, the operator shall 
provide additional monitoring at later times to demonstrate compliance. ' · 

If there are no measures identified that will prevent the exceedances, then qperations that 
causeithe exceedc:mces ·may proceed only if. they will be ·of snort duration: · Short duration 
means that noise from the quar:ry operations and reclamation, including noise from clearing 
and initial material removal, will not cause exceedance of Tabl.e NE,:,2 standards at any 
occupied residence for more then 10 days in a year. Exceedance of the standard more than 
ten days per year is not permitted. Mining operations that carmotmeetthis condition may not 
proceed. In this event, the operator and the County will review and revise the mining plan as 
necessary to ensure that the Table NE-2 County noise standards will be met at occupied 
residences 0 S1Jcb_ changesm_ay- result in mining being prohibited.in some areas. Impact. 
IV.C.3a 

Mitigation Monitoring: Prior to beginning mining in areas within 1,200 feet of occupied 
residences, the PRMD Health Specialist will review and approve the noise monitoring report. 
Mining operations that cause ex:ceedance ofTable NE-2 standards for more than 10 days per 
year at any occupied residence will not be permitted. 

U 8. Prior to initiation·ofGlearing or mining in the expansion area, the operator shall be responsible 
for hiring a qualified expert to verify that the described noise and vibration performance 
standards are being met if requested by PRMD. All blasts shall be designed so that charge 
weight per delay does not exceed the curve given in Figure IV.C.4c for the distance to the 
nearest residence. The.charges shall be detonated sequentially over a time span such that 
the delay between the detonation of individual charges is 8 milliseconds or greater. 
Overpressure intensity shall be reduced when the blast charges are well-confined; therefore, 
the qualified blasting expert shall ensure that the blast holes have adequate stemming and 
adequate burden. Impact IV. C.4 
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a) Blastingshall be limited to daytime hours-from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p,m. Monday through 
Friday only. 

~) A blasting permit shall be obtained from the Sonoma County Sheriffs Department prior to 
conducting any blasting.; 

c) Blasting shall only be conducted by,licensed certified personnel consistent with Federal, 
State, and local regulations. Blasts.shall. be.designed such that the charge weight per 
delaY.does not exceed that the charge weight/distance. curve show.n in Figure IV.C.4c 

.- Canyon Rock Quarry Expansion. Project Draft Environmental Impact Report May 7, 2004 
page Iv:c~28. . 

... Mitigation.Monitoring: PRMD ARM_staffwill pE:lriodicallymonitorcompliance with the blasting 
mitigations during ongoing -.quarterly .field inspections and will respond -to, all .complaints. 
PRMD Code Enforcement shall investigate noise complaints and shall ensure compliance 
from ,._ . the 

',, 
permit.holder. . , All inspection ... reports will b.e placed in the project file. 

U/R . . 9. The primary wa~er supply f~.r. all operations shalLbefrom the Forestville Water District. Water 
us,eiifc;,r,processin;g activities and dust suppression shall be recycled from;the sediment ponds 
to the extent practicable. . > ·+ .. _, 

U/R .to. Pt;ior to thE/.expansion of c!E!arin_(:( or mining astivities into adjacentparcels, ttie ~ppiicanfshall 
.. , ·• provide,,a,gi-oundwater monitoring program .developed by a-California State:certified 
,,, hyd~6-geci'lqg1_5-t with experiE3!1Se in groundwat~r con~iti6ns local to Canyon Rock Quarry, 

.. , . . subjec(tp,review and apmova_l:by P~MD Hep Ith Specialist. . The.purpose oMhis .program is to 
· ',. · · p'fovic;iE!,;a _rnech9nisrnJor e9_rclyJdentifjcation of, pptential and significant g,Quridwater level 

decline. The data,obtained -yvoulq identify and distinguish between tempoi;aty groundwater 
drawdow.n due to daily operaticms and long-term drawdown due to over~pumping of the 
groundwater bearing zones beneath the site. 

a) lfrequired by the groundwc1ter monitoring pr9gram, monitor:ingwell(-s),shall be established 
swbje~tto the approval of PR,MD_Well and_ Se,ptic section. P~ior-to.theexpansion of ;;• 
dearing or mining. act,ivities onto adjacent parcels, an easet:nent .is-required to be recorded 
forjhis project to provide Sonoma County :personnel access to any,·on-site water well and 
anymonitoring- vyell _to co_lJ_ect_water-meter readings arid groundwater level measurements. 
Ac:ces::; shall be granted Monday thr,ough Friday from 8:00 a,m. to 5:0.0•p.m. All easement 
langu~ge ls subject to review and approval by PRMD Project Review and County Counsel 
prior tCJ.recordc1tion. 

b) Prior to expansion of clearing or mining,activities into the expansion area, any new or 
existing water well serving this project shall be fitted with a water meter and a 
groundwater le;vel measuring tube and port, or electronic groundwater level' measuring 

. device. 

c) The groundwater monitoring program shall begin at project approval and prior to clearing 
or mining in the expansion area in order to obtain weekly, baseline groundwater level 
data._ The monitoring program shall monitor the existing quarry extraction. well and the 

· four other existing wells located on the site. 

d) The operator shall conduct regular broundwater monitoring of onsite wells to .identify both 
temporary groundwater drawdown and long term, unrecoverable groundwater drawdown 
re.sylting from increc1$e_d onsite groundwater pumping. Water level data shall be collected 
prior to pumping, at regular intervals during pumping and at regular intervals after 
pumping is stopped (static conditions). 
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e) The location of the wells, and groundwater elevations and quantities of groundwater 
extracted for this site shall be monitored quarterly and reported to PRMD in January of the 
following year pursuant to section RC-3b of the Sonoma County General Plan and County 
policies. Ahnual monitoring fees shall be paid at the rate specified in the County Fee 
Ordinance. Required water nieters shall be calibrated, arid copies of receipts and 
correction factors shall be submitted to PRMD-project review at least once every five 
years. PRMD shall be immediately notified if groundwater conditions change 
substantially. If the data indicate that groundwater levels do not recover to at least 80 
percent of the baseline' levels over the ·pre--determined recovery period (based on pre­
project recovery rates), the operator shall redt.:ice supplemental groundwater pumping to 
pre-project rates as established by the baseline data and obtain necessary supplemental 
water supply from onsite ponds ormunicipc;ll supply subject to approval of PRMD. · 
Further,· if the groundwater monitoring prC>gram identifies a consistent groundwater level 
decline over the course of each water year (October to-Septernber)·that.is not in response 
to a known or reported regional drought condition, the· operator shall: 1) submit an 
analysi,s to PRMD-·ofth'e effects of the declin'e of groundwater levels on Green Valley 
Creek, factors that caused the decline and/or measures to mitigate the deciine in water 

·levels; and, 2? reduce pumping to preJproject 'l:evels, obtain' a supplemElntal water supply 
and implementmeasures recommended in the analysis subject to approval of PRMD. 
Impact IV.0.3 · · · ' · · 

f) ,Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto the expahsibn area (083-210-
006; ~01·5; -019', -020), abaselirie rtiohitorih'g program to cdllecfst.imrriertfrne creek flow 

1data in Green 'Valley Cre'ek adjacentto the expansion area s'haiPbe developed, subject to 
the review and approvaTof the California'Departnierit of !=ish ahd Game and PRMD 
Project Review. The purpose. Of the 'prograrrris' to provide baseline data regarding 
swnmertime basefloiNs~iri Green Valle{Creek, that- could'be used :in future to analyze 
whether long-term mining on this ~ite affects summertime stream flow. 

The program shall be managed by a qualified hydrologist and implemented in the initial 
years,ofthe Use·Permit over a time period nofless' than three years, as recommended by 
the hydrologist. The program shall 'include the collect'i6n of creek flow·samples 
appmx:irnately,.monthly from May k>' October; ·anhual· calibratiori' of the gauge and an 
annual report, including rainfall data for the previous winter and any changes in upstream 
diversions ifpossible, for each year ofthe baseline program.The-reports shall be 
reviewed and approved by PRMD'Aggregate Resource Management staff. 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD staff will review annual reports and will work with applicant to 
implement mitigation as needed . PRMD shall investigate complaints and shall seek 
compliance from the permit holder. All inspection reports will be placed in the project file. 

U 11. Any necessary septic system expansion or modifications shall be done under permit from the 
Well and Septic Section of PRMD and may require both soils analysis and percolation testing. 
If improvements to the septic system are necessary, they shall be completed prior to mining 
activities in the expansion area. Impact IV.D.5 

Mitigation Monitoring: The operator,will provide documentation toPRMD Health Specialist 
that the septic system accommodates the proposed sewage loading or that'such 
modifications have been done to accommodate increased sewage requirements prior to 
authorizing expansion-of clearing or mining activities. · 

U/R .· 12,. a) The operator shall prepare a 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. 
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b) If hazardous waste is generated or stored, th$.IJ t.he qperator·shall comply with hazardous 
waste generator laws and AB2185 requ1rements and obtain a permit or approval from the 
Certified Unified Program Agency (Sonoma County Department of Emergency Services 
performs th is function in Sonoma County). The operator .shall submit a copy of a current 
permit to the PRf\/1O Health .Specialist to verify compliance. · 

c). 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 
·spillag(:). ·'" . ··· 

d) No soil or other material containing hazardou.s or toxic waste shall be imported to the 
quc:1rry (Note: this condition ·is not.intended,to restrict the.:recycHng' of concrete or asphalt 
on site). Impact {V.D.; 1 Impact V. C.1 :,:·,· 

Mitigation Monitoring: The Department of Emergency Servic:es w.ill p~ovJcl$ yerification to 
PRMD that the requirements have been met. · 

'The conditions below have been satisfied" BY ______________ DATE ___ _ 

U 13. The operator shall obtain a State of California Encroachment Permit before making any 
imp~ovements or constructing any driveway. ( or intersection) to State,1Highway 1 ;15 and shall 
con~truct the improvements ( driveway or intersection); in accordance with,Caltrans Standards. 

Condition Compliance: The operator shall submit•.prooftoPRMD that encroachment permits 
. have been obtained prior to expansion ofclearing or mining activities: onto :adjacent parcels. 

U 14. A Traffic Mitigation.Fee shall be paid to the County ofSonoma, as required by Section 2Er; 
Article 98 of th,e Sonoma County Code, before expansion of clearing or mining activities or 
within 36 months after the California Court of Appeals issues ad~cisi6J1,or:0rderin Appellate 
case no. A 119543 affirming the judgment in the action entitled Forestville.Citizens for Sensible 
Growth v. County of Sonoma et al., Sonoma County Superior Court, case no. SCV 238992, 
whichever occurs first, based on Table IV.Aq inthe Final EIR of 325AP:f:_~Ihis;fee is for 
indirect cumulative traffic impacts throughout the County and shall .be in addition to fair share 
contr:ibutions re-quired for direct project impacts to roads -in the irilme-diate· vicinity .. This permit 
shall not be vested until the traffic mitigation fees are paid in full. 

' U 15. Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels or within 36 
months after the California Court of Appeals issues a decision or order in Appellate case no. 
A119543 affirming the judgment in the action entitled Forestville CitizensforSensib!e Growth 
v. County of Sonoma et al., Sonoma County Superior Court; case no. :SCV238992, whichever 

. occurs first, the operator shall pay a fair share of the cost of improvements for direct impacts 
to off-site roads and intersections listed below(ConditiohsNo, 16-22). The;permitshall not'be 
vested until the traffic fair share contributions are paid in full. The fair-share percentage for 
the project was c.alculated based on the.projected change in traffic conditions and the method 
defined by Caltrans', "Guide for the Preparation of,Traffic Impact Studies" for determining 
equitabl.e responsibility for-costs. Cost of improvements are estimated in 2003/2004 dollars 
and shall be adjusted annu911y based .on the Enginee~ing NewsRecord's Building Cost Index 
for the San Francisco Bay Area until the project's fair-share·,has been paid in full. 
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U 16. Highway 116 / Mirabel Road Intersection: 

The quarry operator shall pay a fair share of the cost of the improvement/signalization of the 
Highway 116/Mirabel Road intersection. The improvementswould include the correction of 
an existing sight distance problem on Highway 116 west of the intersection, construction of a 
left turn lane on Highway 116 for traffic turning northbound onto Mirabel Road, and a right turn 
lane onto the Forestville Bypass/Mirabel Road Extension for southbound traffic, installation of 
traffic signals, and other associated improvements to the intersection. The cost of the 
improvements is estimated at $2.8 million in 2003/2004 dollars. The project's fair-share is 14 
percent. Impact IV.A.1b 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff shall verify that payment has been made 
prior to authorizing expansion of clearing or mining activities. 

U 17. Mirabel Road Shoulders: 

The quarry operator shall pay a fair share of the cost of widening Mirabel Road to provide · 
paved shoulders. The cost of the improvements is estimated at $2.15 million in 2003/2004 
dollars. The project's fair-share is 15.6 percent. Impact tV.A.2. Impact !V.A.3d 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff shall verify that payment has been made 
prior to authorizing expansion of clearing or mining activities. 

U 18. Highway 116/Covey-Forestville Road Intersection: 

The quarry oper:ator shall pay a fair share of the cost of installing traffic signals (with 
pedestrian signals) at the intersection of Highway 116/Covey~Forestville Roads and adding 
left turn lanes on both Highway 116 approaches and a right turn lane on the westbound 
Highway 116 approach to the intersection. The cost of the.improvements is estimated at $0.7 
million in 200312004 dollars. The proj.ect's fair-'share is 4:7 percent.· The cost of these 
improvements may be transferred to other road improvement projects (i.e., the intersection at 
Mirabel Extension south), in the vicinity as determined appropriate by DTPW. Impact /VA. 1a 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review shall verify payment has been made prior to 
authorizing expansion of clearing or miriing activities. 

U 19. River Road/Mirabel Road Intersection: 

The quarry (?perator shall pay a fair share ofthe cost of adding left,turn lanes· on both River 
Road approaches·and a left turn lane on the northbound Mirabel Road approach to the River 
Road/Mirabel Road intersection. The cost of the improvements is estimated at $1.9 .million in 
2003/2004 dollars. The project's fair-share is 9.3 percent. Impact IV.A. 1 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review shall verify payment has been made prior to 
authorizing expansion of clearing or mining activities. 

U 20. Downtown Forestville:Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation: · 

The quarry operator shall pay a fair share of the cost of providing sidewalks/pathways, where 
. needed, along both sides of Highway 116 between Covey Road and Mirabel Road, to allow 
school children to walk on the sidewalks/pathways. Alternatively, five-foot wide bike lanes 
along each side of Highway 116. between Covey Road and Mirabel Road could be substituted 
as c;:letermined appropriate by PRMD. If bike lanes were provided along Highway 116 in this 
area, Highway 116 would need to be widened by six to eight feet on the north side of the 
highway for about 175 feet west of Covey Road. Some on-street parking spaces would have 
to be eliminated near First and Second Streets. The costs of these improvements may be 
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transferred to other road improvement projects (Le., the intersection at Mirabel ,Extension 
south),<in the vicinity as determined appropriate by DTPW. The costof-the improvements is· 
estimated at $150,000 in .2003/2004 dollars; The project's fair-share·is 5.0 percent. Impact 
IV.A.3 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review shall verify payment:has"been made prior to 
authorizing expansion of.clearing or mining activities .. 

U 21. Construct' Forestville Bypass/Mirabel Road Extension: 

The quarry operator .shall pay a fair.share of the cost of ,constructing ,a bypass road to the 
south of the downtown area-of.Forestville. The cost ofthe 'improvements is-estimated at $6.5 
million :in 2003/2004 dollars .. The .project's fair-share is 6.1 :percent... Jrnpact JV.A. 3 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project.Review shall verify_payment has been made prior to 
authorizing,expansion of clearing ;or mining·.activities:''.. 

u 22. Enhance Visibility of Crosswalks: • ·· 

The quarry operator shall pay a fair share of the cost of enhancing the visibility of existing 
· • crosswalks.or:i Highway 116 at Covey Road-•and::FirstStreet. ·This.could include additional 

-·· - sTrlpfog, .signage:ancf/6r·lighffng::i:1s:•determff1ecl·ap~propriate!.b1/'PRMtf..·"ffieco-sfof the··· 
improvements is estimated at M5Q.;000in 2003/2004,dollars. Theprojecrs::fair~share is 5.0 
per<::ent t[he·cost-of these improvements may:betrahsferred tci other road '.improvement 
projec_t:fin •the vicinity as determined :appropriate by:PRMD:Jmpact IV;AsBc 1

.· •· 

Mitigation.Monitoring: PRMD ProjectReview·shalherify•payment has,been made prior to 
authorizing expansion of clearing ormining'activities. 

U .2.3, The quarry operator shall participate in the Aggregate'.Hoad Mitigation'Fur:idr:; l'he operator 
will. pay :annually .a Road Maintenance Fee per ARM Plan standards (Section 7,3, No. 11 ,and 
Section ;7:7)-to mitigate wear and tear hDounty maintained roads cawsed :by the operatiqn's 
truck traffic from the expanded mining area on the primary haul.route(s). Th~rfee.shall be 
assessed based on the estimated cost of maintaining County roads caused by the use of 
County,roads by aggregate trucks,· · · .. , .. ,, :'• · 

The County shall assess the Road Maintenance Fee each year at the end of mining season 
for the life of the permit. The operator shall pay the maintenance fee within six months df .. /~ 
receiving-notice ofthe'iee-amoant~lfihe-developer does not make payment within six -
months, the account will be sent to Col.lections ahd ;the operator may be issued a Notice of 
Violation of the Conditions of Approval of this permit. The permit may be subject to revocation 
or modification for any permit violation. 

Mitigation Monitoring: The Department oFTransportation and Public Works will be responsible 
for: 1 )'adjusting .and publishing the road maintenance fee annually·on January 1st of each 
year. PRMD will: 1) determine the operator's annual mad mitigation fee;'2) formally bill and . 
collect from the operator;-and 3)-iriitiate collection pmceedings and may issue a Notice of 
Violation if the operator defaults on the payment. 

FLOOD AND DRAINAGE: 

"The conditions below have been satisfied" BY_--_____________ GATE ___ _ 

U/R 24. Prior to clearing or mining in the expansion area, drainage improvements shall be designed by 
a civil engineer and constructed in accordance with PRMD standards and;the Water Agency's 
Flood Control Design Criteria. Plans shall be submitted for review and approval by the Permit 
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and Resource Management Drainage Review section. Drainage improvements shall be 
subject to grading permits and shall·be maintained and operated in accordance with the 
prepared drainage plan and shall be shown on the reclamation and grading plans. Impact 
IV.D.4 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Drainage Review section will verify that the plans have been 
designed and constructed in accordance with PRMD standards and the Water Agency's Flood 
Control Design Criteria. 

U/R 25. The operator shall design and operate the sediment retention ponds to act as runoff detention 
features. The operator shall prepare, for review and approval by PRMD, a drainage plan 
(including appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic calculations) that minimizes changes in on­
going and post-reclamation runoff, site peak f10ws, and stream velocities as compared with 
baseline conditions at the Green Valley Creek and Highway 116 discharge point. The 
drainage plan shall evaluate and specify requirements to address hydrograph modification in 
Green Valley Creek. The drainage plan shall incorporate sediment retention ponds to act as 
runoff detention features. The drainage plan and accompanying design calculations shall 
demonstrate that on-going and post-reclamation dischargeswould not exceed baseline 
discharge levels during the 2-, 10-, 20-, and 100-year storm events. 

Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, a series of 
detention basins shall be constructed (as des'Cribe.d above) to facilitate the removal of 

·· · suspended· sedimentfrom ·storm water runoff generated atthe project site. The basins are not 
intended to retain all runoff from.the site,during the:rainyseason. Periodically, the basins 
would be drained to ensure that there is sufficient capacity to detain runoff generated in 
subsequent storm events. Water removed from the basins would be discharged into Green 
Valley Creek. Discharges from the sediment ponds/detention basins Shall be timed to avoid 
peak flows in Green Valley Creek, Two factors should be considered to minimize the potential 
for the project to exacerbate existing flooding problems along Green Valley Creek: 1) the 
increase in volume of runoff from the project site, and 2) the timing of the release of runoff 

· from the project s.ite relative to peak flood flows in Greer) Valley -C~eek during .a. storm event. 
The final drainage plan for the project shall be prepared by a license·d professional engineer 
and reviewed for adequacy by PRMD. Impact IV.DA 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Drainage Review staff will inspect the site and ensure drainage 
improvements are constructed in accordance with these requirements and County standards. 

PLANNING: 

"The conditions below have been satisfied" BY ______________ DATE ___ _ 

Pre-operational Conditions: 

U/R 26. Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, a comprehensive 
mining Operation and Management Plan shall be prepared to address all operational 
·conditions for erosion and sediment control, water quality and groundwater monitoring, dust 
control, hazardous materials.management, sediment pond operation and-maintenance, slope 
stability during mining and vegetation management, as detailed in operational conditions 5, 
10, 12, 27, 33, 36, 45 and 53-69. 

U/R 27. Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, a grading, 
drainage, and revegetation plan shall be incorporated into the Reclamation Plan and 
submitted to PRMD Project Review for final review and approval. PRMD will refer the plans to 
the Department .of Fish and Game for their review and recommendation. The plans shall 
include the following features: 
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a) A Certified Engineering Geologist or-Registered- Geotechnical Engineer shall specifically 
review the maximum working.slopes of the mine face.· Jn all cases, the .slope or height of 
the active working face shall not exceed the safety standards established by Cal OSHA 
and MSHA·. . 

b) Benche; in final .slopes ·are required. every 25 to30 vertical feet fQr ~cc;ess and drainage 
control. Final reclamation slopes shall not exceed a steepness of 1 :5:1 .• 

c) Drainage .plans and facilities must minimize slope erosion and off-'site sedimentation. All 
drainage from the quarry face floor, slopes, berms, .and .access roads shall pass through a 
sediment pond/trap prior to discharge from;the site. All drainage from the processing 

, area, concrete batch plant area antjtruck/equipment wash area shall pass through at 
· leasttwo sedim.ent ponds/traps ,in SE:lries prfor: tQ. discharge from the :site.· ,All. outlets of the 
: sedimentation ponds draining offsite shall.have.a screen to:catch debris and foreign 
. matter. · 

d) AH draina.ge plans and facilities including,sedimenLponds/trapsshall be designed and 
:•c;Elrtified by airegistered,civU engineer as adequatt::IY sized and designed to meet County 
.staqdards. 

~ ~1·\'': ., _: ,;-., ,_:.n: . 
. e) ;,A drcain~ge ,arid erosion_ ;cor:,!rol rnonitoring,report;documemting at leastthree site visits 

···"'foiiowing sform·evenfS::fnCis"~6ejjrep~iredbya:qpa1_ifii§a expert·andTshallbesubmitted to .. 
the PRMD ARM staff by December 31 st .of the first year clearing or mining begins in the 
El)(p_anded 9rea. Jhe repprtshall include verification thatalJ required..c,m-site drainage and 

.. e:ir9si91J. c:;ontrol.measures-ti.a:ve bee11 implf:)mentecj;-water quality measur:ements of total 
·. sµ~pencjE)clsol_ids and-dE:lscr[p,tion of.,the ap,pec1rance,of flowingcwater,ato.utfalls, turbidity 

measurements upstream and downstream and an ;:malysis of c;1dverse ,downstream 
impacts (on Green Valley Creek) from excess sedimentation. · 

f) Revegetation efforts.shall use primarily native,species. The .initial planting'.plan shalkbe 
dense enough to allow for some plant die-off and still meet reclamation standards. 

g) A <:l~ip or. other irrigation-.planJp water all .new plantings for at .leasUwo years, unless 
planting -densities provide .for 50-90% die-off"and are specifically waived•by.PRMD after 
C()nsultatipn witt, California Department of Fish and Game .. 

h) Th,y:quarry--idrainage and:eros_ion contrnl,plar;isna,11 retain the same,oyerallwater levels 
flowitjg. off. site.into the,Hwy 116 crossing,as naturally occurs unless .. other:vv:ise approved 

- 'brthe·State bepartmentof-Fish and Game:· ···-· '· '' -~-~ 

The qperator shall be resp()nsible for hiring a qualified expert(s) to verify the above described 
draj11age and erosion control performance standards are being met :inJhe field.at any time 
reqLJe~ted byPRMD ar;id shall prnvide a rnpQr:t to PRMD. The annual report.requirement may 
b~ waivl?d by.P~MD if the.operator has met the performance standards for the previous two 
years. Impact ARM PEIR 

. Mitigation Monitoring: C;:il OSHA and MSHA conduct annual inspections and shall act as ,the 
lead agenGy .i:esponsible for monitoring the safety ofworking slopes. PRMD :Project Review . 
9nd Ora[r:ia.ge Review staff shall monitor the compliance with this condition by: tj) requiring 
~~viewJrom oe:pasfr:nent of .Fish and Game,ofthefin_al revised grading· and planting scheme, 
2) reviewing the submitted monitoring report(s ), 3) inspecting the site,.during .reclamation work, 
upon the completion of the initial reclamation work, and every 90 days during the mining 
season to assess the need for remedial grading, drainage, and revegetation efforts, and 4) 
respon9ing to any complaints of violation ofthe condition. 
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Inspections.shall be verified by inspection reports placed in the project file on the scheduled 
"basis. A copy of the revised planting and grading scheme with the Department of Fish and 
Game letter or stamp of approval shall be placed in the project file. Annual assessment of the 
reclaimed areas compliance with the performance standards shall be placed in the project file 
by PRMD Project Review staff until such time that the performance standards are met and the 
Reclamation Plan is deemed complete. A performance bond shall be retained until all 
reclamation requirements are met. 

U/R 28, The operator shall submit to the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management 
Department financial assurance(s) payable to the County of Sonoma and, in the alternative, 
the State Department of Conservation, in an amount arid formaHo be reviewed and approved 
byPRMD and State Department of Conservation - Mines and Geology Division, to assure 
·compliance with the approved Reclamation Plan and conditions thereof for the entire area of 
the quarry. A valid financial assurance shall be maintained on file until PRMD determines that 
all reclamation has been successfully carried out in compliance with the reclamation and final 
conditions. Financial assurance shall renew automatically and shall not expire without 90-
days advancewritten notice:b'eing·provided lo PRMD, A'continuation Certificate or other 
proof of extended ·coveragEi •shall· be forwarded :to PRMD no :Iess ·than· 30 days prior to the 
expiration date of the financial assurance. PRMD may adjust the amount of the security on an 
annual" basis to account for additional lands disturbed or reclaimed, inflation, or revised cost 
estimates. The financial assurance shall reference the name of the mining site, the resolution 
number of the County approval,; and PRMD·file number. 

The County may pursue redemption of tli'e securities if: 1) the fiiial reclamation does not meet 
the performance-standards, 2) satisfactory progress is not made towards completing the 
reclamation in a timely manner, or 3) The operator is financially incapable df carrying out the 
reclamation. 

U/R 29. The operator shall pay all applicable development"and processing fees prior to the expansion 
of th\3 ·use onto adjacent' parcels. 

U/R 30. Clearing mining, and reclamation in the expansion area is subject to Sonoma County Fire 
Safe Standards and the mining plan shall be reviewed' and approved by the County Fire 
Marshal/Local Fire Protection District Said plan shall include, but not be limited to: 1) 
emergency vehicle access and turn-around at the site(s), 2) addressing, and 3) water storage 
for fire fighting and fire break maintenance around all structures. Prior to the expansion of 
clearing and mining onto adjacent parcels, written approval that the reqL:Jired improvements 
have been installed shall be provided to PRMD from the County Fire Marshal/Local Fire 
Protection District. 

U/R . 31. The applicant shall pay within five days after approval of this project to PRMD a mandatory 
Notice ofDeter:mination·filing fee of$35 for County Clerk prdcessing·(che'ck·shall be made 
payable to Sonoma County Clerk and submitted •to PRMD); and: $850 Fish and ·Game fee 
because an EIR was prepared, for a total of $885. This fee must be paid or'the approval of 
this project is not valid. 

lJ/R 32'. Prior to the expansion of. clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, the operator shall 
implement reduction of emissions of diesel particulate rnatter (DPM) oil quarry·on-site mobile 
equipment or through the. acquisition ofimproved performance equiprnent that contain DPM 
reduction controls. The operator shall provide a report to PRMD Project Review describing 
the modifications or purchase of new equipment. Impact IV.B.4a 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff will verify that the condition has been 
complied with prior to authorizing clearing or mining in the expansion area. 
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U/R ,33. Prior to the expansion of clearing .or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, the operator shall 
,prepare and imprementa comprehensive dust control program that will expand on the 
,quarry's existin"g dust control measures to ,further reduceimpacts from mining activities. Pre­
operational elements of the dust control program shall include, but are not necessarily limited 
to the following: 

.· - •' . -· ,. •·-· ' ·-

c:\) . Install wheel washers or other washing method ( e.g:1 water sprayers ,or.use of a water 
·depression ,crossing) so that tires ,ofall trucks leavihg the site are cleaned of dirt and 
gravel to minimize tracking oMhese materials onto public roads: , ,: . 

. . b)_, Install a sign to notify,haulers thatalltrucks hauling soil, san_d _ang_ other lqose materials 
-·, are required to maintain.atle_astone foot offreeboard (Le., thespace between the top of 

the load and the top of the trailer), or loads· shall .be cqYered, AIL.trucks. leaving the site 
shall be loaded so as not to exceed California state aggregate requirements (23114 VC or 
latest amendment), 

·, .... ~"'.:.,,.' '·-":\\-(-,:::' -;·q'::~:~'.-~l: ·-.:, .:-'.: .. 

,c), Install signs that·limiUraffic,$peeci$ron,unpaved,;roads,and circulation areas.to 15 miles 
~·~-~:-,Per ;hot.Jr.: , ! ,,;-;.,::.-·;":-:-

'-: ,: '. ) . 'c·.•·i·.·. ·.·.:,;:r:'-.,C;'",:•f ((.' ,. ~:-; :.~. 

; • ,d) Qesign1;1te a ,person or, persons ·to,,mooitor•the dLJSt .contr::ol•program ,and to iorder increased 
. ;'"'.,watering; as. necessary, to,prev.entJransporLof dust .offsite. ! lnstalLa 0sign With the name · 
· ~ -~ ~,a11ff]phone1ntirriber 1oft!Je contact person for ·dust:problems:aLthe quarr:y:E1ntrance. The 

.::c ;:C>IWmitpr shallih,ave,at least'one :employee yvh,o is;arCertified:\/isual Emissjons Evaluator. 
~~J~ H ····1 .~:··:J ·{:_r ··-. :'. ,..: f,t.:_·.;::~'-\I~:.:;t, ··;·\:~ Y" ·-,:::~t;\ 

... ,e) ;,,.Install covers.~oveir the quarr:y:'s;Grusher;si{e.g:;.;:baghouses dr,,sheds).to.•niinimize fugitive 
..• · . clqst<;lu,Jing ;ci;ushJng operatioosniWith,qertain op~r:atioris;.thE,r,bse:otwaten:or foam spray 

:rn9y,bethe rnosteffective,method;cused, as0dE3.termined in consultation-with the Air District. 
)tJJpact ~ lV,f{5 · .;,, ·' '' ;;.;k 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff will inspect the site to verify installation of 
~ig[ls,>covers for,crus_her and wheelwa$hers. 

-:•:. 1, • .:,; ;1-h_! t t·: ;·-,.·-, 

U/R '>', 34.Expand-Cr.eekside.Buffer: 

Prior to the expansion of clearing and mining activities onto adjacent parcels, Reclamation of 
. the,ripc:1ri1,m -puffershall.•.includebutf1ot>beJimited to:- · 

a) The buffer zone shall be graded soJhaLflood watedlowing:across+iighway 116 can enter 
· -ihe flood plain"bufferzone atthe site"andflow unobstruded'·back into~C:ireen Valley Creel<: 
• .... The berm shall· be graded so thaHhe westtoe,of the berm is no· less·.than 50 feet from top 

of. bank of the creek and. the .berrn,slope does·notexceed 2: 1 (horizq_ntal to vertical) or as 
pth~rwise approved by PRMD, .. , 

b) Inoperative vehicles and debris shall be-moved from the berm alongthe::creek, 

q) Arjpariar,i,buffer shall be reclc3imed af]d,mai□tained at,rn0Jeetfromtop bank, meeting all 
;/\RM Plar:i standard_s. The area ,shall. be,planted with natural,riparian or-other app·ropriate 

• .. vegetation to reduce erosion., ·and • · 
- ·::.1 ~ ' , . : ::..: 

d) The flood plain boundary atthesite shall he,surveyed .and demarcated with a fence or 
other appropriate barrier and a sign prohibiting inappropriate uses to minimize the 
pptential offuture encroachment of site activities into the flood plain area. New stockpiles 

. or· permanent equipment shall be prohibited in the 100-yearfloodplain as shown in Figure 
'IV,D-2. 
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The southeast portion of the site that is subject to'flooding and is currently used as an 
unimproved parking area will be paved. No new stockpiles or permanent equipment will 
be placed in the 100-year ·flood plain as shown in Fig1,1re IV .D-2 on page IV-D-4 of the 
Draft EIR. Impact IV.D:1 . 

e) Prior to October 15th of each year, all mobile mining equipment, stockpiles, spoils, bins, 
barrels, tires, aggregate equipment storage facilities and processing facilities shall be 
moved out ofthe·parking lot which is identified in Figure IV.D.2 ofthe EIR (hereinafter 
referred to as the "overflow area") of Green \'alley Creek; 

Mitigation Monitoring: Prior to authorizing clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, 
PRMD will inspect the site to verify that equipment has been· moved, parking area paved and 
floodplain surveyed and delineated: 

U/R 35. Within one year of approval or prior to expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent 
parcels, whichever occurs first, the operator shall submit a revised Reclamation Plan to the 
County. The Plan shall meet all established County requirements, The:Plan shall be 
submitted to California Department of Conservation (DOC) and Califo'mia Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG} for review and comment before final approval by PRMD. 'The Plan shall 
be ,revised ,to remove aggregate processing facilitie~'l''as part of final reclamation activities. 
This permit shall not be vested or effective until the revised Reclamation Plan has been 
approved, The Plan shall include a detailed planting plan, a planting and implementation 
approach;a.detailed·monitoring·and remediatioli1plari, management guidelines and schedule. 
A vegetation expert shall develop procedures for how trees and shrubs shall be planted, 
fertilized, irrigated, and monitored, and these procedures shall be incorporateq into the final 
plan .. No clearing or mining of the expansion area shall be'per:rnitted until the Plan has been 
appwved:by PRMD. Finish sl@pes mustbe'constructed, planting aohe;and the satisfaction of 
the plan's success criteria demonstrated prior to final approval of the site reclamation by 
PRMD. At a minimum the final Reclamation Plan shall .include the following: 

a) The Plan shall indicate the size and locations of planting 'areas, on cut slopes, benches, 
berms, and the quarry floor. The target habitat type for each planting area (woodland, 
conifer forest, chaparral, riparian) shall be specified: The1Plari shall indicate the· area 
where woodland, conifer forest, chaparral and riparian habitat shall be created. 

b) The Plan shall indicate sediment ponds that will be converted to permanent ponds and 
riparian habitat. The Plan shall designate areas on the margins of the ponds that are to 
be planted with native riparian species, 

c) All woody species to be t1sed in revegetation 1e-ffori:s Shall be native species. Locally 
indigenous species shall be emphasized. To the extent possible, cover to be established· 
on the quarry slopes and benches and on constructed berms Shall'be woodland or forest 
type. Cut slopes having insufficient soil to support trees shall be planted with native 
shrubs suited to chaparral habitats. 

d) Reclamation shall be completed in phases as various parts of the quarry are mined and 
made available for closure, Since it will take.some years for woody vegetation to become, 
established and effective as cover on theTeclaimed slopes, iri addition to woody plantings 
the newly completed reclaimed slopes and benches shall be seeded with grasses and 
other herbaceous plants to provide erosion control. 

e) A final monitoring plan shall be included that describes parameters to be monitored, 
methods, success criteria; monitoring schedule and performance time .frame (five years 
minimum), contingencies for potential problems such as erosion and plant die-off, and 
likely remedial measures to be taken. Monitoring need not be extensive or sophisticated, 
but must be sufficient to measure the degree of success of the reclamation and be able to 
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.guide remediation to ensure long.,term :success ... success,criteria performance standards 
shall be considered met once the established plants have'.been in place at l~ast five 
years, and are capable of self-regeneration and have met the quantified measurements 
for a period of two years without human intervention such as watering, weeding, fertilizing, 
replanting, etc: Additional criteria should be included tojndfcate general 'health or vigor of 
vegetation, species richness, ero~,jon, and :invasion by ngxious weeds_: - · ·· 

f) A final grading and revegetation plan shall be prep~'red in conformance, with. 
recommendation of'the California·DepartmentofFish and Game and stiall be 
incorporated into the Reclamation F'lan. 

g) A Spill-Prevention Pia~ approv'ed by the Departmerifof Emergency Services shall be 
included in the Reclamation Plan . 

. ': ' . ;···" 

h) Reclamation or stabilization dfall quarry slopes and the ~uarcy'"iIBor)excluding the 
processif!g/st~ckrile/lqading/a~cess c:1reas, the acr~agE?ofthe};;edimentation ponds and 

"working area) must'be cornptel~d);>Y pctoqerJJi.of $achy@at .. Stabilization measures 
include hydraulic application of,surface stabilizing compounds, hydroseeding, mulching, or 
other rTJeasures to prevent erosion. The ope~atormust p~oyide_ annual documentation to 

: PRMD that they are up'tc:i ·datevJith all req~ire'q r~pcirtirig'.f9rmfand fe~s, 
fn 

arid have np 
oUtsfandinfawaferqu'ality~related .violations anyv\ih.~re th~- qLJarQI'.' J.d'ensure accurate 
corn pl iarice ~with th is~CG>n·d iti9,i:i.4h_~ qp§lrator sn al l~s,Ul:j mjt a@te,plan,or'.aeri al ·Ph ot0g raph· 

' clearly depicting the exterifof'ifiiriing ancl reclarric:1tjon PhJ~e sj~e .~v$ryJwo years during 
mining and reclamation and at the completion of reclamafioh:· · · · ·· -· ···• _, 

I) Unless other criteria are:estabiiihed by state ~r local regu,iatibii~;th~j~{lowihg 
performance starida~d.§·'~t:,alll>e)ncorj:)Orated·into'the Redia_m.,~Ugq.:pl~r:i,fmd used to 
determirie 

• 
when the're~l?mE1tiqn,J1atbeen 

. . . ·• ,_ . J, ~' ·.·:. • • . • 
su~cessfully 

. 
corTJpJe±~Gt:~:;::;~:~ 

• • •. :",;'..; ,, ; ,. 
. 

c••::-; ~ ., .. , 

i), - Success of revegetatibn wil)·be and by 
1

ap9lyzed comparing ,quaht1fi'.Eicl iiieasures of 
Vegetative: cover, density, 'sp'e¢ies richness ofthe 'redafrned''~'rea to similar 
parameters of:naturally bccurring\iegetation in the area. 'The 'quarjtitative measwres 
shall be made by a qualified professional. The revegetation performance standar.ds 
shall be considered met once the established plants haye bee11)r;tplace.at least-five· 
years, and are capable ofself-regerieration and have met tbe'quantified­
measurements for·a p"eriod_ oftw9 years withbuth.Uman'.intervei:J,tfqr\ such as watering, 
weeding, fertilizing: r~plahting, ef0: · · "',' ·, · ,~,: . 

;- ' ., . . . " 

ii) All slopes, benches, and berms'shEill be graded to the finish~d·;·i6p'es as established 
by the-appmved-Re.c19rnatic:i,11 Plan witn sµcl=l-vpriations-c1s-r=~c::flr:n!J:lenEle<;l-in -advanee 
bytheState Departrrtnt ofFi,st-Jand Game, PRMD and a C!l,,!'$,lifjed:professional. 
PRMD may approve fi~ld variatlops of reliefup tb one fooC l~~{e:should be no -
"gully-washes"_ (g~nerally greater than .5 feet deep) evident oJJth~ graded slopes. 

. . . '.': ·-. ·•·(; . '·, ... _ . .__ .. _ , :,. '. 

iii) Prior to planting, slopes and terraces shall: be covered with a,:rn!rffhlJm of 12 inches of 
topsoil including topsoil saved from the site. All planting areas Oh terraces previously 
compacted by equipment or vehjc,le travel s_hall be ripped ap<,ts,carjfi~d.:prior to 
resciiling or repl?ritin:[:J: . T qpsoil ~Liitable for iJse in J~veget~tjqn s:r:an)\e stockpiled for 
use in reclamation anci'replantirig'c:if cur slop,es. P'r'ior to Oct9per 1st

: ,eacp year, all 
stockpil~d topsoil sh§II be s·eed_eq'and mulched,co_vered,or.P,r_ofecfed vvith other 
erosion control methods 

·,• 
in order'to 

(1-~1. < prevent -'.,'. soil · .· loss · ' thmugh' : .'< ",;.; 
:erosion._. 

• .', j-· c._;·.:' •. ·~;, , 

iv) All mining debri§, operative and inoperative equipment, tires tanks,barrels. or other 1 
materiais shailberempved. Upon the compll;lticin Qf mining; ~II, pro,cef;ing equipment 
usefffor . . 

mining shall ., . 
be 

. 
removed fr9m the site so 

. 
that reclamatioh'can}ie 

,. ·:·. . . ~- completed. 
. 
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v) The operator shall submit verification that the State Department of Fish and Game 
has determined that the riparian corridor reclamation along Green Valley Creek is 
successful. Impact VD.2, Impact IV.D.1, Impact V.B.3 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD ProjectReview shall verify that theReclamation Plan 
incorporates the mitigation measures. PRMD Project Review staff shall be responsible for 
reviewing all reclamation work through field inspections. Reclamation securities shall not be 
fully released until the reclamation is successful, as defined in this condition. Reclamation 
may be accepted in phases and security reduced as appropriate. 

U/R 36. Prior to clearing or mining in the expansion area, the operator shall submit a revised 
Vegetation Management Plan to PRMD for review and approval that addresses the following: 

a) A buffer area shall be established where no clearing or mining will occur at least 1 DO-feet 
_wide between Highway 116 and quarry excavations. The buffer shall be measured from 
th~ r:iortherly highway right-of-way line. The mi,:iing plan shall inciude a note indicating 
thc1fno grading'or'tree removal _shall occur inthisliuffer area. 'Only the entrance to an 
access road shall be constructed in the buffer area. . . . 

1 • :,.:.-, •~; •.: • • ' • • • H · · ' ' , · · ' .. 

b) A ;p~ff~r,ar~~(~h;an ,bf ~ji~~;11~~e~wher~ n9 c)_ea,rig~ or mining :Will occur at least 1 DO-feet 
w1d~ Qy,f\o/~el'JJ[)e ,ql,l<!fW yxca~at1.on.(and t~~;.l:it.r.epm ban.k that forms the western 

. boundai.:y oUt:ie expans'ic>n area, as described in Mitigation Mea.sure V.D.1b, Condition 
No. ·34_ 'A sigh,a11d fence ·shalfoe ins·fa1fod indicating t_hat no gr~ding or tree removal shall 
occur'1n lfiis bciffer area. . . - . . - -

.c) The operator ~hall plant native evergreen trees and shrubs on the existing berm along 
Highwax)Oi. €>:_vtElst of the quc/rry entr:anc;:,e._ A Rey~getation Plar1 prepared by a qualified 
profes~ior\?l~fiall be preparea and·submitted-fqrrev,iew and approval ,of PRMD prior to 
beginning'the' berm planting. -The revegetatfon performance standards shall be 
c911~iq~recJ met Ol)pe the established plar:its have b.een in place at least .five years, are 
cap~bie:6f,~i31H~generati~m ,md, i:\13ve fnef the ·quantified me~sur,ements for a period of 
twp,year~ Witroyt'hqman intervention sych as watering;,, WBElding, fertilizing, replanting, 
etc._. . . . ·. 

d) The Veget~tion Management Planfor hillsides facing Highway 116 and Martinelli Road 
shall indicate areas where. existing trees arid shrubs will be retained to maximize 

· screening provided by the hill, and shall describl"J measures to be taken during clearing 
and grading operations to ensure protection of these trees. This management plan shall 
extend for the life of the quarry perr:nit. 

--~) · Th'e qij~rry tiperator ihall c6n-duct:ITiining in Stcii:iefB c:1nd C: (as shown on DEIR Fig~re . 
. lll-1'3)'gen'erally toward the'northwe~t portion of tbe Northern E~pansion area. When 

mining has progressed as far as practical in thatdirection, mining shall then be conducted 
in an ea~terly direbti6n in 'such a nianner thafscree'hing pro~ided by natural topography _ 
between th.~ mini[lg area and Martinelli Road will ·be in place for as long as is practical. 
Impact V.l=:1 . · · ·· · •. 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMP Project ~eview ~_hall verify that the. plans required by the · 
.. mitigation. rrjeasure h?ve been cornplE#eq. and :apprc;wed: pri~r to _13uthorizing clearing or mining 
· . in' the. expansion _area.· _PRMD .Will inspect the site prior to clearing to ensure trees to be saved 

are clearly marked. 'PRMD shall inspect the site annually to verify planting is maintained. All 
inspection reports will be placed in the project file. 

U/R 37. \/l[i1hi_n 30 c;Jays of,approval of the project, the applicant shall. submit to PRMD a Condition 
Compliance Review Fee dE!posit (amownt to be determined consistent with the ordinance in 
effect at the time J. In addition, the applicant shall be responsible for payment of any additional 
compliance review fees that exceed the initial deposit (based o·n hours of staff time worked). 
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U/R . 38. This "At Cost" entitlement is notvested until all permit processing costs are paid in full. No 
clearing or mining activities in the expansion area shall be authorized untilall permit 
processing costs -are paid in full. 

' ' " ;"· ,;-~ ·.: ._: 

U/R . - 39: Sediment Control: 
:-. ., .,,-

Within qne year of approval, the operator shall prepare and implement:awater quality control 
_program with specific measures to trap eroded sedim!;lnton·site to'Pfovent adis6harge·to 
receiving waters. This program shall be implemented within one year of submission to 
PRMD. Specific measures cited below shall be included which are:taken froin the Stormwater 
Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction, published by the California 
Stormwater QualityAssociatiorr(CASQA). Equivalent measures described in the Erosion 
Control Manual (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board) or other measures 
deemed :_suitable by the-North Coast RElgional :water QualityGontrol:Soard'hlay be substituted 
with approval of PRMD. 

a)· Silt fences, fiber rolls, or other.sediment.controLbarriers shall be .used on bare slopes not 
being actively mined to jntercept and trap sediment.carried by:sheetflow (CASQA 
construction measures SE-1, SE~5, and SE-9). 

. ' .' .r ~ ---· 

b) The program shall include.a :descriptioriDfdhe:construction·method'for!the sediment 
basins, including the design storm and spillways. The design storm shall oot be less ID§n __ 
th·e:z.o~yea(-; 1::.hOur. infensity .event:~ ., -- - - - --- - - -- - ,-,- "'. · - - -- - - ,., 

'' • J I , ;-.;,::) ~ •• ,· 

c ); _ I~e operator shall design the proposed sedimer:itponds to the maximum size practical for 
the available .space. New .sediment ponds,shalr include aforebay;to:tra'p ,coarse soil 
,particles befor:e runoff enters the mai□ _ sediment p.0nds (CASQArconstrtJction measure 

. ,$1;-:2J ;Recognizing that thesedirmeotponds rnaynottie ·adequate;to4rapJvery fine 
,. :1:iar±icles such as clay, the design:shallcinclude"supplemental trec:1tr,rrerit-lhafican be used 

as·. needed to meet the water quality dis.charge· criteria for this project'- Supp"lemental 
treatment may be cmemical treatrr,ent that,causes·the fine particles;to';settle (CASQA 
construction measure SE-11 ), mechanical filters .to rnmove.fine particles-; or"other 
measures considered to be effective by the North Coast RegionalWaterQuality Contra.I 
B~~ . 

d) All runoffJrom areas being mined or previously mined areas will be directed through one 
.. qfthe sedirnentponds. Stormwatermaybereleasedfrom the ponds between storm 

. ;events .so long as the water to be released meets the performance.criteri,:i'of'the water 
-- q1,:1ality.rnonitoring,pcogram described in Tablec1 below in conformance withTequirements 

of the General Industrial Permit. · ._.,: 

e) Durir.ig mining in the expansion area; .the.quarry-floor shall be graded to slope toward the 
quarry face so that a portion of the quarry floor serves as a sedimenUrap during the 
winter rainy months. The design shall provide a stable outlet and .drainage,way to the 
sediment ponds. · ·· · 

f) The•design shall.beccompleted by a professional:civil emgineer experiel70ed ·in sediment 
_detention basiri design. The desigr;i shali'meet the standards of SMARA. All hydrologic 

._. and engineering calculations, including sedimenttrap efficiency, shall be submitted to 
PRMD for review and approval. A peer review may be required. Jrnpact/V:D.4, Impact 
WD.1 

Mitig~tion Monitoring: PRMD-'.Project Revie~ staff will review and approve the Inspection and 
Maintenanc~Plan . .PRMD,ARM·staff will review annual reports and periodically monitor 
compliance with the condition during ongoing-quarterly field inspections and Will respond to all 
complaints. All inspection reports-will be, placed i11 ·the project file. If upon'inspection the 

- sedimentponds/traps and drainage system have not been cleaned out, thenPRMD shall 
issue a Notice of Violation to the operator requiring all crushing, screening, ·grading, and sales 
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of material on site to immediately cease until the ponds/traps and drainage system haYe been 
ci~n~. · 

U/R 40. Avoid all potentially jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the western 
boundary of the existing permitted area of the quarry. Prior to clearing or mining activities in 
the Northern Expansion area, the operator shall take appropriate measures to protect the 
wetland and riparian habitat located on the western boundary of the existing permitted area of 
the quarry. Protection measures to be included in the mining and Reclamation Plan are: 

a) Installation of chain link exclusionary construction fencing around the seasonally wet area; 

b) Implementation of all measures to control dust in adjacent work areas; 

c) Maintenance of the hydrologic inputs Wow) to the seasonally wet area; and 

d) Fence and maintain the 100-foot minimum setback for quarry clearing and mining 
operations fr:om stream banks and critical habitat areas designated in the Sonoma County 
-General Plan (:Chapter. 26A, County Gode). Impact V. D :1 · 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD shall verify that protective measures are installed prior to 
authorizing clearing,or mining hthEi-·-expansion area: 

U/R 41. For Northern spotted owl, approved protocol surveys and avoidanGe/ mitigation measures, 
consistent with §§919.9-919.10 of California Forest Practice Rules will be necessary prior to· 
initiation, of clearing or mining:activities in:the,expansion area. · This-,effort requires: 

- identification of-functional owl nesting,-roostin•g and foraging habitat'. on, and within 0.7 miles of 
any project bourrdary; review ofknowr-i owl surveys that have been conducted within 1.3 miles 
-of.th,e prqjectsite;.surveys, bya qualified ib'iologist·on the projeci'site ·and within 0.7 miles of 
any . .bouradary,dn · accordance with :Guidelines.for.Suroeying. Proposed Management Activities 
Which Mar 1mpactNorthern Spotted 'Owls -~us 

to 
:Fish,,and.-Wildlife:Servicec(USFWS} 1991 ). 

The operator shall submit a verification report the PRMD Project Review staff that the 
• surveys have been completed and any recommendations made ,by "the biologist have been 
implemented. 

Surveys of the proposed project area will be required and will include a 1-year (6 visit) survey 
valid only until the beginning ofthe following breeding season or 2-year (3 visits/year) survey 
valid for 2 additional years, if owls are detected: The 2-year survey is preferable and is more 
likely to accurately determine presence or absence. Surveys shall be conducted between 
March 15th and August31st, 1 to 2 years prior-to commencing activities, depending on the 
survey type: 

· Any activity that would constitute "take"'of Northern spotted owl (as defined by the 
End9ngered Species Act) is not allowed wnder this mining permit Modifications to the project 
shall be required to avoid harassment ordirectiimpacts to nesting owls if such species are 
identified in the surveys. In particular, the project shall meet specific standards including: no 
operations within 500 feet of an active nest site or pair activity center, and maintenance of 
suitable owl habitat (as defined by Thomas et al., 1990) between 500 and 1,000 feet of an 
. active r:iest' site or pair activity site. If the proposed mining plan does ndt comply with these 
standards, then the operator·shall submit a revised plan that 9oes meet-the standards for the 
County, and the mining per.mit shall be·rev.ised accordingly. · 

If it is not feasible to revise the mining plan to satisfy the standards, the operator shall 
complete other measures acceptable -to the l:JSFWS, which may include identification and 
acquisition or retention of 500 or more acres of suitable owl, habitat within- a O. 7-mile radius of 
an active nest site or pair activity center, or 11336 or'morre acres of suitable owl 'habitat within 
a 1.3-mile,radius of an active nest site or pair activity center (including lands acquired or 

_ Tetained within a 0.7-mile radius). Areas acquired or retained may be adjusted after 
consultation with USFWS and CDFG to conform to natural landscape attributes such as 
draws and stream courses. Under such circumstance, a parcel shall be identified for fee 
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purchase or acquisition of conservation easement within Sonoma County underthe 
stewardship of a responsible land management entity: .. Such retained land would need to be 
partially-or completely offsite to .accommodate acreage rnquirenients. Any~dedication of land 
shall necessarily be in perpetuity to be.considered.adequate. If !arid oreasemenf is acquired, 
.the operator must develop a habitatrnanagementplanand long~termfunding.source for 
;managementofthose lands subjectto approval :bythe USFWS and the·CDFG.!mpact V.D.6 

Mitigation.Monitoring: PRMD staffwilt-condtJct site inspections, verify compliance with the 
condition prior to authorizing any clearing or mining 0inthe expansion area.and will respond to 
all complaints. All inspection reports will be placed in ~he prCJjectfile." 

Operational Conditions: 
. . 

U 42. This Use Permit allows continued operation,of,mining/rock extraction, processing, rock 
... :crushing, :screening and stockpiling, and concrete/asphalt recycling supported by cln office, 
;-t.yo-scales;,shop operations:and.acaretakermobilehome,with 22 erriployees'.on APNs 

083-t30-082;0-'083,0 -084, and -'085 as describ¢d in \the,Canyon ~ock Company:surface mining 
applicatidn,dated:Septernber 18; 2002,:as:modifled "bythese::conditions: The .volume of 
material of all types exported-from the Quarry,shall not.exceed 562,500 cubic•yards in any one 
year.• Ofthis,,amoun(erio more'than 500;-000cubic yards shall consistofmateric!I mined on­
~ite: __ 1!7 no case _shall. the amount of material imported_ to the site, including recycled_materials, 
exceed 62;:500 cubic·yardsin anyorteyear;, ,., __ . ,.<.,:,.· "·"·"' . .'·;·,:,,,,c·· 

The princ:ipc:11 ,existing,:buildings are loca'.ted on APNs'083.;210-'083 ·and .c:Q84-and,·are: . 
. 

a) The-appmximatelyJO,QOO squa~e foot"equipment-storage andgaragesbuilding, 

.b) _ The approximately2;500 square foot office building, 

c) The approximately 3,500 square feet welding and repair shop, and 

d) The scale house, electrical building and other minor structures supporting the use. 
. . 

e) APN083::,2J0~006 contains a single family dwelling and APN 083-21 o~020.<Contains three 
single family dwellings. . 

This Use Permit allows expansion -of the existing quarry to_ include:an'.additionaL35 ± acres on 
APNs 083-210-006, -015, -019, and -020. No additional employees are authorized. 

_._ ... Permitted hours.o:[J)f}eration are {3:00 .a.m. to 1"0:00JLm. w~-ek_gj3y$ i3rid'6'.00 ,a:m. to..1.;30_g.m. ______ _ 
Saturdays, ... except,for emergency repairs or by writteJ:1 County;authorization .-,Blasting shall be 
limitedtoidaytime :hours from 10:00 a.m:.toA:00 p.m., Monday through :FridayJ There shall be. 
no clearing or mining operations including blasting on Sundays -or federal holidays. The 
approved mining area shall not encroac;_hwithin '25 feet-ofthe boundary •ofthe,Mineral 
Resources Zoning District. The boundaries of the approved mining areashall:be surveyed 
and staked prior to the commencement of clearing or mining in the expansion area. 

' ' 

ARN -083-130,;083,(formerlyAPNAP-N08:l-210-006) contains a ·concrete batch.,plant and 
associated wash plant. These facilities .shall be subjecttci1the:1961 l::JsePermit-,(County File 
2291~, with an annual production level ofapproximately25,000-to 35, ooo,cubicyards. 

As ,a condition ,of exercising this Use Permit/the applicantagrees that for as long as the lJse 
Permitremains in.effect; all conditior:is setforf.h:h·ereinishall be applicable:to both mining and 
processing"within'the vested parcels (APNs 083-130'-'082, "-083; -084, and "085) as well as the 
expansion :areas·'(APNs 083-210-006;_.::015, "~019 ·and ..:020): ·' 

U/R 43. The operator and subsequenfowners or operators'ofthe.above-referenced project shall 
complete mining and reclamation activities in accordance with the Canyon Rock,Company 
surface mining application and Reclamatior:i Plan dated September 18, 2002 as revised by 
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these Conditions of Approval and subject to the revised Reclamation Plan requirements 
herein. This Use Permit/Reclamation Plan and Conditions of Approval run with the project 
site and.are binding on future owners, heirs and assigns. The Reclamation Plan shall run with 
the land and bind all owners and successors in interest. _Owners shall maintain the site in 
perpetuity in accordance-with the Reclamation Plan, including butnot limited to the drainage 
improvements, slopes and vegetation. Prior to the lease, sale or other conveyance of any 
portion of the real property subject to this approval, the owner shall provide a copy of the Use 
Permit.and Reclamation Plan approval along with this exhibitto the prospective lessee, buyer 
or other recipient ofsuch conveyance; The County has the powerto modify or revoke a 
permit, entitlement, or project approval if the conditions are.not met. The mining operator 
must also notify the State Division of Mines and Geology and PRMD of any changes in 
ownership/operator and a new performance bond may be required. 

U/R 44. When mining encroaches within 200 feet of any property line, the approved top of final 
reclamation slope in that area shall be clearly marked in the field by brightly colored stakes 
projecting at least 4 .feet·above ground level spaced every 200 feet. When mining encroaches 
within 100 .feet of the approved toe offinal ·reclamation,slope in any area, the toe shall be 
clearly-marked •in .the·field;bybrightly :colored stakes projecting at least 4 feet above ground 
level spaced ·every200 ·feet.· The operator shall be·responsible:for·stibmitting a site plan· or 
aerial photograph·show.ingth!;! extent of existing mining· in relationship to all property lines if 
requested by,PRMD to verify the need for, or location·of, the required stakes. 

U/R 45 Aggregate processing may be relocated within the existing mining or the expansion areas 
APN's 083-130-082, -083, -084,and -085; 083-210-006, -015, -019, and -020 ifthe operator 
meets the following criteria: Eitmer the distance from all processing-equipment to residences, 
measured along a straight line of sight, shall be greater than 1,600'feet, or the operator shall 
provide a nois.e analysis and attenuatiori program-prepared by a qualified acoustical_ 
consultant that demonstrates compliance with all General Plan Noise Standards. If shielded 
by intervening terrain, processing equipment may be located ;:r minimum of 760 feet from 
residences. The report is subject to review and approval by PRMD. 

U/R 46. Payment of ARM Plan Fees for Monitoring, Administration, and Other Mitigation: 

The operator shall contribute to ARM Plan Monitoring and Administration funds established by 
the County pursuant to the ARM Plan and shall otherwise mitigate identified impacts as · 
follows: 

Inspection Enforcement and Monitoring Fees: 

Annual inspection, enforcement and monitoring fees shall be paid by the operator in order to 
cover ,all. actual costs ·incurred by the County for the inspection, :monitoring, and enforcement 
of the applicable Use Permit and reclamation plan conditions in accordance with the ARM 
Plan. Where the monitoring service of a qualified professional is required by the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program; additional monitoring fees may be levied on the operator to cover such 

. 9osts. Impact ARM PEER · 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD staff shall be responsible for determining compliance with this 
conditi_on. PRMD staff shall also be responsible for billing the .operator for all monitoring work 
done-in compliance with ARM Plan and County ordina_nce requirements: Violations of the 
condition may result in proceedings to revoke the•Use Permit for mining. 

U/R 4 7. The Use Permit and Reclamation Plan shall be subject to the provisions of the 1994 ARM 
Plan, Chapter 26A of the Sonoma County Code, and other County ordinances, local, state 
and federal regulations, rules, orders and requirements regulating surface mining and 
reclamation in existence or hereafter adopted pursuant to the 1994 ARM Plan. 

R 48. The operator shall notify PRMD in writing at least fifteen (15) days before the conclusion of 
each phase of reclamation to request a site inspection. Impact ARM PEIR 
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Mitigation Monitoring: , PRMD.staff shall inspect the site,periodically in .accordance with the . 
. ·· .. inspection, enforcemen(:monitoring, and mitigatioh:program of the ARM Plan·and also within 

thirty (30) days ofreceiving the operator's notification of completion of:each·phase of 
.. •·. reclamation. A written inspection report on each site visitshall be placed in the ·project file, 
... ,which shall be usedto determine the official start date ,of redamationeffort'time:frames for 

.e.a.ch. area as established dn thes.e Co,n~itions of Approval. 

U/R 49. To the e)(tE:lntrequjred by ,applicable.law, the open?tor and alLsuccessors in interest shall 
obtain a·ny and an permits or approvals requir:ed by other agencies having jurisdiction over the 

· .. project and shall provide copies ofsametoPRMO; This.permitis.subjecUo:the conditions of 
. said _permits and.any violation of other such perm·its •Shall constitute a violation of this Use 

. ,permit.. _If there.•are,conflicts between the .cbnditions:of:any perniits,'tbe.·more.restrictive shall 
apply. PRMD project Review staff willworkwith the agencies and the,operatorto help 

.achievE3 solutions . .Amodification·to this UsePermitmay,be required: ,Such•agencies may 
-include,· but are. not limited to:-· 

a) Sonorna,County WaterAgency . 

b}- Sor:iqmaCoUnty Public,Healtli Department. 

~). Noi;tqern Sonoma CountyAir,iPollution :Control,District 

··. dr:D:aT~orrila6epartment.of:·i=:'ish Bnd G-c:3-me~ -- :~ .,~:,:.:, 

e) California Water Resources Control Board 

f) No,rth .Coast Regional Water Quality Control: Boar:d 

g) . Army C<:>r;ps of Engineers · 

h) ,·lJ.S."'Fish.and r;· . . ~ 
Wildiife . Service 

I) U.S. Environmental Pro.tection Agency 

j) Ca.lif9rr;iic! Department of Forestry 

k) .Cajif9r;nia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

I) NOAA Fisheries 

-UJR .'C -·""50_ 'Grga']ht~ot.,=s16pes; Feplacem'eht ofsoii;· anc:lre~lanun9 ·sh'ai11>ifcofnpieted-co-ncurrently witFi 
mining activities where possible rather than be delayed until after the completion of all mining. 
In no,,case shall the planting of vegetation and,.final .reclamation of slopes last more than two 
,ye_ars.p;:ist;'c~ssation of mining in that.area unless weather or other conditions beyond the 
cqntrol o.fthe operator make performance within ,this timeperiod,unreasonable. To ensure 
ElGGLJrate rnonitoring of.this condition; ,the operator:shall be responsible,for submitting a site 
plan or aerial photograph by October tstof every second year{after mining in the expansion 
area has begun) that clearly depicts the total extent of the mining and reclamation areas on 
,the property,. Failure to.comply with this condition.,shaU require the immediate cessation of all 
mining, processing, and sales of material (reclamation work may continwe). 

U/R ,51. The operator shall properly tune,non~road-equipment and 'shall provide·an annual report 
including an equipment maintenance schedule toHRMDARM staffto document that 
scheduled maintenance has been performed. Impact IV.B.4b 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD ARM staff review the reports •and will per'iodically monitor · 
· complic!nce,with.the condition during ongoing quarterly.field inspections and will respond to all 
complaints. All inspection reports will be placed in the project file. 
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U/R 52. Prior to the start of the second year of grading in the quarry expansion area and thereafter at 
specific intervals, a licensed Geotechnical Engineer and Certified Engineering Geologist shall 
inspect the slopes of the quarry- excavation and perform a slope stability evaluation. The 
evaluation shall determine whether the excavated quarry face meets the slope stability 
performance criteria, which are a minimum pseudo-static factor of safety of greater than or 
equal to 1.1, and a static factor of safety of greater tlian or eqwal to 1.3. The pseudo-static 
factor of safety was derived from the CGS SP117, while the static factor of safety of 1.3 is 
based upon an acceptable engineering standard for stability of temporary slopes. The . 
evaluation shall include a determination that-the factor of safety is consistent With the 
requirements of Section 3407(d) of the State Mir.iing and Geology Board Reclamation 
Regulations. The evaluation of potential static and dynamic quarry slope conditions shall be 
consistent with the provisions of the California Division of Mines and Geology Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards (CGS Special Publication 117, 1997); The 
evaluation shall be reviewed and approved by PRMD and may require a peer review by a 
qualified consultant. In the event that the evaluation determines that the slopes do not meet 
the slope stability performance criteria, the evaluation shall include recommendations for 
revisions to the mining plan that will ensure compliance witti the criteria. 

The slope stability investigation shall be completed.and submitted toPRMD prior to the start 
of mining in years 2, 5, 10 and 15. If the results of any slope stability evaluation indicate a 
potential for Slope instability'thatcould affect acljacentp·roperties, the final mining and · 
Reclamation Plan shall be revised to-include appropriate design slopes and setbacks from the 
property line to ensure protection of adjacent properties. A revision of the Reclamation Plan 
may be required. Impact V.B.2 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff shall be responsible for reviewing the 
geotechnical evaluation report to ensure that the safety criteria are included. 

U/R 53. Prior to the expansion of clearing or mining activities onto adjacent parcels, the operator shall 
prepare and implement a comprehensive dust control program that will expand on the 
quarry's existing dust control measures to further reduce impacts from mining activities. 
Operational elements of the dust control program (especially during the dry season) shall 
include, but are not necessarily limited to the following: 

a) Water all active unpaved vehicle circulation areas daily, using reclaimed water 
whenever possible. Watering should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from 
leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be necessary whenever wind 
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour during dry conditions. 

b) Suspend excavation activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25_n:ijlesp~r 
·hour during dry conditions. · · · · · · ·· ··· ·· · · 

c) Sweep paved roadways (with water sweepers using reclaime<;l water if possible) at 
the end of each day if visible soil, material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. 
Paved areas on site and on Hwy 116 adjacent to the driveway intersection shall be 
kept clear of loose materials. \/Vhen a spill does occur the operator shall be 
responsible for taking quick remedial action . 

. d) Hydroseed or apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas (as presented in the quarry's 
reclamation and water quality control plan). 

e) Exposed soil stockpiles shall be enclosed, covered, watered daily or treated with 
(non-toxic) soil stabilizers. 

f) Chemical soil stabilizers or dust suppressants shall be of a type that is approved of by 
the State Oepartment of Fish and Game and PRMD. Chemical,dustsuppressants or 
soil stabilizers shall not be used on the ground ·during trie wet season when runoff 
may occur. 
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. g) .•. In the absence of areas containing natural or manmade wind breaks, install wind 
. breaks or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at the predominant windward side of 

activity areas . 

. JJ); . , · Install sar::idbags or other erosion .controLmeasures to prevent silt runoff.to public 
roadways, as,needed. Impact /V.B.5 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD ARM staff-will periodically monitor compliance with the condition 
,during ongoing quarterly field inspections and will respond to all complaints. All inspection 
rep6rtswill be placed in. the project file. 

U/R 54. Implement Comprehensive Source Control: 

jhf!!qperat9rshall prepare.and implement aGomprehensivewater·quality control program·that 
em,P:IJasizes source control:meas.ures ·designed fo prevent ·erosion. The:comprehensive water 
quality control program shall be documented in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) that will be submitted to PRMD within one year of approval. The SWPPP shall be 

. preparE!d by the operator and submitted to:PRMD'forreview ·and apprc)VaLThe :SWPPP shall 
,b~/~.gularly updated as qew:Sest,ManagementPractices {BMPs) ar'=l constructed and/or the_ 

• , ,, gtJa_rry,qperation changes. Specific measures cited below are taken fromthe,Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook .for Construction, published ,byJhe California :Stormwater 

. Qy§ll!Y/.\ss9cic3Jion (G6$0At 2003. tgJJiy_~l§Jn_t_rne_asures _de.sc;;rl'2sl9JoJbe .E[o_§jQo aod .. 
Sediment Control Field Manual (San Frci□<::isc:();~ay Regiqna1 ·w9ter .Qu9UW.Oo_r:i1rol-Boari:i:,, 
2002) or other measures deemed more effective by the North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Q9r,itrpl.Soard may be substitu.ted. :,, ;,, 

The operator shall incorporate BMPs into clearing, mining and reclamation activities to reduce 
and eliminate soil erosion. The operator shalLbe.r,esponsible fortheinsp·ection,;i:frid 
maintenance of BMPs through all phases of mining and reclamation. During mining and 
reqlar,r,ation c;:1ctivities, the following measur,es shall be implemented.to red1,1ce the potential for 

• erosJo,n arid sediment C:lischarge: ,, ,;-;,:: ,q ,, 

a) ,Mining activities.and the operation-of,heavy ·equipment orL:site shall be done in su.ch a 
manner as to avpid repeated.crossing of drainage ways or puddles that are actively 
flowing into the sediment pond/traps and offsite. 

b) Topsnil suitable) for .use in revegetation;shall be stockpiled for:use .in -reclamation· and 
replanting of cut slopes, Prior to Octob.er 1.51h of each year, all:topsoil stockpiled for 
future use in revegetation shall be seeded and mulched or otherwise covered in order 
to_2re'{_e_Q_t soil loss through erosion, _ ___ __ __ _ · ~. • ., ,; 6" 

c) . All active processing area roads and work areas shall be stabilized surfaces or 
-~ngineered with-aggregate base fill thicknesses adequate to withstand !heavy · 
equipment~md trucktr:affic. Thesemads,shall be constructed with;culverts and 
energy dissipation structures to convey runoff under the roads, as necessary. Areas 
on the quarry. floor .other than roads and active work areas shall-be stabilized by the 
techniques described above . 

. Jhe water quality control program shall include,measures·to preserve existing 
:vegetation to the extent.practical (CASQAconstruction measure EC-2). When timber 
harvest takes place in the expansion area, small trees, shrubs and groundcover shall 
be left in place until the area is ready for mining . 

.. 
e) In areas ,not being actively mined, bare soil shall be protected from erosion with the 

application-of hydraulic mulch (CASQA construction measure EC-3) or·Hydroseeded · 
(CASQA construction measure EC-4). · 
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f) In areas not being actively mined where it is not practical to establish a grass cover, 
soil binders shall be applied to exposed soil to prevent erosion (CASQA construction 
measure EC-5). 

g) In areas requiring temporary protection until a permanent vegetative cover can be 
established, bare soil shall be protected by the application of straw mulch, wood 
mulch, or mats (CASQA construction measures EC-6, 7, and 8). 

h) To the extent practical,.·benches should be back-sloped or provided with rock or straw 
bale checks so that sediment is trapped on the benches rather than washed into the 
sediment ·ponds. 

I) . Benches shall drain into adequately sized pipes that convey runoff to the quarry floor 
(CASQA constr□ ction measure EC-11 ). Outlets of pipes shall have appropriate 
energy dissipaters to prevent erosion at the outfall (CASQA construction measure 
EC-10). Impact IV.D.1, Impact V.B.3 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD ARM·staff will verify that a water quality control plan including a 
SWPPP is prepared -a·nd implemented, and ·will periodically-monitor-compliance with the 
-condition during,ohgoing-quarterly;field inspections and will respond to all complaints. All 
insp~ctiort reportswi11°be placed ·in the· project file. 

U/R · 55., Stormwater Best Management Practices: 

Within one year of approval, the operator shall·implement BMPs to reduce-the potential for 
discharge of contaminants to stormwater runoff . 

. The following measures shalLbe taken: 

a) Fueling,and maintenance of all rubber-tired loading, grading ahd support equipment shall 
be prohibited within 100 feet of drainage ways. -Fueling a:nd maintenance activities 
associated with other less mobile equipment shall be conducted with containment and 
spill cleanup materials to prevent hazardous material releases .. All refueling and 
maintenance of mobile vehicles and equipment-shall take piace in a designated area with 
an impervious surface and berms to contain any potential spills; 

b) Access to the site shall be controlled by installing and maintaining security fencing and 
locking gates and posting "No Trespassing" signs at all vehicular access points. 

c) Runoff from access roads shall be collected and passed through the sediment pond/trap 
system on site. · - - - - · - · ··· · · · -

d) Any chermical dust-suppressants or slope stabilization -chemicals or polymers, or sediment 
detention basin enhancement chemicals orpblymers shall be EPA·approved and shall be 
used strictly according to the manufacturer's directions. An ·accurate accounting of the 
kinds and quantities of these materials used on the site shall be maintained by the 
operator and submitted to PRMD upon request 

e) Planting methods used in reclamatfon shall avoid the surface application of fertilizers high 
in,nitrogen or phosphorous-that could be washed downstream into local waterways. 
Impact IV.D. 1 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD ARM staff will periodically monitor compliance with the condition 
during quarterly field inspections and will respond to•all complaints. All inspection reports will 
be placed in the project file. Prior to authorizing clearing or mining in the expansion area, 
PRMD will verify the Spill Prevention and Emergency Plan has been approved and shall 
inspect the site to verify security fencing, signs and drainage are installed. 
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U... 56. Water Quality Monitoring Program: 
... 

Priorto clearing or mining in the e)(pansion area, the operator shall prepare.and implement a 
Water Quality Monitoring Program. Monitoring shall be expanded for a single season to 

.. -... collectaseries of baseline sample~ during a representative storm event. Timing of this 
monitoring shall depend on the volume of runoff. The water quality consulting firm p~rforming 
the testing shall establish timing criteria in consultation with the RWQCB, to ensure data.that 
is collected will provide the.proper. baseline sampling. The operator shall demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the RiNQCB and PRMD that discharges from the site consistently meet the 
specified water quality benchmarks for storrhwater discharges (refer fo"Ta6Te 1: \/1/ater Quaiity 
Sampling Criteria as shown .below) prior to clearing or mining in the expansion area. The · 
monitoring·program shall include the following: · 

~ a) The'Baseline Moriiforini;JProgram sbaHbe implemented by a qualified.third~p~rty wat~r 
_ qt.ialit{c~~:,ulting fir111 that is qp~roved Q.Y PRMD and i::ompensatec;tbythe operator. 

b) Prior tci cbmmencemerit of clearing 'or rpining in the appmved expansion: 
... ;;· "_. _,;.:.. . .· ·. . .. . . . 

i:irea: 
I) . A collection' dfa'rriinimuin . .. . . ' . ·•· 

c5fe:iglltbaseline samples ofrullofff~om undisturbed 
,.,. 

: ' 
locations 

' ', .- ' . ' .· •·,\ .• . 

to determine background constituent.levels. Refer.to Table,,1: 
,., 

Water: 
Quality.Sampling Criteria b~low, T0o loc~tions$hall bisel~c::ted ..fn areas away, 
from clearing or mining activ1tl~s §!:l~d other ht.irfia6_djstu_rfi§!il£El~a_n_d, iij_rripl~_dJ:1t~ 
least fot:ir.ffm-es~afeach 

. . • 

locatiC>;ri,durfrig 
."· _,• '•,. 

the single n;iiny ~easqr\: 
• ·_, ••.• ~-. . _,',,.•~ 

,i. 
\-1 --

: 
.. -· 

, : 
~ 

.. ·'. _ i . ;.'.··,:··,-, 'Lt-: cs:·(, rrL::icn 1 i 
ii) All ·of the baselirie,samples,shallbe analyzed for pH, total suspeRded solids---: 

(TSS), turbidity, specific ccmductE1rice, and total organic Cafb'ori'(asfequlred by 
. the General Permit) and total and dissolved iron and total pefro'lt§'urr(''' '' 

hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel (with silica gel cleall-up)ofa StaH:fcertified 
analytical laboratory; ·,""'"fi''• , .• , ,,,. ,,,,.c ' ,_ 

iii) All storms· that generate discha~ge f~~m the ~dive minin'g"portion c>f'rhe projElct 
site to Green Valley Creek sha.U ,be monitored. Howeye[,a~_,a_prac:;tical mea,sure, 
it shall not be req1firedt~·atfri6Qjtoring ever1ts occur rhorffi;~iqb'ently}han once 
every two' weeks·6rpursuanft6 the· criterii:i''developed_.by·the(RVvQCB. The,, 
discharge end O'feach · ouffalf sha!lbe rnad~:easily acces~i~l~jqf "_jn'ipection and 
sampling. · ' •· ·· ·· - · ,.,. ':.:·, · . 

iv) This siilgle~year collection of stqrm,\1/at~r backgroun9 data'Will '.be' 4sed as the 
b_asis to evaluat8'future wateFquality·sampling data. · tinp;;ic/[ JY.f:/1 

:·•:.' -~·t/·; :·:..:,.)~r'~;s,, .... <_~r<'- . . ·...:·-.. .:.: ,',) ,·:f;,-~~:: 

~--·· '--~-----· ·-··- --
.. ··ivl,tfgaffonMon~orfng: PRMD.ProjecfReview sfaffwill verify that the baseline monitoring 

program has been completed in a single season before the expansion is ciuthorized. 
,· . ' [,_'": ,..__:_:1_~·,·.~··•,- · 1

,·.•·· . ;_ '.'· :'.~'._'.;_r;,: .. ••,;. 

LJ/R 57. Collect Semi-Annual RVVQCB Samples: · 

The operator shall collect semi-annual"representative 
I " · ,--:., . 

samples from·all 
. . •, 

stormwater 
::;• · · l :,· ,, , . jl • •"~· 

discharge 
outfalls (at the location where the discharge leaves the detention pond_ pr i.VIJere,the discharge 
leaves the site) while'discharges are·occi'.rrrinQ, ihcompliance with 'the)\~qlJ)re:rr1ehts of . 
General-Permit (No. CAS000001j forDischarQes of Storm Water !\Sso~iate.d with Industrial 
Activities. The monitoring prngrarri shall indude the following:', '. . ' ' .. 

a') Collect 'samples upstream •~riff dbwbsfream orthe q'uarry outfalls irf Gr~E!b. \/alley Creek 
during discharges frorii' the site '(at:tfie'same frequ'ency as'ihe~baseliri"e:_prdgram). . 

, ..- °: • - • ~, • " ., ; • l • •• «: t}; \ ' ·. ' · • · :: '::_ . . ,__ I 

b) All of the semi-annual sariiples'shall be analyzed for pH, tot~! su$penciEld solids (TSS), 
turoidity, specific conductance, EJhd tofal cirgariic. carbon {as required by'tne:<3eneral 
Permit) and:fotal and di~sol\ied lfon iind TPH"(total petroleum hydrcicjarbbr:is.) as diesel 
(with silica gel clean-up) bf a Sfate certified ana'lytical laboratory. . ' . . 
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c) The surface water quality data shall be analyzed by a qualified p~ofessional for indications 
of exceedance of water quality benchmarks and/or changing conditions in water quality 
that could indicate a potential impact to water·quality con·ditions in•Green Valley Creek. 

The following benchmark water quality,values shall'be used to determine whether an 
adverse impact may be associated with the discharge: · 

Table 1: Water Quality'Sampling Criteria 

Total 
Petroleum 

Total Hydro- Total 
Suspended Specific Total and carbons Organic 

pH Solids Turbidity Conductance Dissolved Iron as Diesel: Carbon 

6.5 to Oto 100 Not greate,r l•l Outfall Outfall <15 mg/L <110 mg/L l•l 
8.5 (a)· mg/L l•l than discharge levels discharge 

at project site outfall turbidity in not to exceed 
• • )/ • I 

levels, not to 
'. dischariie •; 'arid Green Valley baseline 'levels 

'" 
exceed 

clowns'tream ievels in Creekattinie ~eaEiuf~'.9. ~. ·baseli~e levels 
. Green Valley Creek of discharge (C) upstreaiiiln measured 
n6t to exceed Gre~n '.valley upstream in. 
upstream levels'by Creek le>· Green Valley 
more than 25 mg/I lbi Cre~k !cl_ ,, 

Note: These bench.marks are subject to revision as the regulatory climate and treatment technologies evolye. The RWQCB may, at it's discrelion, modify lhese 

benchmark val.ue~,iri lhe fUlure: 

(a) . Based on ·Stale Storrnwat.er Pollutant Benchmark level.s, 

(b) Based on comparison of samples collected during the same sampling event. 

(c) This criterion cannot be applied lo discharge samples from outfalls, but shall be applied to samples collected in Green Valley Creek upstream and 

downstream.of the project site. 

The op,erator shan submit ann_ual monito,ring reports,toJhe Regional Water Quality Control 
Board with a copy subr-i:iitt~_d to f:>RMD,:an,~ . .t.f:1e qaliforni~ .Department of Fish and Game. 
frequency of monitoring will qe deter:rnined by .~he RWQCB but.shall not be less frequent than 
two samples shall be collected each rainy season. The qualified water quality professional 
conducting the monitoring shall provide an analysis of the data and an evaluation of the 
overall effectiveness of the sepiment control system. If the water quality performance criteria 
have been exceeded, the report shall includl3 the expert's opinion regarding the specific 
causes of the exceedances and recommended measures to bring discharges into compliance. 
Impact !VD. 1 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff shall review the report and verify that it 
includes the items required by the mitigation. 

U/R 5.8. Implement Corrective Actions. as Necessary: 

Once clearing or mining, of the expansion c1rea has been initiated, if any annual monitoring 
indicates that_di~c~arges fi:pmJhe ,q':1arry exceeded the water ,quality performance criteria, the 
operator will propose ch~riges to th_e :Vyater quality, pr,o.gram th.at will improve. its performance 
sufficiently to meet the perfo'rmance criteria. Corrective action may include, but is not limited 

.. to, additional source control SMPs, expansion of the existing detention ponds, chemical 
f]()~culation,: rne.chanical nitration of the discharge, construction of extended wet ponds and/or 
treatment wetlands and/or reduction of exposed surface area. The proposed changes shall 
be submittEld. to .the, Regional Board for comment,, revised as need~d to addr.ess their · 
co~ments, and then irr,iplem'ented by the operator. If the perforn:iance criteria are not met for 
two consecutive .year.s:, PRMP will confer with the operator and t~e Regional Board to 
determine w,hether further changes in the water quality program are likely to result in 

GTD 91651,3 (Final) 01/29/08 
EXHIBIT"C" 



Conditions of Approval - PLP97-0046 
January 29, 2008 
Page 26 

compliance. lfsuitable .changes are not identified, then the operator shall reduce production 
as needed to meet the performance criteria_ .. Jmpact tV.D.1 · 

·• Mitigation Monitoring:·· PRMD shall reviewthe monitoring reports and .con dud site inspections 
t_o ensure compliance. If the criteria are not met for.two successive years, then PRMD shall 
issue a Notice of Violation to the operator requiring.a reduction in production:Jevels. 

U/R 59. Maintain.and Repair Storm Damage, as Ne · · 

> The water quaiity program .shall describe specific measurE:1S to ensure ·routine inspection .and 
. maintenance of the drainage ·system and .sediment ;ponds site to identify and-correct · 
problems. The operator shall submit a sediment pond inspection and maintenance plan and 

· annual inspection and mairitenance:reports forreview and .approval of PRMD. The slope of 
the pond/trap banks {below water) shall be e·qualto Or· greater than a 3:1 {horizontal/vertical) 
slope to discourage shallow water areas which promote plant growth and mosquito breeding. 
Inspection and maintenanqe shall includemoriitoring storage capacity and'lbss of storage., 
sedirl'.lent removal iand deposition, ,and-the safe stornge;-mixing, use, .and disposal of any 

.· polymers ·and coagulants :,orJlocculants. Sediment pond/traps:arid ,dtaiiiage systems •shaJI be 
cleaned out by October 15th annually pursuant to the standards stated in the approved erosion 
and sediment control plan. Sediment shall be stockpiled for use as topsoil in.the reclamation 

: ,. p~oce.pSi ;•If upor.i-,inspection .by:PRMD'the, sedimentpon<:ls/traps and :drainage"systern hc;1ve',) 
, .·., , .·: ·, not bee.n cleaned out, therownerwiH be ,putzon;noti¢e.'to complete the ,cleanir'ig ;within 30 da_ys 
, • .. ·.. or all cr;ushing,:s_creening, grading, and'.sales,ofmaterial;on1site ,shalrimmediately cease untii 

.t.he ponds/trapsJ1nddr:ainage-.,system~have ·beer.i. cleaned. •• :10'2:"i' .?•,;i;:;i.···: J, 
... · ,. : ~- , ·.. . · .. ::;,~_:: .. _:.::r:; "'))~<'..~ i. 

The program shall include measures to ensure prompt identification and repair of storm 
damc:1ge,,:-FoUowing·:•storm·•events.whicn,si.gnificantlyA:famage. (i.e:;,j,~i;o_siofa:Ofclrainfall-induced 
l.andslicling)wriinipg.orTec:lamation,areas, the qpetator·· shall ibave a qualified"pfbfessional 
conduct a damage survey of the'.site erosion an'd sedi.ment controls, ana'Jrecommend remedial 
actions as.necessary to assure that the performance standards will be met. Within ten days, 
c:]J.e.port shalLcbe:submitted ;to PRMD regarding.the effects of such damage)iiridudihg ,;:; ·' ·• 

.. repommendations for repair and/or replanting; -if necessary. lmpaCf!ViD'.1' · 
':\ 1\s-n ;:.· 

Miiigation Monitoring: PRMD Project Review staff will review the inspectior:i·and mainter.\'ance 
plar;i to ensure compliance with this condition.• :PRMD ARM staff will review' Damage Re'ports 
and periodicall1/ monitor compliance with the condition during ongoing qaarterly field 
inspections and will respond to all complaints. If remediation or storm damage is identified, 
PRM0;staff,$haIL,require c0mpletion of any repairs .w1tn a month:;Or:issu.ela'Noiice of Violation. 
All -lnspectioo :Reports,will.be placeddn the projecHile.:-,· ; ,,,, ,, • />' ; ·• 

__ , ... . , ·,:·1·:}F:::. J/!". ·.f: i~'·· -: 

U/R 60. The operator shall inspec:f cffsturoe~:area~(on:sHe r~guiariy for presence •cif 'invasive plants, 
such as French and Scotch broom, and other species as determined by the Agricultural 
Commissioner. Occurrences of invasive species shall be removed 1mtnediately b/pullirig, 
digging, or .other approved invasive plant control methods. Annual ,tepOrts shall be submitted 
to-PRMD. ImpactV.D:3 

Mitigation.Monitoring: PRMD ARM,staffwillreview annual reports andperfiodically monitor 
compliance'with the condition ,during ongoing quarterly field inspectiomi'and will respond to 
all ,complaints. ..All inspection.rnports w.ill be ·placed· in the project file.: > · • 

. t:~' ·-\ :.':i: 

U/R 61. Clearing of vegetation shall b.e conducted between August 15 td MarCh!1 to.avoid nesting 
birds. If clearing of vegetation occurs outside of the August 15 to March 1 nesting avoidance 
period ,Jhe .0wne[;must, prior to0commencemefr1Fo'f. clearing ofv~getatibn ·,act!Vlties, reta_in a 
qualified,biologist to survey ti'le site for nesting,raptorswithin 500 feetoMhefclearing area 
and for birds protected by CDFG, Sections 3503;:within 250 feefof'the'.cJeaFing area. The 
survey distance for raptors and other birds may be modified by a qualified biologist 
depending upon site.circumstances. If species are found td be nesting ori~site or within close 
. proximity, a buffer area,shall be designated byJhe biologist and all clearing activities shall 
remain outside of this area until nesting is complete. The operator shall submit verification to 
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PRMD Project -Review staff that the surveys have been •completed and any 
recommendations made by the.biologist'are implemented. Impact V.0.5 

Mitigation Monitoring: PRMD will conduct site inspections, verify compliance with the 
condition and will respond to all complaints. All inspection reports will be placed in the 
project file. 

U 62. Prior to commencement of tree removal, the,operator shall hire-a CDFG-approved biologist 
specializing in local bat species to survey the site. If occupied roosting habitat is identified, 
artificial roosts (wood structures) shall be:established ·at suitable locations specified by a 
CDFG·biologist, as near aspossibleto the.site of existing roosts. Removal of roost trees 
would.not be allowed until:a.tirhe of daywhen the roost was unoccupied. The operator shall 
provide a verification report:prepared by a qualified biologist to PRMD Project Review 

. describing occurrenGes1of bats and their habitat. Impact V.D. 6 

Mitigation Monitoring: The·PRMD Project-Review staff shall review the report and shall visit 
the:site to verify thatroostsare established;·if needed: PRMD ARM staff will monitor 
compliance withJhe condition-and will respond to all·complaints. AIHnspection reports will be 
placed in the projectfile.·, · · 

' .. 
U 63. All mini11g:st0ckpi1es, spoils,·' and recycled· material_ shall be stored at least '200 feet away 

from Highw,ay 116 unless fully screened by a berm and/or vegetation. All new structures 
shall bedocated atleast 200:feetaway from Highway 116: No junk,, debris, non-operative 
vehicles, materials or equipment0unrelatedtothe,quarry·shall 'be stored anywhere on quarry 
property except for the operator's personal and hobby-related equipment. Impact V.E. 1 

', 

Mitigation.Monitoring: PRMD,ARMstaffwill periodically monitor compliance with the 
conditior:i<Cluring ongoing-quarterlyfield.insi:,ectionsrand willrespondto all complaints. All 
im;pection, reports will b.e placed in the ,projectfile. · 

U/R 64. All employees shall undergo a cultural and paleontological resources· orientation and 
awareness training prior .to,commencing clearing or mining activities in the expansion area. 
Such training shall include familiarization with stop work restrictions if buried archaeological 
rem,ains, p;:ileontological, resourt:es·.or;artifacts, are uncovered. The operator shall provide 
PR.MD with a verification- list.of emi:,loyees completing the orientation. The training and list 
shall be updated bythe operator as new employees are added. Impact V.G.1, Impact V.G.2 

Mitigation Monitor,ing: PRMDwill monitor the mitigation by requiring.the operator to submit to 
PRMD a written list of the employees and the date of their participation in the required 
training sessions prior to authorizing clearing or mining in the expansion area and 

. periodically when m~wemployees,are added. 

U/R 65. During quarry operations, should any undiscovered evidence of archaeological materials or 
paleontologicalresources· be encountered, work at the place of discovery shall be halted, 
and a qualified archaeologist and/or paleontologist shall be consulted td ·assess the 
significance of the find. Prompt evaluations could then be made regarding finds, and a plan 
of action consistent with CEQA and Sol'lor.na County cultural-resources management 
requirements could be adopted. lf prehistoric Native American burials are encountered, a 
qualified archaeologist; the Sonoma County Coroner, the·California Native American 
Heritage Commission and local Native American Heritage Commission shall be consulted in 
accordance with established requirements. Impact V.G.1, Impact V.G.2 

Mitigation Monitoring: The PRMD Project Review staff shall be responsible for coordinating 
with the qualified archaeologist and ensuring the stop work order is complied with if 
archaeological or paleontological resources are'uncovered: · · ' 

U/R 69.- Night ligl7ting shall be fully shielded and downward casting so as not to: produce glare onto 
adjacent properties and roadways or into the sky. Temporary construction lighting shall be 
directior:ial spotlights that focus on the work area; All new structures shall comply with 
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screening and setback requirements oftheScenic Corridor ,and Scenic Landscape Unit 
designations of the Open Space Element.of the General Plan. -· 

U/R 67. The operator shall continue to.provide the·California Departmentof Conservation and PRMD, 
in the manner specified by said agencies, annual reports on mining and reclamation activities 
on the site until the project is completed. Impact ARM PElR · · · · 

Mitigation Monitoring: •PRMD will :reviewreports•for compliance with permit requirements and -
make ·available to the .public, · 

U/R 68. The operator shall require aH its drivers·to participate in .a truck driveredu~ation/safety 
orientation Which familiarizes rock haulers with speed ·limit zone·s, schocilbus stops, areas of 

· low sight distance on ha1..JI routes, permit limits on trucking, weight and load height limits, 
;circulation.routes. on the quarrysiteto'minimize interference and preferred routes, and. 

·· establishes procedures to reduce public conflicts and ensure traffic safety: A Hst of 
employees. unde~going the orientation .shall be submitted to PRM.D. prior to clearing or mining 

... -.inJhe expansion •area: The:training program shall be,retaken-every two years and list shall 
be updated:annuallyby theoperator<as new employees:are;added; ·Hnpact:ARM PEIR 

·:_;~:~;:-~: ·. ··? i _:_,,;~ ,,, \ ~(."}' ~ ~ .. ,,·.:< . ·--~/ 

Mitigation a Monitoring: PRMD will monitor-the mitigafiom by;re·quiring the operator to submit to 
;_.:: - , ·: :PRMD :writteh list.dfemployees anddhe date oftheir participation in the required training 

. ~~i'~~r~ -~-· ·; :•·1'.:-:,C· 

U/R,j' r69. -The operator shallTequire -al hits twck·dfiverswith destinations:tothe south to use the 
it,' , -. ,,Forestville:Bypass/Mirabel Road\ExtensionwhenAfis "completecl:to aVoid.0:dowritown 

Forestville. A notice with written information ·about recommended haulrorntes,shall be 
provided to independent c:md other truck drivers not employed by the operator. A copy of the 
notice and list of truck drivers receiving the information about recommended haul routes shall 
be submitted to PRMD within two months of the opening of the Forestville Bypass/Mirabel 
Road Extension. 

U/R 70. Any landscaping for the project shall comply with all provisions .of the County Low WaterUse 
Landscaping Ordinance. Drought tolerant landscaping shall be provided for the office an.ct 
parking area, and the landscaping plan shall be reviewed and approved by PRMD Project 

· Review prior to clearing or mining in the expansion area. 

U/R 71. Any proposed modification, alteration, and/or expansion of the use authorized by this Use 
Permit shall require the prior review and approval of PRMD or the Planning Commission, as 
appropriate. Such changes may require a new or modified Use Permit_ and additional 

... environmental review, 

The Director of PRMD is hereby authorized to modify these conditions for minor adjustments 
to respond to unforeseen field constraints provided that the goals of these conditions can be 
safely achieved in some other manner. The operator must submit a written request to PRMD 
demonstrating that the condition(s) is infeasible due to specific constraints (e.g, lack of 
property rights) and shall include a prop_osed alternative measure or option to meet the goal 
or purpose of the condition. The Director of PRMD shall consult with affected departments 
and agencies and may require an application for modification of the approved permit. 
Changes to conditions that m<:1y be authorized by the Director of PRMD are limited to those 
items that were not adopted as mitigation measures or that were not at issue during the 
public hearing process. Any modification of the permit conditions shall be documented with 
an approval letter from the Director, and shall not affect the original permit approval date or 
the term for expiration of the permit. 

U/R 72.' This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification by the Planning Commission if: (a) 
the Commission finds that there has been a violation or noncompliance with any of the 
conditions, (b) the use for which this permit is hereby granted constitutes a nuisance, or (c) 
the Commission finds that the use for which this permit is hereby granted is so exercised as 
to be substantially detrimental to persons or property in the neighborhood of the use, 
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recognizing thatthe project as approved may resultin some unavoidable environmental 
. impacts. Any such revocation shall be preceded by a public hearing pl'.lrsuant to Section 26-

92-120, except that the Planning Commission shall be the hearing body, and noticed 
pursuant to 26~92-140 of'the Sonoma County"Code. 

U/R 73. The applicant shall notify PRMD in writing 30 days before implementation/activation of the 
use permit. Implementation/activation of the use permit shall consist of mining or clearing on 
.the expansion area parcels or implementation of.major conditions of.approval.as determined 
by PRMD. The Use Permit shall not be implemented/activated until after payment of fair 
share contribution traffic fees pursuant to Conditions No. 15-22, payment of tra·ffic mitigation 
fees (Condition No. 14), paymentof.Notice·ofDete~mination (:ConditionNo. 31) and 
processing fees (Condition Nos. 29, .37. and 38) and Reclamation Plan approval. If the Use · 
Permit has not been implemented/activated within ,five (5) years after the date of the granting 
thereof, the p.ermit shall become automatically void and of no further effect, provided 
however, that upon written request by the applicant prior to the expiration df the five year 
period, the permit approval may be extended for not more than·one.(1) year by the authority 
which· granted,the original permit pursuant to. Section 26-92~130 offhe S01:ioma County 
Code. If this ,use ,permit becomesNoid, operatiom$ may continue under the i.pr:eviously 
granted use permits including a Use Permit for a quarry expansion (County File UP90-362) 
onAPN _o083-210:-019 amd-.Use:P,ermits for,.a .qwarry,:'concrett3 h>atcf;J:_plant an9.icaretaker 
mobile home-(County.•File 229rt) .on·½\PNs·083-1.3Q;:.082•; .-083;,~084; and -US-5: 'fhis Use 
Permit shall expire when all reclamation work has been completed in the expansion area and 
approved by PRMD, or 20 years from the date of permit implementation/activation; 
whichever occurs-first. Upon the-c0mpleti0n of mining, all·proeessing equipment used for 
mining and other materials, equipment and:vehicles' shall be r-emoved from the site so that 
reclamation can be completed. , 
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