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CHAPTER I 
Introduction 

On December 14, 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) certified the Roblar 
Road Quarry Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), and approved a Reclamation Plan 
and a Use Permit for Alternative 2 as modified by the Board (herein referred to as “Modified 
Alternative 2”). The Use Permit allows for a 20-year mining permit with an annual limit of 
570,000 cubic yards per year. The Final EIR included the May, 2008 Draft EIR, the October 2009 
Response to Comments Document, the June 2010 Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the 
2010 Response to Comments Document for the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR.  

The Roblar Road Quarry is owned by Barella Family, LLC. The Applicant for the currently-
proposed modifications to the Quarry Use Permit is John Barella Land Investments. The Quarry 
address is 7175 Roblar Road, Petaluma. The Quarry property includes Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
027-080-009 and 027-080-010.  

Under the approved Modified Alternative 2, all project truck traffic generated by the Quarry will 
use the Applicant’s identified alternative haul route. This alternative haul route will consist of an 
improved section of Roblar Road from the Quarry access road entrance west to the point where 
the haul route turns overland off Roblar Road onto a private off-road segment named Access 
Road 2. Access Road 2 will connect to Valley Ford Road. From there, Quarry trucks will use 
designated public roads to and from U.S. 101. The Quarry on-site access road and entrance to the 
Quarry site will be developed the same as that originally proposed and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

The original Alternative 2 that was described in the Final EIR consisted of two new temporary 
private off-road segments (named “Access Road 1” and “Access Road 2”), an improved section 
of Roblar Road between Access Road 1 and Access Road 2, and the use of various other existing 
public roads. However, the Board’s modification to Alternative 2, which was analyzed prior to 
Board approval of the Quarry project (ESA, 2010) precludes the construction of Access Road 1 
(which would have crossed land encumbered by a Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space 
Conservation Easement), and instead requires the Applicant to implement Roblar Road widening 
improvements from the Quarry access road west to Access Road 2. 

The Use Permit requires that the Applicant improve the approximately 1.6-mile-long Modified 
Alternative 2 haul route section of Roblar Road to meet current County road design standards, 
including, but not limited to, two 12-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes, two 6-foot-wide paved 
shoulders (as well as associated striping/signage to meet Class II bicycle facilities), and two 
2-foot-wide rocked shoulders. Moreover, the roadway will be improved as needed to meet 
pavement structural requirements per Caltrans Design Manual standards. The Use Permit requires 
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realignment of an existing “S-curve” on Roblar Road to reduce the horizontal curvature at this 
location, relocation of existing overhead electrical utilities, and modifications to stormdrain 
facilities.  

The approved Modified Alternative 2 haul route will depart from Roblar Road at Access Road 2, 
where it will extend southwest through private property (Neve property) for approximately 
2,100 feet between Roblar Road and Valley Ford Road. Stormdrains will be installed for the road 
crossing of two drainages on the Neve property. Access Road 2 will consist of two paved 14-foot-
wide travel lanes plus drainage improvements on each side. From this point, Quarry trucks will 
travel east on Valley Ford Road, Pepper Road (west of Mecham Road), Mecham Road, and a 
combination of Stony Point Road, SR 116, Railroad Avenue and/or Old Redwood Highway 
to/from U.S. 101. Quarry haul trucks will not be allowed to use Roblar Road east of the Quarry 
access road entrance, or Pepper Road east of Mecham Road. 

Under the approved Modified Alternative 2, 100 percent of materials produced at the Quarry will 
be either directly used by the Applicant or sold under contract. As such, all Quarry haul trucks 
generated at the Quarry will be those associated with the Applicant’s own truck fleet, or private 
haulers under contract with the Applicant, and where the specified haul route will be imposed in 
the contract. The use of the specified alternative haul route will be enforced by the Applicant, 
subject to penalties and/or contract termination, depending on the nature and/or frequency of a 
deviation of the specified haul route by a driver.  

Under the approved Modified Alternative 2, all aspects of on-site Quarry characteristics and 
operations will be identical to that originally proposed, including the maximum permitted 
production rate (570,000 CY per year), total volume of aggregate that could be mined 
(11.4 million CY over the 20-year use permit), mining approach and techniques, location and 
design of all Quarry-related facilities, and interim and final reclamation. 

A. Proposed Project Changes 
The Applicant now seeks to modify its Use Permit (PLP03-0094), as follows: 

Modify the Design of the Intersection of Stony Point Road / Roblar Road and 
Associated Condition of Approval 44 and Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.1. Condition 
of Approval (COA) 44 and Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.1 require installation of a signal 
at the Stony Point Road / Roblar Road intersection, including widening all approaches to the 
intersection, including shoulders, lengthening the northbound left-turn lane, and adding a 
southbound left-turn lane. The Applicant indicates that the County’s preliminary design for 
improvements at this intersection would impact vegetated drainage features outside the paved 
and/or hardscaped areas, and affect biological habitat. Impacts of the intersection upgrade 
were previously examined in an adopted 2005 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(Sonoma County PRMD), which found that all project impacts, including impacts to 
biological resources, would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of 
specified mitigation measures. The Final EIR refers to these mitigation measures and requires 
their implementation in Mitigation Measure E.9, which was adopted as COA 86. 
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The Applicant proposes a modified design that can generally be accomplished within the 
existing paved and/or hardscaped area, thus minimizing impacts to adjacent vegetated 
drainage features and potential biological habitat.  

Modify the Design to the Modified Alternative 2 Roblar Road Haul Road, and Associated 
Conditions of Approval 49 and 59.a, and Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.3a. Conditions 
of Approval 49 and 59 and Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.3a and E.4a require that the 
improvements to Roblar Road (between the Quarry access road and Access Road 2) include, 
among other requirements, two 12-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes and two 6-foot-wide 
shoulders, two 2-foot-wide rock shoulders, and associated striping to meet Class II bike 
facilities. The Applicant indicates that given the limited width of the existing right of way; the 
proximity of Americano Creek to Roblar Road, other proximal wetlands and/or linear drainage 
features to Roblar Road; and other factors, that the required road improvements on Roblar Road 
are impractical, unnecessary and infeasible. 

The Applicant instead proposes to construct improvements to Roblar Road that would include 
two 11-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes, two 3-foot-wide paved shoulders, and two 2-foot-wide 
rock shoulders; and not include Class II bike lanes. There would also be minor modifications 
to the previously proposed alignment of Roblar Road between the Quarry access road and 
Access Road 2.  

Realign Americano Creek Channel and Construct Wetland Enhancement Area on the 
Quarry Site, and modify associated Conditions of Approval 101 and 133. The widening 
of Roblar Road required in Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.3a would directly impact a 
section of Americano Creek located on the Quarry property adjacent to Roblar Road, and 
require this creek segment to be relocated. In order to accommodate the required widening of 
Roblar Road, the Applicant proposes to realign the creek channel further from the edge of the 
improved Roblar Road, and improve the habitat complexity along this section of Americano 
Creek, including establishing riparian vegetation along both sides of the realigned segment of 
creek. 

B. Environmental Review for Project Changes 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15160 provides for 
variations in EIRs so that environmental documentation can be tailored to different situations and 
intended uses, and these variations are not exclusive. CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(a) 
indicates that a Supplement to an EIR, rather than a Subsequent EIR, may be prepared if: 

1) Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR, and 

2) Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately 
apply to the project in the changed situation. 

The applicable conditions in Section 15162 that would trigger supplemental or subsequent review 
are as follows:  

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects; 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 previous EIR was certified as 
complete, shows any of the following: 

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

(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 EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

The County conducted a review of the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the Use Permit 
COA, and determined that they have the potential for new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts. The County has also determined that only minor additions or changes would be 
necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation. 
Therefore, the County determined that a Supplement to the previous EIR is appropriate.  

Draft Supplemental EIR 
Following determination that a Supplement to the previous EIR is the appropriate level of CEQA 
review, the County prepared a Draft Supplemental EIR (Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR examines 
the proposed modifications to the Use Permit COA and analyzes whether the proposed 
modifications, or changes to the setting in which the Quarry project would take place, could result 
in a new or substantially more severe significant impact, compared to the impacts identified in the 
Final EIR. Where a new or substantially more severe significant impact is identified, the Draft 
SEIR specifies mitigation measures for reducing or avoiding the impact, and considers whether 
the mitigation measures have the ability to reduce the impact to less than significant. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15163(b) indicates a Supplement to an EIR need contain only the information 
necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 

Circulation and Review of the Draft SEIR 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(c) indicates a Supplement to an EIR shall be given the same 
kind of notice and public review as is given to a draft EIR (outlined in Section 15087). Also, 
Section 15163(d) indicates a Supplement to an EIR may be circulated by itself without 
recirculating the previous draft or final EIR.  
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On September 24, 2018, the County released the Draft Supplemental EIR (DSEIR) for public 
review and comment. The DSEIR circulated for 45 days; the comment period closed on 
November 7, 2018. On October 16, 2018, the Board held a Public Hearing to take oral comment 
on the Draft SEIR.  

In this Final SEIR, the County responds to all substantive comments on the adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft SEIR, but not to comments on the previous environmental documents. 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(d), prior to consideration of approval of the 
project, the County shall consider the previous EIR as revised by the Supplement to the EIR. The 
County must certify the Final Supplement to the EIR and adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) for mitigation measures identified in the report in accordance with the 
requirements of PRC Section 21081. A draft MMRP is included in this Final SEIR as Appendix A.  

C. Organization 
This Final SEIR is organized as follows: 

Chapter I: Introduction provides a review of the Quarry project approved by the Board, and 
explains how it varies from the project and alternatives examined in the Final EIR. The 
Introduction briefly describes the modifications to mitigation measures and Use Permit COA 
now being proposed by the Applicant. This chapter also reviews the CEQA requirements for 
a Supplemental EIR.  

Chapter II: List of Commenters provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and 
individuals who submitted written comments on the Draft SEIR and who provided oral 
comment at the Public Hearing.  

Chapter III: Master Responses: where several commenters commented on the same subject 
or raised the same issues, a Master Response provides a comprehensive response. One Master 
Response is included in this chapter, addressing multiple issues raised in several comment 
letters, all related to the Applicant’s proposed changes to the required improvements to 
Roblar Road, and bicycle and traffic safety.  

Chapter IV: Comments and Responses to Comments contains copies of all comment 
letters received during the 45-day circulation period, a transcript of the Public Hearing, and 
responses to all comments. 

Chapter V: Revisions to the Draft SEIR compiles all changes to Draft SEIR Chapter 3, 
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, that were prompted by comments 
on the Draft SEIR, and in addition revisions and corrections initiated by County staff.  

Chapter VI: Report Prepares identifies County staff, the County’s EIR consultant team, 
and the project Applicant.  

Appendices include the draft MMRP (Appendix A), a letter received after the close of the 
public comment period from the Applicant’s attorney (Appendix B), and a large number of 
documents that were attached to one of the comment letters (Appendix C-1 and C-2). 
Appendices C-1 and C-2 are bound separately. 

_________________________ 
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CHAPTER II 
Agencies and Persons Commenting on the 
Draft SEIR 

A. Agencies and Persons Commenting in Writing 
The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) during the public review period. 

Letter Person/Agency and Signatory 

Agencies and Organizations 

A Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research)  

B Patricia Maurice, Branch Chief, California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), District 4 

C Scott Briggs, on behalf of the Applicant 

D Stephen Butler, Clements, Fitzpatrick & Kenilworthy Inc., Attorney Representing the Applicant 

E Arthur Coon, Millar Star Regalia Law, Attorney Representing the Applicant 

F Nancy Graalman, Director, Defense of Place 

G Michael Molland, Molland Law, Attorney Representing Citizens Advocating for Roblar Road Quality (CARRQ)  

H Richard Harm, President, Petaluma Wheelmen Cycling Club  

I Alisha O’Loughlin, Executive Director, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition 

Individuals 

J Margaret Hanley 

K Sean Butler 

L Keith Devlin 

M Rue Furch 

N Angela Levinger 

O Claudia Steinbeck Mcknight 

P Justin Merrick 

Q Barry Weinzveg 

R Jane Neilson 

S Edward Ryska 

T Harriet Saunders 

U David and Donna Spillman 
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B. Persons Commenting at the Public Hearing 
A Public Hearing on the Draft SEIR was held by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on 
October 16, 2018. The following individuals provided spoken comments on the Draft SEIR 
(commenters whose names could not be determined from the audio/visual taping of the Public 
Hearing are designated “Woman” and “Gentleman”): 

• Woman One 

• Margaret Hanley 

• Sue Buxton 

• Jason Merrick 

• Gentleman One 

• Joe Morgan, Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee 

• Woman Two 

• Daniel (last name inaudible) 

• Stephen Butler 
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CHAPTER III 
Master Response 

A. Master Response 1: Roadway Geometry and 
Bicycle and Traffic Safety on Roblar Road 

Various comments address the Applicant’s proposed changes to roadway geometry for the 
widening of Roblar Road required by Use Permit Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 and 
Condition 59, particularly with regard to bicycle and traffic safety issues. Numerous comments 
express concern for the safety of bicyclists, pedestrians, autos, and emergency vehicles and 
workers, if the Applicant’s proposed narrower lane and shoulder width are implemented in lieu of 
the geometry required in the existing Use Permit Conditions of Approval. Some of the specific 
concerns expressed in the comments include the possibility of increased risk of conflicts between 
bicyclists and Quarry haul trucks because of the reduced clearance between bicyclists travelling 
on a narrower shoulder adjacent to a narrower travel lane; the increased potential for haul trucks, 
especially double-trailer trucks, to “off-track” from the roadway onto the shoulder where bicycles 
may be present; a potentially dangerous condition when two trucks pass each other in opposite 
directions at the same time as passing a bicyclist; and the increased risk of accidents involving 
bicycles and motor vehicles due to fog, speed, darkness, distracted drivers, and wildlife on the 
roadway. Commenters also express concern regarding traffic safety, for many of the same reasons 
as for bicycle safety, and also because of the increased possibility of conflicts between Quarry 
haul trucks and vehicles, including emergency vehicles, temporarily parked on a narrower 
shoulder. Several commenters state that the Applicant’s design would not be consistent with 
Sonoma County General Plan and Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan policies or 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines. 

Meanwhile, the Applicant’s representative and attorneys express in their comments (comment 
letters C and E) a commitment to the roadway geometry specified in Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft SEIR, in lieu of their proposed geometry (in 
particular, Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 requires 4-foot wide paved shoulders instead of the 
Applicant’s proposed 3-foot wide paved shoulders, and an 11-foot wide left turn lane at Access 
Road 2, instead of 10-foot wide); state their position that this geometry is equally safe to that 
currently required in Use Permit Conditions 49 and 59 (which require 12-foot wide travel lanes, 
6-foot wide paved shoulders striped and signed to meet Class II bikeway standards, and 2-foot 
wide rocked backing – see Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR); that it 
is consistent with General Plan policies and AASHTO guidelines; that it has the support of the 
Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee; and that approval of their proposed 
geometry, as modified by Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, would not result in a new or substantially 
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more severe impact to bicycle or traffic safety. Based on their contention that the narrower travel 
lanes and paved shoulders (32-foot wide road) are equivalent, they contend that the 40-foot wide 
roadway required in the existing Condition of Approval is not proportional to the severity of the 
impact. The Applicant is arguing that protecting the public from the impacts of the project by 
requiring improvements is unconstitutional. 

This master response addresses all these comments. The response first reviews bicycle and traffic 
safety impact discussions and conclusions from the 2010 Final EIR and the Draft SEIR. The 
response then reviews the relationship between roadway and shoulder width and bicycle and 
traffic safety by examining source documents in which roadway geometry standards are 
considered and recommended. The conclusion is reached that the Draft SEIR properly identifies 
Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 as significant and unavoidable, due to the significant decrease in safety of 
narrower travel lanes and shoulders, particularly on roadways carrying relatively large volumes of 
traffic, including large trucks, at high speeds, and where paved shoulders are intended to be used 
by bicyclists. Finally, the response considers the feasibility and effectiveness of additional 
mitigation measures to reduce Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4. 

Review of 2010 Final EIR and Draft SEIR Impacts of Haul 
Trucks on Bicycle and Traffic Safety on Roblar Road 
The 2010 Final EIR concluded that Impacts E.3 (addressing bicycle and pedestrian safety) and 
E.4 (addressing traffic safety) would be significant and unavoidable because of the uncertainty of 
the feasibility of the road widening requirement for safety along the 6.5 mile haul route 
(Mitigation Measure E.3a/E.4a). An override was avoided, however, because under Alternative 2 
these impacts would be reduced to less than significant because the mitigation measure would be 
feasible for the shorter length of road requiring upgrade. This conclusion was also reached in an 
analysis conducted for Modified Alternative 2 (ESA, 2010). In approving Modified Alternative 2 
in 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors adopted findings that both Impacts E.3 and 
E.4 would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures 
specified in the 2010 Final EIR, including Mitigation Measure E.3a/E.4a, requiring that the road 
be widened to meet safety standards. This measure was adopted as Condition/Mitigation Measure 
49 and forms the basis for Condition 59, both of which the Applicant now proposes to change. On 
the basis of compliance with these requirements, the Board of Supervisors found that Impacts E.3 
and E.4 would be less than significant, as mitigated.  

The Applicant’s proposal is to modify the existing approval, which requires the Applicant to 
improve Roblar Road to provide two 12-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes, two six-foot-wide paved 
shoulders, two two-foot-wide unpaved (rock) shoulders, and associated striping/signage to meet 
Class II bike facility standards. The Draft SEIR concludes in Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 that the 
narrower travel lane and shoulder widths proposed by the Applicant would result in new 
significant bicycle and traffic safety hazards from Quarry truck traffic on Roblar Road. The 
Applicant mentions that the road condition is an existing condition, which is of course correct. 
The Applicant’s current proposal, however, creates new risks, compared to both the approved 
Modified Alternative 2 (i.e., the current use permit) and existing conditions on Roblar Road, 
because the dramatic increase in trucks on a substandard road will not be accompanied with road 
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improvements sufficient to reduce the project’s safety impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. This raises the issue of whether and how the Quarry use can be made compatible with 
road safety. The Quarry would cause an increase in truck traffic on Roblar Road (i.e., an average 
of about 27 one-way trips per hour [about 302 per day], and a peak of about 43 one-way trips per 
hour [about 480 per day]), and could increase the risk of accidents due to potential conflicts 
between Quarry traffic and bicyclists, pedestrians, and other vehicles. The new and significant 
risks arise from the project approval because of the large number of trucks that are proposed to be 
added to a road that does not meet safety standards. The new impact also arises under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162, both when comparing the existing conditions to the proposed project 
without mitigation, and when comparing the relative decrease of safety between the prior 
approval analyzed in the 2010 Final EIR and the current unmitigated proposal. 

For these reasons, the Draft SEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, which requires the 
following: 

• Minimum 11-foot wide travel lanes and 11-foot wide left-turn lane at Access Road 2; 

• Minimum 4-foot-wide paved shoulders; 

• Minimum 1-foot-wide unpaved (rock) shoulders; 

• Final design of the horizontal curves shall be determined using AASHTO methodology, as 
determined by the DTPW, to accommodate all project trucks through the curves to prevent 
off-tracking, while maintaining an acceptable clearance to bicycles and vehicles in the 
opposing lane; and 

• If any component of an adequate design requires additional right of way, and if the Applicant 
is unable to obtain this additional right of way from willing sellers, then any condemnation 
required must be paid for solely by the Applicant. 

The Draft SEIR finds that, while this design would be consistent with allowable exceptions to 
applicable roadway geometry standards, the 11-foot wide travel lanes would not meet the General 
Plan standards and AASHTO guidelines for 12-foot travel lanes. The 4-foot wide paved shoulders 
would not meet the safety requirement for minimum 5-foot wide Class II bikeways as specified in 
the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Because the Applicant’s proposed roadway 
geometry would result in a new significant impact to bicycle safety, and Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 
would not reduce the severity of the impact to a less-than-significant level, the Draft SEIR 
concludes that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The same conclusion is reached 
for Impact 3.4-4, addressing traffic safety on Roblar Road, and for the same reason. 

Relationship of Roadway and Shoulder Width to Bicycle and 
Traffic Safety 
In the discussion of Impact 3.4-3, the Draft SEIR highlights that safety underlies roadway 
geometry standards. Generally, wider travel lanes and wider shoulders are safer. In AASHTO’s 
“A Policy on the Geometry of Highways and Streets” (the “Green Book”), recommendations for 
lane and shoulder width for rural collector roads such as Roblar Road are tied to roadway design 
speed and volume (AASHTO, 2011, Table 6-5). Roblar Road meets the Green Book criteria for a 
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40-foot roadway (12-foot wide travel lanes and 8-foot wide shoulders) as required in the existing 
Use Permit Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 and Condition 59. The Applicant’s proposed design 
for a 32-foot wide roadway would not conform to this guidance. The Green Book does, however, 
provide for exceptions to the 40-foot roadway cross-section standard. The relevant exceptions 
are: 

1. On roadways to be reconstructed, an existing 22-foot traveled way may be retained where 
alignment and safety records are satisfactory. 

2. Shoulder width may be reduced for design speeds greater than 30 mph as long as a minimum 
roadway width of 30 feet is maintained. 

The discussion of Impact 3.4-3 in the Draft SEIR notes that the recent collision rate on Roblar 
Road between Valley Ford Road and Stony Point Road is lower than the rate for Sonoma County 
as a whole, and is also lower than the rate for two-lane rural roadways state-wide.  

With regard to the better-than-average collision rate on Roblar Road, the concern expressed by 
many commenters is that the addition of an estimated average 302 Quarry haul truck trips per day 
(480 peak daily haul truck trips) will increase the risk of accidents on the 1.6-mile section of 
Roblar Road that Quarry haul trucks would use. This is a reasonable and logical assumption, 
since the addition of haul trucks would increase both average vehicles per day, and the percent of 
vehicles that are large trucks (Table MR-1), both factors that correlate with greater safety risks. 
In addition, the regular use of Roblar Road by bicyclists indicates that lane widths narrower than 
the standard 12 feet and paved shoulders narrower than 6 feet could lead to increased conflicts 
between Quarry haul trucks and bicycles. The addition of an extremely large number of wide 
trucks on a narrow road increases the risk of accidents, including accidents resulting from 
conflicts between bicyclists and truck traffic. 

TABLE MR-1 
EXISTING DAILY TRAFFIC COUNT PLUS PROJECTED QUARRY TRAFFIC 

ROBLAR ROAD, 0.65 MILES WEST OF CANFIELD ROAD 

 

Existinga Existing + Average Quarry Trafficb 

Avg Daily 
Traffic 

Total 
Trucks 

Total 
Truck % 

Avg Daily 
Traffic 

Total 
Trucks 

Total 
Trucks % 

Weekdays 1,705 40 2.3% 2,037 342 16.8% 

 
NOTES: 
a 2017 average daily traffic and truck counts from Draft SEIR Table 3.4-1. 
b Daily Quarry trip generation (average production day) estimated at 332 trips, including 302 haul truck trips, from 2010 Final EIR Table 

IV.E-6. 
 

As noted above, the basis of the width standards established by AASHTO is that there is a general 
nexus between lane width and traffic safety, with wider lanes generally providing safer 
conditions, especially for higher speed limits, higher traffic volume and a higher percentage of 
large vehicles: “[t]he lane width of a roadway influences the comfort of driving, operational 
characteristics, and, in some situations, the likelihood of crashes” (AASHTO, 2011, p. 4-7). 
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While the Green Book allows exceptions to the standards, this does not mean that the narrower 
widths allowed by the exceptions are equally safe; just that in certain circumstances they are 
judged to be minimally adequate. They are an acceptable compromise where conditions indicate 
that they can be used safely.  

With regard to paved shoulders intended to accommodate bicycle use, the AASHTO Guide for 
Development of Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO, 2012)1, clearly equates paved shoulder width with 
safety: 

For any given roadway, the determination of the appropriate shoulder width should be based 
on the roadway’s context and conditions in adjacent lanes. On uncurbed cross sections with 
no vertical obstructions immediately adjacent to the roadway, paved shoulders should be at 
least 4 ft (1.2 m) wide to accommodate bicycle travel. Shoulder width of at least 5 ft (1.5 m) 
is recommended from the face of a guardrail, curb, or other roadside barrier to provide 
additional operating width, as bicyclists generally shy away from a vertical face. It is 
desirable to increase the width of shoulders where higher bicycle usage is expected. 
Additional shoulder width is also desirable if motor vehicle speeds exceed 50 mph (80 km/h); 
if use by heavy trucks, buses, or recreational vehicles is considerable; or if static obstructions 
exist at the right side of the roadway. (AASHTO, 2012, p. 4-7) 

Roblar Road, with a prima facie speed limit of 55 mph, and with the addition of a large number of 
wide and heavy Quarry haul trucks, will meet at least two of the AASHTO criteria described 
above (i.e., speeds in excess of 50 mph, and use by heavy trucks) for wider shoulders to 
accommodate bicyclists. Furthermore, Section 4.6.4 of the AASHTO Guide for Development of 
Bicycle Facilities also notes that “a bicyclist’s preferred operating width is 5 ft (1.5 m). 
Therefore, under most circumstances, the recommended width for bike lanes is 5 ft (1.5 m),” and 
that where speeds are higher than 45 mph and there are heavy vehicles, bike lanes wider than 
5 feet are desirable. The Federal Highway Administration agrees (FHWA, 2013). 

A recent study completed by Texas A&M University Transportation Institute for the Texas 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration (Dixon et al, 2017) 
specifically examines design of shoulders to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians on low-
volume, high-speed rural roads. “Analysis of the Shoulder Widening Need on the State Highway 
System: Technical Report” includes a literature review, a review of national and state roadway 
standards, and a statistical analysis of crashes involving pedestrians and bicycles on Texas rural 
highways. The report finds that higher speeds and higher traffic volumes both increase the risk of 
accidents involving pedestrians and bicyclists, and that wider shoulders decrease this risk. The 
report concludes, in pertinent part: 

As speed limits are held constant and shoulder widths are increased, the bicycle or pedestrian 
injury crashes will decrease (Dixon et al, 2017, p. 54). 

                                                      
1 While this edition of the Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities post-dates adoption of the 2010 Sonoma 

County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Policy 2.02 of the Plan states that, “Use the most recent version of Chapter 
1000 of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, AASHTO’s ‘Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities’, and 
the ‘California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices’ (MUTCD) as general design guidelines for design, 
construction and maintenance of Sonoma County bikeways.” 
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As the risk to non-motorized users increases due to high speeds or volumes, the shoulder 
widths should increase to accommodate additional space (Dixon et al, 2017, p. 75).  

Safety is not an “on/off” switch as suggested by the Applicant, and additional width provides 
additional safety. Conversely, reducing available shoulder width has the environmental impact of 
increasing safety risks to the public. Based on a statistical analysis of Texas crash data, the Texas 
report finds that shoulder widths greater than 5 feet have fewer pedestrian and bicyclist injuries. 
This notably conforms to the minimum width in the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
Consequently, the report states that a 6-foot wide usable shoulder is an advisable minimum. For 
each 5-mph increment in the speed limit above 55 mph on rural 2-lane highways, the report 
recommends an increase of shoulder width of 1.68 feet, a width increase pegged to the 
incremental increase in risk (Dixon et al, 2017, p. 76). Other conditions, such as the presence of 
barriers running parallel to the roadway in close proximity to the shoulder, rumble strips, and 
vertical drop-offs at the edge of the paved shoulder should also be considered, and roads with 
these features may require shoulders with additional width. 

The review and conclusions in the Technical Report indicate that wider shoulders improve 
bicycle and pedestrian safety, and that certain conditions indicate the need for additional width. 
Such conditions will be present on Roblar Road once the Quarry begins operation and 
commences hauling: there would be an average of over 2,000 vehicles per day (existing traffic 
plus Quarry traffic), nearly 17 percent of which will be large trucks (Table MR-1); and a prima 
facie speed limit of 55 miles per hour. 

The conclusions and recommendations in the Technical Report, as well as AASHTO guidance 
documents, all support the conclusion in the Draft SEIR that Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 would 
remain significant and unavoidable, even with the adjustments to lane and shoulder width 
required by Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: a narrower road is a more dangerous road, and the 
Applicant’s proposed narrower road would not fully mitigate the impact on bicycle and traffic 
safety of over 300 Quarry trucks trips per day on Roblar Road. Furthermore, the existing 
requirements in Use Permit Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 and Condition 59 for 12-foot wide 
travel lanes and 6-foot wide paved shoulders with striping and signage for a Class II bikeway are 
clearly proportional to the severity of the project’s safety impact, as recognized by safety 
guidance. The existing Use Permit directly tailors the limited improvements required (1.6 miles) 
to directly address the impacts caused by the project. While it may be possible to override the 
safety standard in the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan if sufficient evidence of 
infeasibility is presented by the Applicant, the need for an override to approve the current 
proposal, even as mitigated, is clear. 

Feasibility 
Several commenters made comments about the feasibility or infeasibility of the currently 
approved Use Permit, or alternatively, on the feasibility of widening the 1.6 mile road segment’s 
shoulder to 5 feet instead of 4 feet, such than an override would not be required. With regard to 
the Applicant’s statement that achieving the applicable standards is infeasible, and various 
commenters’ contention that either the previously approved project or additional widening to 



III. Master Response 
 

Roblar Road Quarry  III-7 ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

meet the 5-foot standard in the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is in fact feasible, 
the Draft SEIR does not address the issue of feasibility or infeasibility of the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval that the Applicant proposes to modify. Should the County Board of 
Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so only after making 
findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of infeasibility with respect to 
the previously adopted measures, and/or a finding that the increase of one foot to achieve two 5-
foot shoulders is not feasible. Alternatively, the Board of Supervisors can deny the proposal to 
significantly relax the safety mitigation previously imposed. 

“Feasible” under CEQA, means “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors.” Pub. Res. Code section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364. No technological or 
environmental factors make meeting County standards infeasible. The submitted correspondence 
does indicate that one neighbor has declined to enter into a transaction with the Applicant. 
Condemnation is legally feasible in these circumstances and condemnation and widening cannot 
be rejected simply on the grounds that condemnation might be required. In other words, 
condemnation on its own will not make the mitigation infeasible. Condemnation does involve 
expenses that could be relevant to economic feasibility, and it could involve delays that would be 
relevant to the period of time in which the project can be implemented.  

With respect to economic infeasibility, under CEQA additional costs or lost profitability must be 
sufficiently severe to render it impractical to proceed with the project. The magnitude of the 
difference between the project and the alternative will determine the feasibility of the mitigation. 
The applicable legal standard is whether the marginal costs of the alternative as compared to the 
cost of the proposed project are so great that a reasonably prudent person would not proceed with 
the mitigated project. The relevant feasibility determinations, which may involve matters of 
policy, is for the Board of Supervisors. CEQA does not require this economic determination to be 
made in an EIR. 

Feasibility of Other Mitigation Approaches for the Significant 
Impact 
Some commenters, including members of the Board of Supervisors, asked about the feasibility of 
reducing speed as a mitigation measure. As noted above, there are acknowledged speed issues on 
this road segment and the need to increase shoulder width is, in part, related to the introduction of 
a large number of trucks on a narrow road that is typically travelled at high speeds. The County 
has limited authority to modify speed limits and can only do so in response to a speed study. 
Currently, State law requires the Department of Transportation to include in the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices a requirement that local authorities, when setting 
speed limits, round speed limits to the nearest 5 miles per hour of the 85th percentile speed of 
traffic as determined by an engineering and traffic survey. State law authorizes a local authority 
to round the speed limit down to the lower 5 miles per hour increment in some instances but 
prohibits that speed limit from being further reduced for any reason. Per the direction of the 
Board of Supervisors, the Department of Transportation and Public Works is in the process of 
conducting the required study. However, speed limit reductions are not anticipated. 
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With respect to buffered bike lanes, The National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) provides guidance on buffered bike lanes, recounted below (NACTO, 2019). Buffered 
bike lanes are conventional bicycle lanes paired with a designated buffer space separating the 
bicycle lane from the adjacent motor vehicle travel lane and/or parking lane. A buffered bike lane 
is allowed as per the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines for 
buffered preferential lanes (MUTCD section 3D-01). 

NACTO lists benefits of buffered bike lanes as follows: 

• Provides greater “shy distance” between motor vehicles and bicyclists;  

• Provides space for bicyclists to pass another bicyclist without encroaching into the adjacent 
motor vehicle travel lane;  

• Provides a greater space for bicycling without making the bike lane appear so wide that it 
might be mistaken for a travel lane or a parking lane;  

• Appeals to a wider cross-section of bicycle users;  

• Encourages bicycling by contributing to the perception of safety among users of the bicycle 
network.  

According to NACTO, typical applications for buffered bike lanes include the following: 

• Anywhere a standard bike lane is being considered; 

• On streets with high travel speeds, high travel volumes, and/or high amounts of truck traffic; 

• On streets with extra lanes or extra lane width.  

Based on MUTCD standards, NACTO states that buffered bike lanes have the following required 
features; additional features are recommended by NACTO: 

• Required: 

– Bicycle lane word and/or symbol and arrow markings (MUTCD Figure 9C-3) shall be 
used to define the bike lane and designate that portion of the street for preferential use by 
bicyclists; 

– The buffer shall be marked with 2 solid white lines. White lines on both edges of the 
buffer space indicate lanes where crossing is discouraged, though not prohibited. For 
clarity, consider dashing the buffer boundary where cars are expected to cross at 
driveways. 

– The buffer area shall have interior diagonal cross hatching or chevron markings if 3 feet 
in width or wider. 

• NACTO Recommendations: 

– If used, interior diagonal cross hatching should consist of 4” lines angled at 30 to 45 
degrees and striped at intervals of 10 to 40 feet. Increased striping frequency may 
increase motorist compliance;  
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– The combined width of the buffer(s) and bike lane should be considered “bike lane 
width” with respect to guidance given in other documents that don’t recognize the 
existence of buffers;  

– Where buffers are used, bike lanes can be narrower because the shy distance function is 
assumed by the buffer. For example, a 3 foot buffer and 4 foot bike lane next to a curb 
can be considered a 7 foot bike lane; 

– Buffers should be at least 18 inches wide because it is impractical to mark a zone 
narrower than that;  

– On intersection approaches with no dedicated right turn only lane, the buffer markings 
should transition to a conventional dashed line. Consider the use of a bike box at these 
locations. 

• NACTO lists the following maintenance considerations for buffered bike lanes: 

– Buffer striping may require additional maintenance when compared to a conventional 
bicycle lane; 

– Buffered bike lanes should be maintained free of potholes, broken glass, and other debris; 

– If trenching is to be done in the bicycle lane, the entire bicycle lane should be trenched so 
that there is not an uneven surface or longitudinal joints. 

Table MR-2 compares clearance, or “passing distance,” between bicycles and large vehicles for 
conventional bike lanes and buffered bike lanes. As shown in the table, given the Applicant’s 
proposed 32-foot cross-section for the widened segment of Roblar Road, a buffer could be 
accomplished using an 18-inch wide buffer and 2½-foot (30-inch) wide bicycle travel lane in lieu 
of the 4-foot paved shoulder required in Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. This would allow for 11-foot 
wide motor vehicle travel lanes and 1-foot rock backing at the outside edge of the pavement. By 
moving bicyclists farther from the vehicle travel lane, this would increase passing distance for 
cars and trucks, compared to both the Applicant’s proposed design and the mitigated design. 
Assuming a 10-foot wide truck (with mirrors)2 in the middle of the travel lane, the passing 
distance from a 2-foot wide bicycle and rider in the middle of the buffered bike lane would be 
2 feet, 3 inches (27 inches); without a buffer, the passing distance would be 18 inches. It would, 
however, also move bicyclists perilously close to the edge of the pavement. While the buffer 
would increase the passing distance compared to the same cross section without a buffer, large 
trucks would still have to cross the center line of the road in order to maintain the 3-foot passing 
distance required by Vehicle Code 21760.  

By widening the bicycle lanes to 5-foot width with no buffer, and increasing the total width of the 
roadway to 34 feet, the passing distance would be 2 feet, with both bicycle and truck in the 
middle of their lanes. In this configuration, 3-foot passing distance could be achieved if a 

                                                      
2 California Vehicle Code Section 35100 specifies maximum vehicle width. With mirrors, this is 122 inches (10 feet, 

2 inches): 
35100. (a) The total outside width of any vehicle or its load shall not exceed 102 inches. 
35109. Lights, mirrors, or devices which are required may extend beyond the permissible width no more than 
10 inches on each side. 
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bicyclist were to move closer to the edge of the pavement, and a truck were to move closer to the 
center line while passing. 

TABLE MR-2 
TRUCK PASSING DISTANCE FROM BICYCLISTS FOR DIFFERENT ROAD GEOMETRIES (ALL FIGURES ARE FEET) 

Road Geometry 

Vehicle 
Travel 
Lane 
Width 

Buffer 
Width 

Bicycle 
Travel 
Lane 
Width 

Rock 
Backing 
Width 

Passing 
Distance1 

Can Truck 
Pass 

Bicyclist @ 
3-feet without 

Crossing 
Center Line? 

32-foot cross section, as proposed 11 n.a. 3 2 1.00 No 

32-foot cross section, as mitigated 11 n.a. 4 1 1.50 No 

32-foot cross section, as mitigated with buffer 11 1.5 2.5 1 2.25 No 

34-foot cross section 11 n.a. 5 1 2.00 No 

40-foot cross section, as required 12 n.a. 6 2 3.00 Yes 

40-foot cross section, with buffer 12 2 4 2 4.00 Yes 
 
NOTE: 
1 Passing distances assume 10-foot wide truck (with mirrors) and 2-foot wide bicycle and rider, both traveling in the middle of their 

respective lanes 
 
SOURCE: ESA, NACTO, 2019 
 

For the currently required 40-foot cross-section, the 6-foot wide bike lane could consist of a 
2-foot wide buffer and 4-foot wide bicycle travel area. With this cross-section, the passing 
distance would be 4 feet. Without a buffer, the passing distance would be 3 feet. In either case, 
under the currently required cross-section, a 10-foot wide truck could maintain a passing distance 
of 3 feet without crossing the center line. 

Three Feet for Safety Act 
Several commenters inquired whether the Three Feet for Safety Act requires a particular design 
standard; several commenters suggested that it does. The Act does not require any design 
standards. The Act does, however, clearly recognizes that three feet are required for passing 
safely. A paved shoulder less than 5 feet wide will put pressure on project trucks to violate the 
Act. For this reason, and because of the metrics above, approval of a 4-foot wide paved shoulder 
would require an override. 

_________________________ 
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CHAPTER IV 
Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters on the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact (Draft SEIR) received during the public review period, and the individual responses to 
those comments. Each written comment letter is designated with a letter (A through U) in the 
upper right-hand corner of the letter. Oral comments on the Draft SEIR are also included in the 
transcript of the Public Hearing at the October 16, 2018 meeting of the Sonoma County Board of 
Supervisors. 

Within each written comment letter, individual comments are labeled with a number in the 
margin. Immediately following each comment letter is an individual response to each numbered 
comment.  
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Letter A. State Clearinghouse 
A-1 This comment from the State Clearinghouse acknowledges that the County has complied 

with CEQA review requirements, and that no comments from State agencies were 
submitted through the Clearinghouse. 
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Letter B. California Department of Transportation 
(CalTrans) 

B-1 The County appreciates CalTrans’ explanation of the modernization of their approach to 
evaluating and mitigating transportation impacts. Implementation of SB 743 (2014) 
requires lead agencies, beginning in July 2020, to use significance thresholds for 
transportation impacts based on the potential for a project to increase vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), rather than the commonly-used level of service (LOS) standard. The 
Draft SEIR uses the LOS standard, consistent with current County practice and the 
certified 2010 Final EIR for the Roblar Road Quarry. In addition, VMT is not anticipated 
to change from the original approval. 

B-2 The summary of the project provided in this comment is accurate, except that access to 
the project site will not be provided via an existing Roblar Road/Access Road 2 
intersection. The intersection of Roblar Road with planned Access Road 2 is located 
approximately 1.6 miles southwest of the project driveway. Access Road 2 will connect 
Roblar Road with Valley Ford Road, as shown in Draft SEIR Figure 2-2. The project site 
will be accessed via a new access road that will intersect with Roblar Road, as shown in 
the same Figure 2-2. 

B-3 The Petaluma-Sebastopol Trail Feasibility Study (Sonoma County Regional Parks, 2018) 
shows that the preferred design and alignment for the planned bicycle-pedestrian trail 
includes a Class 1 multi-use path along the west side of Stony Point Road through the 
Roblar Road intersection. The study anticipates that to accommodate this path, which 
would have a width of 12-16 feet, Stony Point Road would need to be shifted to the east, 
in order to avoid the Washoe House. As suggested in the comment, this makes the 
currently-approved intersection design more compatible with the trail, as planned, though 
the currently-approved design has a shoulder width of only 8-10 feet, 2-4 feet less than 
the minimum width for the trail. The County acknowledges CalTrans’ preference for the 
currently-approved design. 

The Draft SEIR (Impact 3.4-2 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic) examines 
whether the Applicant’s proposed design for the Stony Point Road/Roblar Road 
intersection, including its proposed minimum 4-foot wide shoulders, would impact 
bicycle safety compared to the currently-approved design. The Draft SEIR finds that it 
could, because the 4-foot width does not meet Class II bikeway safety standards, as 
specified in the Sonoma County 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, which calls for 
five-foot shoulders. The Draft SEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, which requires 
widening the paved shoulders on Stony Point Road to a minimum of five feet within the 
limits of the intersection improvement at Roblar Road unless such widening would 
disturb ditches. The Draft SEIR finds that this would mitigate the bicycle safety impact to 
less than significant, even if the 5-foot width could not be achieved all the way through 
the intersection. 
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It is noted that the Petaluma-Sebastopol Trail Feasibility Study was accepted by the 
Board in 2018, well after the original approval of the Quarry in 2010. The County’s 
preliminary design from 2005 and the Applicant’s proposed design modifications include 
Class II bicycle facilities, but do not include the planned, but not yet funded Class I bike 
path on Stony Point Road, which would require substantial design modifications, 
additional right of way, and additional environmental review. The Applicant’s proposed 
design, which limits the intersection upgrade to the already-hardscaped area, would not 
preclude future modifications to the intersection, including a Class I bike lane, if and 
when funding is secured.  

B-4 The County is aware of its mitigation responsibilities and requirements for the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The draft MMRP is included in this 
document as Appendix A.  
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Letter C. Scott Briggs, on behalf of the Applicant 
C-1 At the suggestion of the commenter, the text on page S-1 of the Draft SEIR is amended as 

follows (note also the correction to the statement regarding the annual limit, which was 
misstated as “tons” instead of “cubic yards”): 

On December 14, 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) 
certified the Roblar Road Quarry Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR), and approved a Reclamation Plan and a Use Permit (Use Permit PLP03-
0094) for a modified version of one of the alternatives to the originally-proposed 
Quarry project described in the Final EIR, Alternative 2 (herein referred to as 
“Modified Alternative 2”). The Use Permit allows for a 20-year mining permit 
with an annual limit of 570,000 tons cubic yards per year. The Final EIR 
included the May, 2008 Draft EIR, the October 2009 Response to Comments 
Document, the June 2010 Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the 2010 
Response to Comments Document for the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR. 

C-2 The commenter notes that the Applicant’s original proposal was not permitted due to the 
project impacts. As stated in the paragraph cited by the commenter, the relocation is for 
the purpose of accommodating the required widening of Roblar Road. As stated in 
Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR (page 2-2), the Applicant has stated that 
their proposed modifications to the Use Permit, “…are necessary to resolve conflicts 
between Conditions, to make implementation of Conditions feasible, and/or to reduce 
potential impacts associated with their implementation.” At this time, the proposal to 
relocate the creek channel stems from the Applicant’s contention that there is not 
sufficient right-of-way available to widen Roblar Road on the side opposite the creek, as 
described on page 2-22 of the Draft SEIR. 

C-3 The commenter suggests that the Draft SEIR mischaracterizes its own findings, and 
appears to suggest that the findings be changed. As shown in Table S-1 in the Executive 
Summary of the Draft SEIR, the Draft SEIR identifies seven new or more severe 
significant impacts that can be mitigated to less than significant, and two new or more 
severe impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. The 
statement on page S-3 of the Draft SEIR that, “[t]he proposed modifications to the Use 
Permit, if approved and implemented, could result in several new or more severe 
significant adverse environmental impacts, compared to those identified in the Final EIR” 
is therefore accurate in its use of the term “several.” 

With regard to the issue of lane width and bicycle safety raised in the rest of the comment, 
please see Master Response 1. With respect to speed, please refer to Response C-23. 

C-4 Impact 3.4-5, in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, is a carry-over of the portion of 
Impact E.2 from the 2010 Final EIR, focusing only on the Stony Point Road/Roblar Road 
intersection. As discussed on pages 3.4-13 and 3.4-14 in Section 3.4, the 2010 Final EIR 
specified Mitigation Measure E.2a to address the Quarry’s contribution to a long-term 
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cumulative impact on intersection level of service at this intersection. The 2010 Final EIR 
found, however, that this mitigation measure, requiring a right turn lane from southbound 
Stony Point Road onto Roblar Road, may not be feasible (because of the presence of the 
historic Washoe house, and uncertainty about the potential to obtain additional right of 
way on the east side of Stony Point Road). Neither the currently-approved County design 
of the intersection, nor the Applicant’s proposed design, includes a right turn lane. No 
other mitigation was offered in the 2010 Final EIR. Therefore, the statement on page S-4 
that new Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would reduce the impact (not in tandem with other 
mitigation, since no other mitigation is specified) to less than significant is accurate. 

C-5 The seasonal wetlands, described in the comment and shown on Figure IV.D-1 in the 
2010 Final EIR, are shown on the Applicant’s figure for relocation of Americano Creek 
(Figure 2-8 in the Draft SEIR). The modified language of Condition of Approval 133 
included in Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 (allowing disturbance of wetlands 
consistent with the Applicant’s proposed relocation of the creek) would enable 
disturbance of these features, if necessary.  

With regard to North Pond, this feature is not shown on Draft SEIR Figure 2-8. It is 
shown (but not labeled as “North Pond”) in 2008 Draft EIR Figure IV.1, and is shown 
and labeled as such and described in Recirculated Draft EIR Figure IV.D-2. North pond 
is one of two ponds in which California tiger salamander larvae were discovered in 2010. 
The Quarry project, as approved, would eliminate the other CTS breeding pond, Center 
Pond. This is addressed in Impact D.11 in the 2010 Final EIR. Mitigation Measures 
D.11a and D.11b were specified to mitigate this impact. These measures were adopted as 
Conditions of Approval 143 and 144.  

To clarify that conditions governing protection of wetlands are not intended to prevent 
the Applicant from enhancing the value of aquatic habitat in North Pond, subject to 
resource agency approval, the following text is added to Mitigation Measure 3.3-1, as an 
additional change to the text of Condition/Mitigation Measure 133: “Nothing in this 
condition or other conditions will preclude enhancements to the North Pond subject to 
resource agency approvals.”  

C-6 The cited passage from the Draft SEIR accurately reflects the Applicant’s stated purpose 
for the proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval. The Applicant 
appears to be suggesting that the SEIR should make a finding that the original Use Permit 
is infeasible. This is a determination to be made by the Board of Supervisors based on the 
relevant economic considerations. It should be noted that the Applicant has stated that he 
will go ahead with the original Use Permit if the modification is disapproved.  

C-7 Please see the response to Comment C-2. 

C-8 The commenter correctly notes that the current Use Permit is valid and in effect. 
Notwithstanding various statements about infeasibility, the Applicant has stated that it 
will go ahead with the original Use Permit if the modification is disapproved. No change 
in the Draft SEIR is required. 
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C-9. The 2005 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Stony Point Road/Roblar 
Road intersection improvements (Sonoma County PRMD, 2005) anticipated the need to 
obtain permits for the relocation of the ditches on the east side of Stony Point Road: 

To widen Stony Point and Roblar Roads the roadside ditch on the south side of 
Roblar Road and the ditches on the east side of Stony Point Road will require 
filling and relocation. The relocation of the roadside ditches will require permits 
from the ACOE [Army Corps of Engineers] and the RWQCB [Regional Water 
Quality Control Board]. All permits will be obtained prior to construction and 
permit conditions will be implemented into the project plans and specifications 
(Sonoma County PRMD, 2005, page 13). 

If signalization of the intersection were to proceed according to the approved County 
preliminary design, the permitting process could include, in addition to ACOE and 
RWQCB, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the federal agency with responsibility for 
the California Tiger Salamander. Permits would specify conditions consistent with 
current regulatory requirements. Additional environmental review could be required. 

C-10 If the Applicant’s proposed intersection design is approved, the final design of the entire 
intersection, including the northbound left turn lane, will be reviewed and subject to final 
approval by DTPW, per Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 (see Draft SEIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic). Therefore, the reference to CalTrans standards in Table 2-1 
in Chapter 2, Project Description cited by the commenter is not needed. The table is 
revised as shown on the following page. 

C-11 The commenter is correct that the Board of Supervisors did not approve the Access Road 1 
proposal when it considered the Use Permit currently in effect. The modifications to 
Condition 133 specified in Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 would enable the 
relocation of Americano Creek, as proposed.  

C-12 While the point made in this comment, that the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
maintains Original Jurisdiction over the project, is correct, no revisions are required in 
the Draft SEIR. 

C-13 As discussed on page 1-4 of the Draft SEIR,  

This Supplement to the Roblar Road Quarry Final EIR examines the proposed 
modifications to the Use Permit COA and analyzes whether the proposed 
modifications, or changes to the setting in which the Quarry project would take 
place, could result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact, 
compared to the impacts identified in the Final EIR. Where a new or substantially 
more severe significant impact is identified, this Supplemental EIR specifies 
mitigation measures for reducing or avoiding the impact, and considers whether the 
mitigation measures have the ability to reduce the impact to less than significant.  

The passage cited by the commenter on page 3.2-1, which the commenter requests 
modification of, is consistent with this approach, and requires no modification. Under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, both the changes to existing conditions and the 
changes to the approved project are relevant to the required impact analysis. 
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TABLE 2-1 
COMPARISON OF INTERSECTION DESIGN FEATURES 

Design Feature Existing Condition 

County Preliminary 
Design-Condition/ 
Mitigation Measure 44 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Design 

Traffic Control Stop sign on Roblar Road. No 
controls on Stony Point Road 

4-way traffic signal, including 
signal for driveway opposite 
Roblar Road 

4-way traffic signal, including 
signal for driveway opposite 
Roblar Road 

Travel Lanes:  
Stony Point Road 

One 12-foot lane in each 
direction 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Travel Lanes:  
Roblar Road 

One 12-foot lane in each 
direction 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Paved Shoulders: 
Stony Point Road 
(each side of road) 

4 feet 8 to 10 feet  minimum 4 feet 

Paved Shoulders: 
Roblar Road (each 
direction) 

1 to 1.5 feet 6 feet 3 feet 

Bike Lanes (each 
direction) 

None 8 – 10 feet  4-foot-wide paved shoulder in 
each direction on Stony Point 
Road for use by bicyclists 

Left Turn Lanes: 
Stony Point Road 

Southbound: None;  
Northbound: 10 feet wide and 
70 50-foot-long stacking 
length 

Southbound: 11 feet wide and 
50- 20- foot-long stacking 
length; 
Northbound: 11 feet wide and 
over 250- 90-foot-long 
stacking length 
 
The taper lengths (approach 
and bay) and deceleration 
lane lengths shall be designed 
in accordance with Caltrans 
standards.  

Southbound: 11 feet wide and 
50- 19- foot-long stacking 
length; 
Northbound: 11 feet wide and 
120- 50- foot-long stacking 
length  
 
The taper lengths (approach 
and bay) and deceleration 
lane lengths shall be designed 
in accordance with Caltrans 
standards. 

Turn Lanes:  
Roblar Road 

Single lane widens to 
accommodate turns 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Driveway on east side 
of intersection 

at south end of intersection relocated north, opposite 
Roblar Road 

not relocated 

Drainage Ditches Existing ditch on east side of 
Stony Point Road and on 
portions of Roblar Road 

Portions of existing ditches on 
Stony Point Road filled and 
relocated  

Existing ditches not filled 

 
SOURCE: Sonoma County PRMD, 2005; BKF Engineers, 2016, W-Trans 2015. 
 

C-14 In response to the comment, the discussion of Impact 3.3-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 
in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR is revised as follows: 

Impact 3.3-1: The proposed relocation of Americano Creek would 
involve construction and grading activities that could disturb or remove 
wetland and riparian habitat. (Beneficial Impact / No New or 
Substantially More Severe Significant Impact, After Mitigation) 

Final EIR Impact D.1 concluded that the Quarry project would directly impact 
wetlands, other waters, and riparian habitat, resulting in the permanent fill of 
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potentially jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the U.S. and waters of the 
State. The Final EIR specified Mitigation Measures D.1a (mitigate the filling or 
excavating of jurisdictional wetlands by conducting a formal wetland delineation, 
compensating for loss of jurisdictional wetlands at specified ratios, and 
implementation of a five-year monitoring program with applicable performance 
standards1); D.1b (avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat 
located along the southern boundary [i.e., Ranch Tributary] and the southwestern 
corner [i.e., seasonal wetlands on valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek] of the 
property); and D.1c (monitor base flows in Ranch Tributary and if necessary 
augment them with releases of stored surface water) to reduce the Quarry project 
impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats to a less-than-significant level. These 
mitigation measures were adopted as Conditions/Mitigation Measures 132, 133, 
and 115 respectively. Condition 101 was also adopted. Condition 101 states that, 
“Except for stream crossings, no grading or land disturbance shall occur within 
50 feet of the top of banks of the waterways.” 

The proposed relocation of Americano Creek to accommodate the required 
widening of Roblar Road would result in the filling of the existing Americano 
Creek channel along most of its course on the Quarry project site, and relocation 
of the creek away from Roblar Road. Most of the existing riparian habitat 
adjacent to the south side of the existing creek would not be disturbed. A review 
of the 2015 USACE wetland delineation for the Quarry property and roadway 
alignment (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2015) and the proposed relocation of 
Americano Creek shown in Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2, Project Description, shows 
that approximately 750 feet of Americano Creek would be filled to accommodate 
Roblar Road widening. This would fill an estimated 0.40 acre (17,599 s.f.) of 
waters of the State, which includes 0.18 acre (7,701 s.f.) of waters of the U.S. 
The 2015 USACE wetland delineation did not clarify the extent of federally-
jurisdictional wetlands within the waters of the U.S.; hence, for this assessment, 
the entire 0.18-acre area was presumed to support federally jurisdictional 
wetlands. These jurisdictional areas include a portion of the riparian area along 
the south side of the existing creek, which is a part of an approximately 0.90-acre 
riparian area that supports native willows [arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), 
Pacific willow (S. lucida spp. lasindra), and red willow (S. laevigata)]. Only a 
portion of this riparian area would be removed to accommodate road widening 
and creek relocation. The remainder of this riparian area would not be disturbed. 
In addition, the realigned channel would fill (remove) an approximately 0.05-acre 
seasonal wetland identified as SW-17 (Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2, Project 
Description). 

As part of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, a realigned Americano 
Creek channel would be created that measures approximately 935 feet long with 

                                                      
1 Performance standards specified for the monitoring program for creation of compensatory wetlands include: 

80 percent survival rate of restoration plantings native to local watershed; absence of invasive plant species; 
absence of erosion features; and a functioning, and self-sustainable wetland system. 
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a 14-foot wide creek bed covering approximately 0.30 acre and an additional 
0.45 acre of low flood terraces. The creek banks would be vegetated with 
willows and other native species as identified in the Applicant’s “Conceptual 
Planting Plan for Americano Creek Realignment” (Winfield, 2017; included as 
Appendix A; hereafter, “Planting Plan”). A new roadside ditch would be created 
adjacent to the widened Roblar Road. 

The Applicant proposes to modify Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 to state 
that all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the 
southern boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., 
seasonal wetlands on the valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the Quarry 
site would be avoided “as feasible.” The Applicant also proposes to modify 
Condition 101 to provide an exception to the prohibition against grading and land 
disturbance in proximity to waterways. These changes This change would enable 
the widening of Roblar Road and the proposed relocation of Americano Creek, 
since both the road widening and creek relocation would necessarily impact 
existing wetlands and occur within 50 feet of Americano Creek. This would 
increase the severity of Final EIR Impact D.1, by increasing the extent of 
wetlands that would be filled. 

Condition/Mitigation Measure 132, which requires compensatory mitigation for 
the fill of jurisdictional waters, applies to the proposed modifications to the Use 
Permit, and would be effective in compensating for the increased loss of wetlands. 
While there would be a temporary loss of function on approximately 750 linear feet 
of Americano Creek while revegetated areas become established, creek relocation 
would not cause a long-term loss of wetland functions or habitat values because: 
1) a greater area of wetlands would be created than filled: about 0.23 acres of 
wetland (0.18 acres of existing channel and associated riparian vegetation, plus 
0.05 acres of seasonal wetland) would be filled, and about 0.30 acres of 
wetland/stream channel would be created. In addition, 0.45 acre of low flood 
terraces (waters of the State) would be created; 2) with implementation of the 
Planting Plan, the enhanced areas would provide similar or better habitat values 
than the existing creek; and 3) long-term monitoring provided in Mitigation 
Measure D.1a (COA 132) would ensure that the restored areas meet minimum 
performance criteria and adequately enhance functions and values of the created 
riparian corridor. Therefore, with the continued application of Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 132, the proposed modifications to the project would not result in any 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts to wetlands or riparian habitat. 
However, the Applicant’s proposed modification of Condition/Mitigation Measure 
133, which would add “as feasible” to the requirement to avoid wetlands and 
riparian habitat, would introduce uncertainty regarding the extent of wetland and 
riparian habitat that would be disturbed or destroyed. This could cause a new or 
more severe significant impact to wetlands and riparian habitat. Therefore, the 
Applicant’s proposed revisions are rejected, and other revisions to 
Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 are specified below as mitigation. 
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In addition, Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 has been revised to confirm that 
the referenced 100-foot setback from critical habitat (Chapter 26A County Code) 
does not apply retroactively to sites that were reviewed pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and approved prior to the designation of relevant 
critical habitat in the General Plan. The Roblar Road Quarry was approved by the 
Board of Supervisors in December, 2010. The site was included in a federal 
critical habitat rulemaking by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in August, 2011. 
On October 23, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted map amendments to the 
Open Space Element of the General Plan to designate critical habitat for the 
California Tiger Salamander. However, these setback provisions were not 
intended to be applied retroactively, and independent of any setbacks, the 
mitigation measures already mitigated the impact to California Tiger 
Salamanders to a level that is less than significant. The approved Quarry project 
includes Condition/Mitigation Measure 143 and 144 to mitigate potential impacts 
to CTS to less than significant as noted below under Impact 3.3-3.  

The Applicant’s proposed modifications to Condition 101 are also rejected, and 
this condition is modified as specified below (new changes to the text below are 
indicated with double underline and double strike-through). 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Revise wording of Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 133 as follows to confirm that the referenced 100-foot setback to 
critical habitat does not apply retroactively and to allow creek relocation, but 
with specific parameters for wetland and riparian habitat disturbance 
(additions to the text of the adopted Condition are underlined): 

133. Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat 
located along the southern boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the 
southwestern corner (i.e., seasonal wetlands on valley floor adjacent to 
Americano Creek) of the property, except as shown in the Applicant’s 
plans for relocation of Americano Creek, specifically the drawing by 
BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” dated September 1, 2017 
and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned Americano Creek” 
prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017. Prior to 
construction activities, the project Applicant shall take appropriate 
measures to protect the wetland and riparian habitat located in these 
areas. The following protection measures are to be included in the 
grading and Reclamation Plan: 

• Installation of exclusionary construction fencing along the southern 
property line as well as around the two seasonally wetlands 
identified on [Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1 except for the wetland that 
would be impacted by the relocation of Americano Creek to protect 
these features from all project construction and operation activities.; 

• Implementation of measures to control dust in adjacent work areas 
(see comprehensive dust control program identified in Condition 161); 
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• Maintenance of the hydrologic inputs (flow) to the seasonally wet 
area in the southwestern corner of the property, unless otherwise 
approved by resource agencies. 

• Except as stated above for the relocation of Americano Creek, the 
project Applicant shall maintain the minimum allowed 200-foot and 
100-foot setback for quarry mining operations from stream banks 
(Americano Creek and Ranch Tributary) respectively and critical 
habitat areas designated in the Sonoma County General Plan (Chapter 
26A, County Code), provided, however, that setbacks from designated 
critical habitat do not apply to sites that were reviewed pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approved prior to the 
designation of the relevant critical habitat in the General Plan.  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Revise wording of Condition 101 as follows to 
allow the widening of Roblar Road and relocation of Americano Creek in 
proximity to waterways: 

101. Except for stream crossings and also except as shown in the 
Applicant’s plans for relocation of Americano Creek, specifically the 
drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” dated 
September 1, 2017 and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned 
Americano Creek” prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 
2017, no grading or land disturbance shall occur within 50 feet of the top 
of banks of the waterways. Any waterway setbacks, including but not 
limited to building setbacks, grading setbacks, riparian corridor setbacks 
or biotic resources setbacks, shall be shown and noted on the grading 
plans. A construction fence must be placed along the most stringent 
waterway setback to prevent land disturbance adjacent to the waterways. 

Significance with Mitigation: The additional revisions to 
Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 and Condition 101 would ensure that 
disturbance of wetlands and riparian habitat would be restricted to the areas 
shown in the Applicant’s plans for relocation of Americano Creek and 
evaluated in this document. This would ensure that all impacts to wetlands 
and riparian areas are adequately mitigated. The additional specification 
regarding setbacks from designated critical habitat would clarify that the 
Quarry project is consistent with Chapter 26A of the County Code. 
Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b, 
the impact would be less than significant. 

C-15 The footnote cited by the commenter references performance standards contained in 
Condition/Mitigation Measure 132, which is based on Mitigation Measure D.1a from the 
2010 Final EIR. These performance standards for created, restored, or enhanced wetlands 
to compensate for the loss of wetlands include a general standard for exclusion of 
invasive species. Neither Mitigation Measure D.1a nor Condition/Mitigation Measure 132 
specify the type or category of invasive species that must be excluded. It is anticipated 
that these details will be contained in permit conditions in the applicable wetland permits. 
As noted in Mitigation Measure D.1a, these permits will include a Section 404 Clean 
Water Act permit from the Army Corps of Engineers, Section 1603 Streambed Alteration 
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Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and/or Section 401 
water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. In order to 
clarify this, and in response to the comment, the following text is added to footnote 1 on 
page 3.3-4 of the Draft SEIR:  “It is anticipated that absence of invasive species within 
compensatory wetlands will be demonstrated by the applicant to the extent required by 
applicable CDFW, USFWS, Water Board, and/or Army Corps of Engineers permit 
requirements.”  

C-16 Please refer to the responses to comments C-2, C-5, and C-14. The modified language of 
Condition 133 contained in Mitigation Measure 3.1-1a, and the new modified language of 
Condition 101 contained in Mitigation Measure 3.1-1b (see response to comment C-14) 
together enable the Applicant’s proposed design for road widening and Americano Creek 
relocation. However, to clarify that allowed disturbance of wetlands includes disturbance 
related to the widening of Roblar Road, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 is further modified to 
include the following revision to Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 (new addition to the 
text is double-underlined); the same revision is added to Condition 101 in Mitigation 
Measure 3.1-1b; see Chapter 5 for all revisions to the text of the Draft SEIR) 

133. Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along 
the southern boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., 
seasonal wetlands on valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the property, 
except as shown in the Applicant’s plans for relocation of Americano Creek, 
including related roadway improvements, specifically the drawing by BKF 
Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” dated September 1, 2017 and the 
“Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned Americano Creek” prepared by Ted 
Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017. Prior to construction activities, the 
project Applicant shall take appropriate measures to protect the wetland and 
riparian habitat located in these areas.  

C-17 Please see responses to comments C-5 and C-16. 

C-18 Please see Master Response 1. 

C-19 The Applicant appears to reference Condition of Approval 44, and suggests it is 
inconsistent with Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. In the event of approval, Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 would replace Condition of Approval 44.  

C-20 Please see Master Response 1. The commenter appears to suggest that feasibility analysis 
be included only in analysis of the General Plan, and not with respect to the issue of 
whether an override is justified. Such an approach would not be in the interests of safety 
and would not analyze the environmental risks posed by the proposal as CEQA requires. 

C-21 The commenter is incorrect in stating that the 2010 Final EIR includes a Statement of 
Override for a significant and unavoidable impact on bicycle safety. The 2010 Final EIR 
concluded in Impact E.3 that the project, as proposed, could have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on bicycle safety. This impact, however, was effectively mitigated to 
a less-than-significant level when the Board of Supervisors elected not to approve the 
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project with this significant impact, and instead approved an alternative. The 2010 ESA 
Memo (ESA, 2010), which is part of the Administrative Record for the 2010 Final EIR, 
states clearly that for Modified Alternative 2, the impact to bicycle and pedestrian safety 
could feasibly be mitigated to less than significant, even though the modified alternative 
would increase the distance of roadway requiring upgrading compared to the originally 
described Alternative 2. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, a Statement of Override is required for an 
approved project, not versions of the project that are not approved. Indeed, in Resolution 
10-903 the Board of Supervisors specifically elected not to approve the project with an 
override for bicycle safety impacts, and those significant impacts in the original approval 
were in fact avoided. The resolution does not include an override for Impact E.3. Neither 
is Impact E.3 included in resolution Exhibit B, the findings for Potentially Significant 
Impacts that Cannot be Fully Mitigated. Impact E.3 is, however, included in Exhibit A, 
the findings for Potentially Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to a Less-Than-
Significant Level. The Board of Supervisors, in approving the Quarry project in 2010, did 
not determine that the approved Modified Alternative 2 would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact on bicycle safety. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect in stating 
that an override exists for Impact E.3. 

C-22 The commenter claims that a major factor in requesting a modified design for 
reconstruction and widening of Roblar Road is the lack of sufficient public right-of-way 
(ROW) to construct a 40-foot paved road and necessary drainage and grading 
requirements outside of the approved 40-foot roadway alignment. The commenter states 
that the Draft SEIR incorrectly states “with respect to Roblar Road to the west under the 
approved alternative, the Applicant had asserted that he could obtain sufficient ROW to 
widen the 1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road and that condemnation would not be 
required” (Draft SEIR page 3.4-9). 

The commenter goes on to argue that the 2008 Draft EIR represented that there is a 
50-foot ROW on Roblar Road between Orchard Station Road and Valley Ford Road and 
the Applicant’s engineer indicated it was feasible to improve Roblar Road to County 
Standards based on the represented 50-foot ROW.  

The commenter then asserts that the prior feasibility determination is no longer valid 
because 1) the County’s representation of a 50-foot ROW was in error and 2) land 
ownership along the section of Roblar road to be improved has changed, impacting the 
Applicant’s ability to obtain ROW in certain areas. 

The comment is correct in one respect, but misleading and incorrect in others. The 
commenter’s assertion that the 2008 Draft EIR represented a 50-foot wide ROW along 
the approved 1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road is correct. This representation was based 
on preliminary review by the Department of Transportation and Public Works. However, 
based on further review of the ROW issue, the Department of Transportation and Public 
Works had determined that the ROW is not necessarily 50 feet wide, and this was 
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discussed with the Applicant well before the prior approval. In some cases, the ROW 
along the approved Roblar Road Haul Route is less than 50 feet. When, the limitations of 
the ROW were discovered, this issue was brought to the attention of the Applicant in the 
context of the prior approval process. 

Thus, what is incorrect and misleading in the commenter’s statement is the suggestion 
that a mistake was carried into the Board of Supervisor’s original decision to issue the 
current use permit. This is incorrect. To the contrary, the Board of Supervisors required 
the Applicant to obtain the required ROW in the Conditions of Approval (Condition of 
Approval/Mitigation Measure 49), and the only new information present is the 
Applicant’s statement that doing so has encountered obstacles. In the prior process, and 
knowing that the ROW was more constrained than 50 feet, the Applicant indicated at the 
time he could obtain ROW necessary to reconstruct and widen the 1.6-mile segment of 
Roblar Road approved under Modified Alternative 2. The rationale for mitigating traffic 
and bicycle/pedestrian safety impacts E.3 and E.4, and for finding that those impacts 
were mitigated to a level that was less than significant, was the finding that Mitigation 
Measures E.3.a and E.4.a were feasible.  

The findings of feasibility based on the 1.6-mile segment contrasted with the findings 
with respect to the 6.5-mile proposal that the Board of Supervisors rejected. The broader 
implementation of Roblar Road reconstruction and widening was recognized to be 
potentially infeasible (widening on approximately 6.5 miles of roadway from Stony Point 
Road to Valley Ford Road), but the Board of Supervisors rejected this alternative. The 
widening of Roblar Road required for the 1.6-mile segment approved under Modified 
Alternative 2 was recognized to be feasible because the Applicant indicated he could 
secure the necessary ROW. As such, the Applicant agreed to Condition of 
Approval/Mitigation Measure 49, which requires the Applicant to obtain additional ROW 
or easements, as necessary, in order to accomplish the required roadway widening: 

49. Prior to the commencement of mining, the Applicant shall obtain 
easements/right of way (if necessary) and improve Roblar Road (between the on-
site project access road and Access Road 2) to meet current County road design 
standards, including, but not limited to, two 12-foot wide vehicle travel lanes and 
two six-foot wide [paved] shoulders with traffic index of 10.5, and associated 
striping/signage to meet Class II bike facilities. 

The Applicant was thus well-aware at the time of approval of the project (Modified 
Alternative 2) that the existing ROW was not sufficient to implement the required design. 

It is also important to note that the 2010 Final EIR disclosed that approximately 60 feet of 
ROW would be needed to accommodate the required 40-foot wide road and associated 
drainage improvements. Thus, even though there is not a 50-foot roadway easement on 
Roblar Road, the Applicant was well aware that additional ROW would be needed, not 
only to reconstruct and widen Roblar Road, but to straighten the “S” curve as proposed 
and approved in the current use permit that the Applicant proposes to modify. As with the 
prior approval, the Applicant’s proposal still requires acquisitions of additional ROW. 
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The exact amount cannot be determined until, in the event that amendments are 
approved, a build-level design is completed and approved by the County. 

C-23 While Condition of Approval 59 requires Roblar Road to be designed for a speed limit 
of 45 mph, the actual prima facie (unposted) speed limit on Roblar Road is 55 mph. 
Furthermore, the 2010 Final EIR notes the actual speed at which vehicles were traveling 
on Roblar Road .65 miles west of Canfield Road, based on a speed study conducted in 
2005: the 85th percentile speed was 59.4 mph.2 Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 and 
Condition 59 clearly state the required lane and shoulder width for Roblar Road. 
Achieving this standard – 12-foot travel lanes and 6-foot paved shoulders – is the basis 
for the finding that for Mitigated Alternative 2, Impact E.3 would be mitigated to less 
than significant. This finding supported the resolution to approve Mitigated Alternative 2 
(see response to comment C-21). 

C-24 Please see Master Response 1. 

C-25 Please see Master Response 1. 

C-26 The Applicant is correct in that Condition 120 should be deleted because the quarry 
parcel is no longer under a Land Conservation contract. 

C-27 The commenter notes the Applicant’s current support for a configuration for the portion of 
Roblar Road that is required to be widened, consisting of 11-foot travel lanes, 4-foot paved 
shoulders, and 1-foot rocked backing. Mitigation has been required because the original 
application package submitted to the County and dated July 19, 2016, and a supplemental 
package dated September 27, 2016 had previously suggested 3-foot paved shoulders.3 Both 
application submittals also note the possibility of using 12-foot travel lanes and 2-foot 
paved shoulders (this alternative is referred to in footnote 2 on page 3.4-9 of the Draft 
SEIR). The supplemental package mentions in passing “3 to 4-foot paved shoulders” (on 
page 5) for mitigating the bicycle safety impact, but does not actually propose 4-foot 
shoulders. 

                                                      
2 The 85th percentile speed is the speed at or below which 85 percent of the motorists drive on a given road 

unaffected by slower traffic or poor weather. This speed indicates the speed that most motorists on the road 
consider safe and reasonable under ideal conditions 

3 See July 19 application package, “Proposal Statement, Modified Roblar Road Quarry Project,” dated July 12, 2016, 
page 8 and Figure 3; and September 27 supplemental application package, “Supplemental Information for Roblar 
Quarry UPE Application, September 21, 2016,” page 9. 
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Letter D. Stephen K. Butler, Clement, Fitzpatrick & 
Kenworthy (Attorney Representing the 
Applicant) 

D-1 This comment letter contains correspondence between the Applicant and the Applicant’s 
attorneys, and neighbors of the Quarry project site who own property along Roblar Road. 
The correspondence details offers made by the Applicant to purchase portions of the 
neighbors’ properties to be dedicated to right-of-way for the purpose of widening and 
upgrading Roblar Road, and speculation regarding potential future courses of action 
should these offers be refused. The Applicant informed the County in communications 
subsequent to the completion of the application of his unsuccessful efforts to obtain land 
for right-of-way. This comment does not directly address the Draft SEIR and requires no 
substantive response. 
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1331 N. California Blvd.
Fifth Floor
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

T 925 935 9400
F 925 933 4126
www.msrlegal.com

Arthur F. Coon
Direct Dial: 925 941 3233
arthur.coon@msrlegal.com

Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach

October 29, 2018

Blake Hillegas
Sonoma County Permit Center
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA  95403

Re: Applicant Barella’s Comments on Treatment of Issues Concerning 
Infeasibility of Original Mitigation Measures In September 2018 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, Roblar Road Quarry (“2018 
DSEIR” or “DSEIR”)

Dear Mr. Hillegas:

This office represents John Barella and Barella Family, LLC (“Applicant” or “Barella”) 
in connection with the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the approved Roblar 
Road Quarry Project which are the subject of the above-referenced 2018 DSEIR.  
As you know, in 2016 Barella filed an application seeking modifications to certain 
conditions of approval (“COAs”) originally imposed as mitigation measures by the 
County of Sonoma, in connection with its Board of Supervisors’ approval of the 
Quarry Project Use Permit in December 2010. Barella sought the minor 
modifications of the Use Permit COAs now proposed because the original mitigation 
measures are infeasible, impractical, unworkable, and/or unnecessary to mitigate 
the Quarry Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts to a level of 
insignificance.  Barella appreciates this opportunity to further address these issues 
in this comment letter on the DSEIR.

The 2018 DSEIR, in various portions of its discussion of Barella’s modification 
request, recognizes and touches on the issue of the “infeasibility” of the prior 
mitigation measures Barella seeks to modify, and related issues.  (E.g., 2018 DSEIR 
at pp. 1-2 [“The Applicant indicates that the County’s preliminary design for 
improvements at th[e] [Stony Point/Roblar Road] intersection would impact drainage 
features outside the paved and/or landscaped areas, and affect biological habitat”]; 
1-3 [“Applicant indicates that given the limited width of the existing prescriptive right 
of way; the proximity of Americano Creek to Roblar Road, other proximal wetlands 
and/or linear drainage features to Roblar Road; and other factors, that the required 
road [widening] improvements on Roblar Road are impractical, unnecessary and 
infeasible.”]; 2-11 – 2-12 [stating proposed changes to COAs 49 and 59 are “based 
on [Applicant’s] contention that these conditions are impracticable, infeasible, and 
unnecessary” and attributing to Applicant “state[ments] that the Roblar Road 
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prescriptive right-of-way (ROW) is not wide enough to accommodate the specified 
road width, that it is unable to obtain sufficient land to expand the required ROW, 
and that the proximity of Americano Creek and other wetlands along the road 
constrains road widening.”]; 2-22 [“Applicant states that this Condition [101] is 
infeasible because the required widening of Roblar Road would necessarily 
encroach not only within 50 feet of Americano Creek, but into the Americano Creek 
channel itself, due to the inability to obtain right of way on the opposite side of the 
road [in specified area].”]; 2-26 [explaining Applicant’s request to modify COA 133 
for feasibility reasons as necessary work within and adjacent to existing Americano 
Creek channel would come within 100-foot setback].)  

Despite these references to the issue of the infeasibility of prior mitigation 
measures, the DSEIR, in its text addressing the applicable regulatory framework, 
does not discuss relevant legal and regulatory standards addressing or governing 
an applicant’s request to delete or modify previously adopted mitigation measures 
on the basis that such measures are infeasible, impracticable and/or unnecessary.
Among other things, this comment letter aims to provide an accurate 
legal/regulatory framework and setting to address that omission.

More specifically, the purposes of this comment letter are:  (1) to set forth the 
relevant regulatory/legal framework that is currently omitted from the DSEIR for 
County’s consideration; (2) to set forth and discuss the substance of relevant
previously adopted mitigation measures, including (but not limited to) measures that 
remain applicable and which Barella does not seek to modify; (3) to support the 
conclusions that Barella’s requested modifications are relatively minor, will not result 
in new or more severe significant impacts not previously analyzed and will, in fact, 
lessen the environmental impacts that would occur from implementing the 
previously adopted measures Barella seeks to modify; and (4) to cite to substantial 
record evidence showing that the previously adopted mitigation measures/COAs
that Barella seeks to modify are infeasible, impracticable, unworkable and/or 
unnecessary, and that legitimate reasons supported by substantial evidence thus 
exist fully supporting the County’s ability to grant the requested modifications.

I. Relevant Authorities Governing Deletion Or Modification Of Previously 
Adopted CEQA Mitigation Measures

A. The Relevant Legal/Regulatory Framework:  Substantive Rules 
For Deleting Or Changing Mitigation Measures

“After a project has been approved and while it is still being developed a
mitigation measure or condition of approval may be changed or deleted if the 
measure has been found to be impractical or unworkable.”  (Lincoln Place Tenants 
Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508-1509, emph. added 
[rejecting argument that conditions of approval for redevelopment of property that 
were designed to mitigate impacts of demolishing historic buildings did not apply at 
all when separate demolition permit was obtained]; see also id. at 1509 [also citing 
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and quoting Napa Citizens case (discussed below) regarding rules for deleting 
mitigation measures and stating: “Clearly, these rules should apply to all projects 
which come within CEQA not just land use plans.”].)

The Napa Citizens case discussed in Lincoln Place Tenants is the seminal 
decision regarding the permissibility of altering previously adopted CEQA mitigation 
measures for an approved project.  In that case, the Court reasoned:  “The claim 
that once a mitigation measure is adopted it can never be deleted is inconsistent 
with the legislative recognition of the need to modify land use plans as 
circumstances change.  It is also true that mistakes can be made and must be 
rectified, and that the vision of a region’s citizens or its governing body may evolve 
over time. In light of all these considerations, we conclude that there are times 
when mitigation measures, once adopted, can be deleted.”  (Napa Citizens for 
Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 
358, emph. added.)

The Court proceeded to explain the circumstances under which CEQA 
mitigation measures could permissibly be entirely deleted:  “In short, we find nothing 
in established law or in logic to support the conclusion that a mitigation measure, 
once adopted, never can be deleted.  Nonetheless, when an earlier adopted 
mitigation measure has been deleted, the deference provided to governing bodies 
with respect to land use planning decisions must be tempered by the presumption 
that the governing body adopted the mitigation measure in the first place only after 
due investigation and consideration.  We therefore hold that a governing body must 
state a legitimate reason for deleting an earlier adopted mitigation measure, and 
must support that statement of reason with substantial evidence. If no legitimate 
reason for the deletion has been stated, or if the evidence does not support the 
governing body’s finding, the land use plan, as modified by the deletion or deletions, 
is invalid and cannot be enforced.”  (Id. at 359, emph. added.)

In elaborating on its teaching, the Napa Citizens court stated:  “The modified 
EIR also must address the decision to delete a mitigation measure.  In other words, 
the measure cannot be deleted without a showing that it is infeasible.  In addition, 
the deletion of an earlier adopted mitigation measure should be considered in 
reviewing any conclusion that the benefits of a project outweigh its unmitigated 
impact on the environment.”  (Id. at 359, emph. added.)1

While Napa Citizens involved deletion of a land use plan’s mitigation 
measure calling for extensive traffic infrastructure improvements, and Barella seeks 
only relatively minor modifications of certain infeasible COAs, Napa Citizens’ facts 

1 As noted above, while Napa Citizens involved mitigation measures incorporated 
into a land use plan, the Lincoln Place Tenants court opined that its rules governing 
deletion or modification of adopted mitigation measures “clearly” should apply to all
types of projects that are subject to CEQA.  (Lincoln Place Tenants Assn., supra,
170 Cal.App.4th at 1509.)
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are nonetheless instructive here.  In that case, in the course of a Plan Update, the 
County of Napa deleted from its 1986 Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan traffic 
mitigation measures that it had essentially determined were “infeasible” and “ill-
advised” for a number of reasons.  (Napa Citizens for Honest Government, supra,
91 Cal.App.4th at 359.)  The County’s findings supporting the deletion, which were 
ultimately upheld by the Court of Appeal as stating legitimate, evidence-supported 
reasons, included:  (1) project-related traffic was but a minor contributing factor to 
the regional cumulative traffic impacts intended to be addressed by the 
transportation measures; (2) County lacked funding to implement the 1986 
measures; and (3) County had little control over improvements to state highways, 
which fall under Caltrans’ jurisdiction.  (Id.)  “These were legitimate reasons for 
deleting the measures, and were supported by substantial evidence.”  (Id. at 359-
360.)  

Among the specific reasons the measures were found infeasible by the 
County in Napa Citizens included lack of available funding for construction, the need
for extensive right-of-way takings from adjacent properties to enable construction 
(see also id. at 363-364 [only $2 million available to build what amounted to $70 
million worth of roadway improvements]), and legal “rough proportionality” limits on 
mitigation measures (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(4)(B)) that precluded 
recovery of the bulk of the expense of the mitigation measures from project 
developers within the Specific Plan area.  (Ibid.) These facts – found in Napa 
Citizens to constitute “legitimate” reasons for deleting mitigation measures entirely –
are similar to many of the facts presented by Barella’s more modest proposal here 
to modify certain of the Roblar Road Quarry Project’s mitigation measures.  It is 
beyond cavil that:  (1) an EIR should focus on mitigation measures that are feasible, 
practical, and effective (Napa Citizens, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 365); and 
(2) mitigation measures must be consistent with all applicable constitutional 
requirements, including that there must be an essential nexus between the 
mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental interest, and the mitigation 
measure must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project.  (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(4); Nollan v. California Coastal commission (1987) 483 
U.S. 825, 837; Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374, 390.)

B. Procedural Vehicle Under CEQA For Deleting Or Modifying 
Mitigation Measures

Per the Lincoln Place Tenants court:  “The court in Napa Citizens … did not 
elaborate on the procedure a public agency should follow in deciding whether a 
previously adopted mitigation measure is no longer feasible.  However, because an 
initial determination a mitigation measure is infeasible must be included in the EIR 
and supported by substantial evidence it is logical to require a later determination a 
mitigation measure is infeasible be included in a supplemental EIR and supported 
by substantial evidence.”  (130 Cal.App.4th at 1509, emph. added, fns. omitted 
[dicta].)
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Notwithstanding the dicta in Lincoln Place Tenants opining that it is “logical” 
that a “supplemental EIR” should be required if mitigation measures are later 
deleted, another division of the same Court of Appeal (Second Appellate District) in 
a subsequent case upheld use of an Addendum for that purpose where the deleted 
measures were “no longer necessary” and where “no new or more severe impacts 
are caused by the deletions or changes to the mitigation measures.”  In Mani
Brothers Real Estate Group v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, the 
Court upheld those portions of an Addendum to an EIR for a large downtown 
development project that deleted or revised certain mitigation measures, and held 
that a subsequent EIR was not required:  “Nor does the City’s decision to delete or 
revise certain mitigation measures warrant an SEIR.  Mitigation measures adopted 
when a project is approved may be changed or deleted if the agency states a 
legitimate reason for making the changes and the reason is supported by 
substantial evidence.  [Citing Napa Citizens.] Here, substantial evidence supports 
deleting the measures because they are no longer necessary.  [¶] … [¶]  Thus, 
substantial evidence in the record supports the reasons for the changes in the 
Modified Project’s mitigation measures, and no new or more severe impacts are 
caused by the deletions or changes to the mitigation measures.  Hence, no SEIR 
was required.”  (Id. at 1403, emph. added; see also Katzeff v. Department of 
Forestry & Fire  Protection (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 601, 613-614 [citing Mani 
Brothers for proposition “no need for supplemental EIR rather than addendum to 
EIR where substantial evidence supported city’s conclusion mitigation measures no 
longer necessary”].)

Here, while legally unnecessary under these relevant case law authorities 
(under which the County could have proceeded by way of an Addendum), the 
County has nonetheless conservatively chosen to prepare a more robust CEQA 
document – a Draft Supplemental EIR – to address the relatively minor 
modifications Barella has proposed to certain Use Permit COAs.  Here, substantial 
evidence in the record shows that:  (1) the original mitigation measures Barella 
proposes to modify are infeasible, impractical or unworkable, and unnecessary to 
mitigate his Quarry Project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level; and (2) no new 
or more substantially severe impacts will be caused by the modifications,2 which will 
in fact lessen the secondary environmental impacts that would be caused by the 
previously approved infeasible measures.

C. CEQA’s Definition Of “Feasibility”

CEQA also contains statutory and regulatory definitions of “feasibility,” which 
have been interpreted and applied by the case law, and which inform and govern 
the relevant analysis here.  A lead agency may permissibly find mitigation measures 

2 The DSEIR indicates in its analysis of mitigation measure 3.4-4 that certain 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable; as explained below in this letter, 
substantial evidence supports the determination that modifications to the DSEIR’s 
mitigations measures will result in less-than-significant impacts.
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to be infeasible for numerous reasons – i.e., it may do so when “[s]pecific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact 
report.”  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a)(3); see id. at § 21002 [legislative finding 
and declaration “that in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions 
make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual 
projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”]; § 
21061.1 [“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social, and technological factors.”].)

Determining the feasibility of mitigation measures or alternatives for CEQA 
purposes “involves a balancing of various ‘economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors[]’” and “[i]n this sense … encompasses ‘desirability’ to the 
extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.”  (California Native Plant Society v. 
City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001, citing and quoting City of Del 
Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417; see also Los Angeles 
Conservancy v. City of West Hollywood (2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 1031, 1041 [same, 
collecting cases, and also noting that “agency’s finding of infeasibility for this 
purpose is “entitled to great deference” and “’presumed correct.’”].)  A finding of 
infeasibility may thus be based on an evidence-supported finding that a proposed 
mitigation measure or alternative “is impractical or undesirable from a policy 
standpoint.”  (Los Angeles Conservancy, supra, 18 Cal.App.5th at 1041, citing and 
quoting California Native Plant Society, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at 1001.) Such 
determinations are particularly appropriate where, as here, an infeasible measure, 
as written, would have more severe adverse secondary environmental impacts 
and/or hinder accomplishment of an approved project that itself greatly advances 
important economic, environmental and social interests.

II. Application Of The Legal/Regulatory Framework To The Relevant 
Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures And Barella’s Modification 
Requests

A. The 2010 FEIR’s Mitigation Measures

1. The Original FEIR And Court Of Appeal Opinion 
Upholding It

Any understanding of the relevant legal and regulatory background, and how 
it applies in the current scenario, would be incomplete without an understanding of 
the relevant existing mitigation measures/COAs – both those that Barella seeks to 
modify and those that will remain unmodified. Preliminarily, it should be noted that 
the County’s 2010 FEIR, as well as its mitigation measures related to off-site road 
widening and intersection improvements, were discussed and unanimously upheld 
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against legal challenge by the Quarry Project’s opponents in the unpublished First 
District Court of Appeal opinion filed May 13, 2014 in Citizens Advocating For 
Roblar Rural Quality v. County of Sonoma, et al. (John Barella, et al., Real Parties in 
Interest), First App. Dist. Div. 5, Case No. A136877 (“CA Opn.”)  The Court of 
Appeal’s opinion, at pages 16 through 23, described in some detail the EIR’s
analysis of the Roblar Road Quarry Project’s relevant mitigation measures, as well 
as those measures’ own secondary environmental impacts (which, it bears noting,
would be lessened by Barella’s currently proposed modifications).

Accordingly, as relevant and essential background, key findings and 
holdings from the Opinion’s relevant portions include:

“The secondary [environmental] impacts resulting from 
implementation of offsite transportation mitigation measures 
were analyzed separately.  The draft EIR recognized that 
the required offsite improvements would mitigate Quarry 
Project impacts, and provide a beneficial effect on the 
movement of large vehicles, cars and bicyclists on haul 
routes, but that construction and implementation of these 
offsite transportation improvements would also result in their 
own potentially significant temporary and long-term 
environmental impacts on land use and agricultural 
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
hazardous materials, biological resources, transportation 
and circulation, air quality, noise, aesthetics and cultural 
resources.  It discussed the ‘likely range of potential 
environmental impacts,’ but noted that ‘[a] detailed analysis 
of the specific off-site impacts cannot be completed until and 
if design work was undertaken that would provide 
information on the specific alignment and structural 
improvements that may be required along Roblar … Road[] 
to accommodate the proposed widening.  If the proposed 
roadway improvements were pursued, subsequent detailed 
environmental analysis and County approval would be 
required’.”  (CA Opn., at p. 17.)3

In December 2010, County ultimately approved a “hybrid” 
version of the originally proposed Quarry Project and 
Alternative 2 (the “environmentally superior alternative”) 
studied in the EIR.  The Court noted that Alternative 2 “was 
considered by the Sonoma County Permit and Resource 

3 Through Barella’s application for the modified mitigation measures which is the 
subject of the DSEIR, and related materials, he has provided and facilitated the 
required “subsequent detailed environmental analysis” that is embodied in the 
DSEIR, and related evidence, and seeks from County the requisite approval.
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Management Department to be the “environmentally 
superior alternative” due to reduced secondary impacts 
associated with the improvements to Roblar Road (and 
other access roads) otherwise required as project 
mitigation.”  (CA Opn., at pp. 17-18.)

As opposed to the originally proposed Project’s mitigation 
requirement to improve “Roblar Road along its [entire] 
approximate six and one-half mile length” (CA Opn. at p. 
16), “[t]he Modified Alternative 2 resulted in a requirement 
that a total approximate 1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road be 
improved to current County road design standards – an 
additional 0.6 miles over what would be required in 
proposed Alternative 2, but significantly less than required 
under the original proposal addressed in the draft EIR and 
its recirculated portions.  County staff review found that 
Modified Alternative 2 would not result in any new significant 
or substantially more severe environmental impacts than 
already analyzed in the draft EIR and its recirculated 
portions, and that no additional environmental review was 
required.  Barella also submitted evidence from his 
engineers that the roadway improvements under Modified 
Alternative 2 could be constructed within the boundaries of”
a presumed existing 50-foot right of way.”  (CA Opn., at 
p. 18.)4

County’s Board found “Modified Alternative 2 would not 
result in any new construction impacts associated with 

4 As the County is aware, the FEIR’s road-widening mitigation measure was 
ultimately adopted and embodied in COA 59, which called for a 36-foot paved road 
(with two 12-foot travel lanes, two 6-foot wide shoulders) and two-foot wide shoulder 
backing at edge of pavement.  (12/14/10 Board COAs and MMP, p. 13.) Barella’s 
engineer in 2010 did not purport to measure, survey or provide his own analysis, 
evidence or opinion as to the actual width of the County’s existing prescriptive right-
of-way along Roblar Road.  Rather, in reliance on the information provided in the 
EIR and obtained from another County source that the existing right-of-way was 
between 50 and 60 feet, he opined that the extent of roadway widening 
improvements required by the original mitigation measure could (as a technical 
engineering matter) be constructed within the space of the (then presumed) 50-foot 
right-of-way.  (See AR 20:10158 [10/19/10 letter from Carlenzoli, BKF Engineers, 
stating that with use of “standard AC dikes in lieu of roadside ditches” and collecting 
water into a storm drain system that would discharge at existing cross culverts, “cut 
and fill slopes would not extend beyond the 50’ right of way”].) As pointed out in 
separate correspondence from Barella, statements in the DSEIR or public record 
contrary to these facts are inaccurate and should be corrected.
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offsite transportation improvements that were not already 
evaluated in the EIR (section V; impact E.8) and … the 
offsite improvements required for Modified Alternative 2
would be substantially less than the originally proposed 
project.  In approving the hybrid haul route, the County 
found that it would avoid potentially significant land use and 
agricultural resource impacts associated with the 
implementation of offsite mitigation transportation 
improvements, and that any associated environmental 
impacts, including any impacts to jurisdictional waters, 
wetlands and riparian habitat, would be mitigated to less 
than significant levels with the required conditions of 
approval.”  (CA Opn., at p. 18.)

The Court of Appeal held:  “The secondary environmental 
impacts of the offsite mitigation measures, including 
widening of access roadways, were catalogued and 
discussed in significant detail [in the EIR].  Among potential 
impacts noted were vegetation removal, shallow excavation 
and grading along the alignment of the road widening 
improvements, increased creek sedimentation during 
construction and the possibility of accidental release of 
contaminants (e.g., fuels and lubricants) during construction, 
and temporary and/or permanent disturbance of seasonal 
wetlands and jurisdictional waters in the vicinity of 
Americano Creek.  Mitigation Measures E.8a-E.8p and E.9 
were specifically proposed to address these secondary 
impacts.”  (CA Opn., at pp. 19-20.)

In rejecting CARRQ’s argument “that the Final EIR 
contained no evidence of either the extent or nature of the 
impacts of the roadway widening on Americano Creek or the 
efficacy of the mitigation measures,” the Court stated:  
“Exhibit A to the Board of Supervisor’s [sic] resolution 
certifying the Final EIR included discussion of the secondary 
impacts resulting from implementing offsite transportation 
improvements and the related mitigation measures 
described in Section IV.E (“Transportation and Traffic”) of 
the draft EIR.  With respect to Americano Creek, the draft 
EIR discussed potentially significant secondary hydrology 
and water quality issues arising from implementation of 
offsite transportation improvements, including increases in 
sedimentation, the potential need for new or modified storm 
drains or culverts where roadway crossings occurred, or 
potential accidental release of construction-related 
hazardous materials to soil and/or storm water.  While 
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noting that analysis of specific offsite impacts could not be 
completed until design work for the exact alignment and 
structural improvements of the proposed widening was 
undertaken, and that subsequent detailed environmental 
analysis and County approval would be required, the draft 
EIR assessed the likely range of anticipated environmental 
impacts, and preliminary mitigation measures to reduce 
those potential environmental impacts.  Vegetation removal, 
shallow excavation and grading along the new roadway 
alignment were identified as likely impacts.  Mitigation 
Measure E.8b, reflecting “current engineering practice and 
the accepted standard of care to mitigate potential impacts 
from unique geological conditions along the roadway 
alignments” required that grading and construction 
specifications for the roadway widening “implement best 
management practices … to reduce or eliminate soil erosion 
during construction” and incorporation of such measures 
into a storm water pollution prevention plan for the proposed 
roadway widening (required as Mitigation Measure E.8c).  
(CA Opn., at pp. 20-21, fn. omitted.)

“Mitigation Measure E.8b required a “design level 
geotechnical investigation … to identify site specific geologic 
conditions and geotechnical constraints and develop 
adequate engineering design criteria and remedies to 
reduce the potential for slope instability from cutting and 
filling of adjacent slopes along the roadway alignments.”  
The draft EIR considered secondary impacts on biological 
resources and found that mitigation measures identified to 
mitigate potential impacts to biological resources from the 
proposed Quarry Project (including jurisdictional waters and 
wetlands impacts), would also be relevant and applicable for 
mitigating impacts associated with the roadway widening 
improvements.  Mitigation Measure E.8e required Barella to 
conduct a formal wetland delineation in accordance with the 
1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation in Manual 
and have it verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
Wetlands permits and compliance with the Clean Water Act 
were required if the Corps of Engineers determined that any 
jurisdictional waters were impacted.  Barella was further 
required to compensate for the loss of any jurisdictional 
wetlands.”  (CA Opn., at p. 21.)5

5 It is worth noting that another adopted Condition of Approval provides in pertinent 
part:  “Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along 
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Finally, the Court of Appeal rejected project opponent 
CARRQ’s contention “that [the EIR’s] recognition that further 
detailed analysis would be required under specific roadway 
improvement plans and designs constitutes improper 
deferral of mitigation.”  (CA Opn. at p. 22.)  After reciting the 
applicable law, and upholding the EIR’s mitigation as not 
being impermissibly deferred, the Court held as follows:  
“We find the [EIR’s] identification and discussion of potential 
secondary environmental impacts to be sufficient … and we 
find substantial evidence in the record to support the 
conclusion reached by the County that any such impacts 
could be mitigated to less than significant levels.”  (CA Opn., 
at p. 23.)

2. The DSEIR’s Updated Environmental Analysis Shows
Barella’s Proposed Modified Mitigation Measures Would 
Not Have New Significant Or More Severe Environmental 
Impacts Than Those Previously Analyzed In The FEIR,
And Would Actually Reduce Environmental Impacts

The further “detailed environmental analysis” of the specific secondary 
impacts of the road widening improvements contemplated by the FEIR is now 
possible, and has been undertaken in connection with satisfying the original COAs 
and in the DSEIR analyzing Barella’s modification requests.  For example, more 
detailed evaluation has now been undertaken that provides the further “site specific” 
information contemplated on the impacts of the specific Roblar Road alignment and 
structural improvements that would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 
MM E.3a and MM E.4a (i.e., COA 59 requiring Roblar Road to be widened to create 
two 12-foot travel lanes and two 6-foot wide paved bicycle lanes).  The secondary 
environmental impacts of the original mitigation measures now shown to be
infeasible have been further quantified, and can be (and have been) compared to 
the impacts of the modified off-site transportation improvements now being 
proposed by the DSEIR and Barella, i.e., a 32-foot paved road (with 11-foot travel 
lanes and 4-foot paved shoulders) with one-foot wide shoulder backing at edge of 
pavement.  More specifically, the DSEIR has now compared the secondary 
environmental impacts of the adopted Modified Alternative 2 and its relevant Stony 
Point/Roblar Road intersection and Roblar Road widening mitigation measures 
(both as they are currently required to be implemented and as previously analyzed 
in the EIR), with the secondary impacts of Barella’s proposed modified measures,
and its analysis has determined that the modified Project would not have any new or 
substantially more severe impacts than the Project as previously approved. To the 
contrary, it will have a lesser impervious footprint and lesser environmental impacts 
in virtually all areas. (SDEIR, passim.)

                                                                                
the roadway alignments, as feasible.”  (COA 75.) Barella’s requested modifications 
would implement COA 75.
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The modified mitigation measures sought by Barella would not have new 
impacts not previously discussed in the original EIR.  As noted by the Court of 
Appeal, and confirmed by a review of the EIR itself, the original DEIR contained a 
significantly detailed discussion providing “an assessment of the likely range of 
potential environmental impacts that would be anticipated with the identified 
roadway widening improvements, and preliminary mitigation measures to reduce 
environmental impacts.”  (DEIR at IV.E-41.)  The analysis appeared most 
prominently in the 9-page subsection at the end of the 50-page Transportation and 
Traffic chapter entitled “Secondary Impacts Resulting From Implementing Off-Site 
Transportation Mitigation Measures,” although additional relevant details appeared 
elsewhere in the EIR.  The 9-page discussion identified, disclosed and analyzed 
potential impacts in nine distinct areas:  Land Use and Agricultural Resources, 
Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality/Hazardous Materials, Biological 
Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality/Noise, Aesthetics, and 
Cultural Resources.  (AR2:501-510.)

The Original EIR analyzed both the nature and extent of potential roadway-
widening impacts in all these areas, and specifically contemplated that Americano 
Creek could be directly impacted through required realignment and culverting. The 
original EIR’s water quality discussion stated that “stripping of vegetation and 
disturbance of soils along the roadway alignment [during construction] could result 
in sedimentation that would affect surface water quality in local watercourses” and 
that accidental releases of hazardous materials during construction could also affect 
watercourses along the roadway alignments.  (AA2:503.)  “Americano Creek 
crosses Roblar Road three times, and follows closely and roughly parallel to Roblar 
Road for several hundred feet in the project site vicinity. … Consequently, the 
proposed roadway widening of Roblar and Pepper Road may directly impact 
portions of Americano Creek, necessitating the alteration of this creek through 
realignment and/or culverting ….”  (Ibid, emph. added; see also AR2:387D [showing 
relation of creek to Roblar Road near project site]; 2:426-427 [extensive discussion 
of Americano Creek alignment and characteristics].) The EIR further disclosed that 
“proposed widening of Roblar and Pepper Roads would incrementally increase the 
amount of impervious surface along the roadway (net increase of approximately 11 
acres along Roblar Road…) and therefore, increase the amount of storm water 
runoff from the roadways, and increasing peak flows to local watercourses and 
hence potential flooding and bank erosion.”  (AR2:503.)6

6 Given the large distribution area, and number of watercourses among which 
distribution would occur, the net increase was deemed insignificant; however, 
mitigation measures were nonetheless set forth to ensure potential temporary water 
quality and drainage impacts associated with construction would be less than 
significant.  (AR2:503-504 [requiring filing of Notice of Intent with RWQCB and 
preparation and submittal of SWPPP, in compliance with statewide NPDES General 
Construction Permit and specifying BMPs to control contamination, and listing a 
number of feasible BMPs; further requiring adherence of roadway-widening storm 
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Regarding potential geology and soils impacts, the EIR noted:  “In some 
areas (i.e., along Roblar Road adjacent to the proposed site) fills necessary to 
achieve the wider road width could encroach into Americano Creek, requiring 
specialized slope stability measures and revetment.”  (AR2:502, emph. added.)  As 
noted by the Court of Appeal, such potential issues were addressed by mitigation 
requiring implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to reduce or 
eliminate soil erosion during construction, which are required as part of the grading 
and construction specifications and SWPPP required for the roadway widening.  
(Ibid.)

Regarding potential impacts of recommended road-widening to biological 
resources and jurisdictional waters, the original EIR identified affected vegetative 
communities, the close proximity of much of the western half of Roblar Road to 
Americano Creek, and noted that “seasonal wetlands are present near Roblar Road 
along what may have been the remnants of the previous natural meander of 
Americano Creek.”  (AR2:504 [citing Golden Bear Biostudies, 2003].)  It further 
noted “[a]rroyo willow riparian woodlands, dominated in varying degrees by several 
willow species and rushes, occur on the Roblar Road alignment in association with 
Americano Creek….”  (Ibid; see AR2:425 [further description of potentially impacted 
habitat].)  Accordingly, the original EIR disclosed:  “Depending on the roadway 
design and extent of disturbance, the identified roadway widening improvement 
would have the potential to result in temporary and/or permanent impacts to 
jurisdictional waters of Americano Creek located in the vicinity of Roblar Road 
(including any associated potential jurisdictional wetlands)….”  (AR2:504, emph. 
added; see also AR2:423 [DEIR Figure IV.D-1 graphically depicting existing 
vegetation and water-associated features, including Americano Creek alignment 
and known wetlands, in vicinity of project site].) The impacts to Americano Creek of 
the road-widening mitigation measure are thus nothing new, and were always 
anticipated and disclosed; further, the currently proposed modifications will only 
serve to reduce the extent of such impacts.  (E.g., 2018 DSEIR, pp. 3.1-6 – 3.1-7, 
3.2-6.)

Citing the USFWS Draft Potential Range of the CTS and two other studies
(Fawcett, 2007, CDFG, 2008), the original EIR noted that while no reports had 
documented or identified breeding habitat along Roblar Road, there was 
nonetheless a potential for impacts on Salamander upland and migration habitat, 
and also on CRLF breeding habitat, inter alia.  (AR2:504-505; id. at 505 [“Americano 
Creek provides potential aquatic habitat (including breeding habitat) for the CRLF.”])  
The above analyses were revisited and refined by experts when County prepared 
the Recirculated EIR portions; preparers contemplated certain CTS breeding ponds 
near Roblar Road, and refined mitigation measures to pinpoint the scope of 
preconstruction surveys along Roblar Road, in accordance with a USFWS 

                                                                                
drain system to all applicable County and Sonoma County Water Agency drainage 
and flood control standards, and proper sizing to accommodate storm flows and 
prevent project area and downstream flooding].)
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programmatic biological opinion and a published conservation strategy.  (AR4:1693, 
1694-1695.) Again, Barella’s currently proposed modifications would not result in 
any new or more severe impacts in these areas.  (DSEIR, pp. 3.3-2 – 3.3-10.)

The original DEIR also disclosed the locations of agricultural/Williamson Act 
contract lands along Roblar Road (DEIR Figures IV.A-4 and IV.A-8), highlighting the 
obvious potential for any road widening beyond right-of-way limits to impact such 
properties, and noted that Barella would be responsible for acquiring and conveying 
any necessary property to the County and that this requirement might make the 
road widening measure infeasible.  (See DEIR at IV.E-34.) As a result of the 
subsequent more detailed analysis called for by the original EIR, private, 
agriculturally zoned lands adjacent to Roblar Road are now known to occur within 
the swath of land that was previously assumed (based on the EIR) to constitute a 
50-to-60-foot County prescriptive right of way.  Notwithstanding their zoning 
designation or actual boundary lines, such properties may or may not actually or 
potentially be used or suitable for farming or grazing, due to existing topographical 
features, terrain and fences designed to keep livestock off of Roblar Road.

In sum – and contrary to the recent comments of some Project opponents, 
but as confirmed by the Court of Appeal’s decision upholding its sufficiency under 
CEQA – the original FEIR contained a rather extensive analysis of the mitigation 
measure calling for widening of Roblar Road and its associated secondary impacts
(including impacts on Americano Creek and adjacent habitat, etc.), and contained 
comprehensive and appropriately-detailed disclosures and analyses of both the 
nature and extent of its potential impacts and their mitigation.  No new or different 
environmental impacts than those previously identified and discussed have come to 
light as a result of the additional, more detailed and “granular” site-specific analysis 
of required off-site transportation improvements that has now occurred.  What has 
come to light is the FEIR’s mistaken assumption as to the width of available 
prescriptive right-of-way, a reconsideration of the likelihood that federal and 
resource agencies’ will prefer to minimize impacts to wetlands and other 
jurisdictional waters,7 and the fact that a 32-foot road (1-4-11 – 11-4-1 configuration) 
could be built with substantially fewer adverse secondary environmental impacts, 

7 When there is a proposed discharge that would result in direct impacts to 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S., the resource agencies with jurisdiction over 
such resources require that all appropriate and practicable steps be taken to avoid 
and minimize impacts to aquatic resources. Since the 32-foot road would mitigate 
the potential truck/bicycle safety impacts to a less-than-significant level and would 
have reduced direct and secondary adverse impacts on wetlands and other waters 
than the 40-foot road, the 32-foot road would better comply with the resource 
agencies requirement to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other waters 
to the extent practicable.
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while still mitigating to a less-than-significant level the potential truck/bicycle safety 
impacts that prompted the original road-widening measure.8

While significantly reducing the adverse impacts that would have been 
caused by a 40-foot road, Barella’s modification calling for a 32-foot wide road 
leaves in place the mitigation measures previously provided to address the impacts 
of road widening in wetlands, waters, habitat and species.  Numerous detailed and
stringent mitigation measures and specific performance standards were set forth in 
the original EIR and committed to by the County; such measures were clearly 
designed to address the identified secondary impacts of the roadway-widening 
measure, and (as held by the Court of Appeal) substantial evidence supported their 
efficacy.

Such continuing measures include (without limitation):

Conduct a formal wetland delineation under the standards of the 
1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, and 
have it verified by the Corps.

If the Corps and/or CDFG determine potentially affected waters 
are jurisdictional, obtain and implement all conditions of a CWA 
Section 404 permit, a [Fish and Game Code] Section 1603 
Streambed Alteration Agreement, and/or a [CWA] Section 401 
water quality certification from the RWQCB.

Compensate for any loss of jurisdictional wetlands by creating, 
restoring or enhancing jurisdictional waters either on-site at a 
2:1 ratio, or off-site within the local watershed at a 3:1 ratio (or 
at ratios as otherwise agreed with the permitting agencies), or 
by contributing funds to an existing or new restoration project 
preserved in perpetuity.

Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and habitat to the 
extent feasible, through pre-construction protection measures 
including exclusionary fencing and dust control.

Implement take minimization and avoidance measures for CRLF 
and CTS derived from the Programmatic Biological Opinion for 
impacts to CRLF (USFWS, 1999) and required formal 
consultation with and a Biological Opinion from USFWS for 
actions affecting CRLF and CTS.

8 See footnote 2 of this letter with respect to contrary conclusion in the 
DSEIR; substantial evidence supports a determination that impacts can be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level with the proposed modifications to the project’s 
mitigation measures.
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(AR2:505-507.)

The above mitigation measures – which were all fully upheld by the Court of 
Appeal against all of CARRQ’s challenges, and which Barella does not seek to 
modify – incorporate specific performance standards (e.g., quantified mitigation 
ratios), require adherence to federal and state standards, and require consultation 
with various federal and state agencies in accordance with established regulations.
County’s conclusion that the DEIR’s identified mitigation measures would reduce the 
roadway-widening measure’s secondary impacts to less-than-significant (AR1:28-29
[Finding 3.1(a)]; 78-95 [Exhibit A CEQA findings on secondary impacts]) was also 
supported by substantial evidence in the record, as is the DSEIR’s current 
conclusion to the same effect.

B. Subsequent Analysis And Evidence Has Shown The Mitigation 
Measures Barella Seeks To Modify, Which Were Recognized As 
Potentially Infeasible By The FEIR, Are Actually Infeasible 
Unless Modified As Sought

Initially, the original DEIR’s conservative analysis was that the above-
identified (and robust) mitigation measures “would likely mitigate all potential effects 
to a less than significant level” but it nonetheless treated secondary impacts as 
potentially significant and unavoidable because it contemplated “subsequent 
detailed environmental analysis” “may disclose additional impacts and/or identify 
additional mitigation measures[.]”  (AR2:509.)  “Subsequent detailed environmental 
analysis” was contemplated by the DEIR primarily due to the uncertainty that existed 
at the time the DEIR was drafted regarding “the specific alignment and structural 
improvements that may be required along Roblar [Road.]”  (AR2:501; see 509.)  
Expert evidence submitted later in the review process showed the required 
roadway-widening improvements could feasibly be fully implemented within what 
was represented (albeit mistakenly) by the EIR to be County’s existing 50-foot right 
of way.  (AR20:10158 [10/19/10 letter from Carlenzoli, BKF Engineers].)  As 
indicated above, this information was significant not because of environmental 
impacts per se, but primarily because the DEIR expressly recognized that the need 
to acquire a substantial amount of private property outside of the County’s existing 
“prescriptive right-of-way” in order to widen a public road would potentially render 
the mitigation measure infeasible. (See, e.g., Napa Citizens, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th 
at 363-364 [need for extensive right-of-way takings from adjacent properties was 
among factors rendering previously adopted mitigation measures requiring 
extensive transportation infrastructure improvements infeasible].)  Similar to the 
situation in the Napa Citizens case, the DEIR here expressly recognized that the 
Roblar Road widening measure intended to address bicycle/pedestrian and traffic 
safety (MM E.3a and MM E.4a) could be infeasible due to: lack of funding or 
planning; need to take land from adjacent private to provide sufficient right-of-way 
width due to constraints posed by existing topography, utilities, drainage and other 
factors; and need for the applicant alone to fund, implement and dedicate the 
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improvements (which would obviously run afoul of legal substantial nexus/rough 
proportionality requirement).  (DEIR, at IV.E-34.)9

As noted above, in the course of the required further detailed study of the 
specific roadway alignment, certain mistaken factual assertions in the EIR’s analysis 
have now come to light; the modified mitigation measures now under consideration 
were proposed by Barella to address and rectify these and a small number of COAs 
that are infeasible as currently written.  In this regard, substantial evidence placed 
into the administrative record by Barella’s experts with his application materials, and 
during the course of the current application process, supports the existence of 
factual circumstances that the relevant case law (discussed above) squarely holds
present “legitimate” reasons for changing (or even deleting) previously adopted 
mitigation measures.  (Napa Citizens, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 358 [“It is also true 
that mistakes can be made and must be rectified, and that the vision of a region’s 
citizens or its governing body may evolve over time.”].)  Such relevant facts shown
by substantial evidence in the administrative record here include:

Based on its reliance on Giovannetti, 2008, the EIR 
mistakenly assumed existing County right-of-way widths on 
Roblar Road of 50 and 60 feet, which (based on evidence 
placed in the record) would have been sufficient to 
implement the 40 feet (36 feet paved) of roadway and 
shoulders called for by the roadway-widening mitigation 
measure in the EIR; however, upon further evaluation, there 
is evidence that the actual prescriptive right-of-way width on 
the relevant portion of Roblar Road is, in fact, substantially 
less than that assumed by the FEIR, thus potentially 
requiring the taking of a substantial amount of private 
property adjoining Roblar Road (and far greater expense 
and time consumption) to implement the measure as now 
written. Further, the record evidence shows Barella’s 
diligent efforts to acquire additional property for right-of-way 

9 With such concerns ostensibly dispelled by the time the original Final EIR was 
considered, County’s experts were satisfied (1) that the measure was feasible, and 
(2) that it would have no unknown and unaddressed secondary environmental 
impacts.  (See AR7:3191-3194 [10/19/10 memo by FEIR preparer ESA, attached 
hereto, noting that under adopted modified alternative, “all roadway widening 
improvements on Roblar Road to meet current County road design standards would 
be implemented within boundaries of the prescriptive right-of-way” and “all potential
significant secondary impacts associated with those improvements would be 
mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of the measures 
identified in the EIR.”]; see also AR8:3737, 3812-3814 [Board hearing testimony].)
Those assertions are only half right, as the measure as originally written and 
imposed turns out to be infeasible, although the conclusion that its secondary 
impacts were adequately addressed remains correct.
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purposes at the high end of market value have been all
rebuffed by unwilling sellers, demonstrating such voluntary 
acquisition to be infeasible. (See Correspondence between 
Barella and Property Owners dated June 23, 2017, July 11, 
2017, June 6, 2018, June 13, 2018, and June 19, 2018, 
attached hereto.)  

Current County “standards” for road design as applied to 
Roblar Road were also inaccurately stated in the original 
EIR as 12-foot wide travel lanes, whereas County’s General 
Plan and AASHTO (see, e.g., 2020 General Plan’s 
Glossary, at page GL-1) actually call for 11-foot wide travel 
lanes; additionally 5-foot shoulders (rather than 6 feet 
paved) also meet actual County “standards” for Roblar 
Road. The DSEIR, County’s Public Works department, and 
the BPAC all now appear to recognize this by endorsing 11-
foot travel lanes, with 5-foot shoulders (with 4 feet paved 
and one foot of rock backing) as sufficient to mitigate 
truck/bicycle safety impacts.

The original road-widening mitigation measure’s call for the 
provision of Class II Bike facilities is also not a County 
“standard,” in the sense that it is not required by the 
County’s General Plan to be provided by Barella.  
Particularly in light of the low speeds that quarry trucks 
would ever reach over this relatively short stretch of Roblar 
Road (the speed limit for which is currently 45 mph) the very 
low actual documented weekly bicycle usage, and the 
Road’s low accident rate, and as confirmed by the expert 
opinion of Barella’s qualified traffic safety engineer, Frank 
Penry, mitigation measures including appropriate signage, 
and 4 foot paved shoulders outside the travel lanes would 
sufficiently mitigate all potential safety impacts from 
bicycle/pedestrian/quarry truck interactions (i.e., the only 
impacts with a constitutional “nexus” to Barella’s project) to 
a “less than significant” level.  Moreover, such 
improvements will vastly improve roadway and safety 
conditions over the relevant 1.6-mile roadway segment as 
compared to the currently existing condition without the 
Quarry Project and its associated mitigations. Fortunately, 
the DSEIR now also appears to recognize these facts
regarding the lack of necessity for the 40-foot road widening 
measure (if not its unworkability and infeasibility).

Since the FEIR’s certification, additional “mitigation” for any 
risks to bicyclists has also been provided by the new State 
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law (Three Feet For Safety Act) codified in Vehicle Code 
§§ 21750, 21760. This serves as an additional “layer” of 
protection, in addition to the ample dimensions provided by 
the 11-foot travel lanes and 4-foot paved shoulders now 
recommended in the DSEIR. (See October 2018 Roblar 
Road Quarry Bicycle and Truck Clearance Exhibit, BKF 
Engineers, attached hereto [also showing ample space for 
3-foot clearance provided by currently proposed road design 
without quarry trucks having to leave travel lane].) It should 
be noted that the Mark West Quarry continues to operate in 
the County with much narrower roads than those proposed 
by Barella.  (See 10/23/18 Mark West Quarry Bicycle and 
Truck Clearance Exhibit, BKF Engineers.)

Concerning the issue of legal feasibility, and elaborating on 
the constitutional “rough proportionality” requirements 
discussed above that are applicable to the imposition of ad 
hoc mitigation measures, (but not explicitly discussed in the 
original FEIR or DSEIR, or in the DSEIR), they preclude 
requiring a project applicant to pay for improvements 
beyond those reasonably necessary to mitigate for his 
project’s adverse impacts.  (14 Cal. Code Regs, 
§ 15126.4(a)(4)(B).)  The FEIR’s 40-foot road-widening 
mitigation measure is therefore also legally infeasible 
because substantial record evidence (in the form of a 
qualified traffic safety engineer’s fact-based opinion, Public 
Works’ opinion, and the DSEIR itself) supports that 11-foot 
wide travel lanes (instead of the 12 feet called for in the 
original EIR) and 4-foot wide paved shoulders, as opposed 
to the 6-foot wide paved bicycle lanes called for in the EIR,
would fully suffice to mitigate the quarry project’s 
bicycle/pedestrian/traffic safety impacts to a “less than 
significant” level.10

10 Again, the County, its EIR preparers, and the BPAC all appear to now agree on 
this.  Nonetheless, for the record (and edification of certain project opponents) it 
should be pointed out that while the County might desire a greater amenity to be 
provided for bicyclists’ use, a developer cannot constitutionally be required (through 
the imposition of CEQA mitigation measures or otherwise) to provide such amenities 
as a condition of the issuance of development permit – no matter how desirable – if 
they are not “roughly proportional” to the improvements needed to mitigate his 
individual project’s adverse impacts.  (14 Cal. Code Regs., §§ 15126.4(a)(4)(A), (B); 
Nollan v. California Coastal Com’n (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 837; Dolan v. City of Tigard
(1994) 512 U.S. 374, 391.)
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Low accident rate statistics over the last decade for Roblar 
Road which are part of the administrative record also 
support the lack of need for roadway improvements of the 
40-foot width specified in the existing measure.  For 
example, Roblar Road collision data known to date shows 
only one crash involving a bicyclist over the 10-year review 
period; the collision rate for the 10-year period was only half 
the statewide average for a two-lane rural road; and of the 
25 total vehicle crashes, 19 were single vehicle crashes, 
and were due to excessive speed, rather than interactions 
with other vehicles.

Substantial evidence shows that the wider-than-necessary 
roadway improvements called for in FEIR mitigation 
measures MM E.3a and MM E.4a are economically and
environmentally infeasible – and thus extremely undesirable 
from a policy standpoint, after reasonably balancing the 
competing legal, environmental or social policies – because 
they would create substantially more impervious surface and 
require more extensive destruction and filling of (and 
mitigating for) linear drainage features on both sides of 
Roblar Road than would a modified measure constitutionally
calibrated to proportionately address and mitigate the 
Project’s safety impacts.  Substantial evidence shows that 
this extent of fill to waters and wetlands is not only 
unnecessary to accommodate the lesser road widening 
improvements that would adequately mitigate the Project’s 
traffic safety impacts to a “less than significant” level, but 
such unnecessary fill would also be disfavored by the 
relevant federal and state resources agencies (ACE, 
USFWS, RWQCB).

As noted above, in addition to posing issues of economic,
practical, legal, social, and environmental infeasibility, wider-
than-necessary roadway improvements requiring the taking 
of additional private lands for public road right-of-way could 
also potentially adversely and unnecessarily impact to a 
greater degree adjacent agricultural lands under Williamson 
Act contracts, another potential impact of concern stated in 
the DEIR. (The modifications proposed by Barella obviously 
lessen any such impacts, as well.)

With respect to Mitigation Measure MM E.1 addressing the 
Project’s traffic LOS impacts at the Roblar Road/Stony Point 
intersection, substantial expert evidence in the record 
demonstrates (and the DSEIR now acknowledges) that the 
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proposed modifications – geometric changes including
increasing northbound left-turn storage length to 100 feet, 
and adding a southbound left turn lane of 45 feet (with 
signalization and phasing as specified) – would mitigate all 
Project impacts to “less than significant” and result in LOS A 
at the intersection.  Moreover, the evidence shows that the 
original measure (as is the case with the excessive widening 
of Roblar Road) would necessitate the destruction of a 
greater area of roadside linear drainage features and/or 
undeveloped ground constituting potential biotic habitat, 
and/or the taking of a greater amount of private property 
than the modified measure (which calls only for alterations 
to previously paved or rocked areas) – also making the 
original measure environmentally, economically and socially
infeasible, as well as unnecessary.

The above factors, all supported by substantial expert and record evidence,
clearly constitute “legitimate” reasons for modifying previously adopted mitigation 
measures MM E.3a (and the derivative MM E.4a) and MM E.1.  Expert evidence 
shows the original measures are infeasible, impractical and/or unnecessary, and 
that substitution of (a) a modified MM E.3a calling for 11-foot travel lanes, 4-foot 
wide paved shoulders, and 5-foot total shoulders (including both rocked and paved 
areas) would mitigate all safety impacts that prompted the original road-widening 
mitigation measure to a “less-than-significant” level, and (b) a modified MM E.1 
would mitigate all traffic safety and LOS impacts that prompted the original 
mitigation measure to “less-than-significant.”  Expert evidence shows the proposed 
modified measures, while being just as effective at mitigating the environmental 
impacts to which they were addressed to a less-than-significant level, would also 
(1) be substantially less expensive and time consuming, (2) have substantially fewer 
secondary environmental impacts than would result from implementation of the 
original measures, and (3) be more acceptable to the federal and state resources 
agencies whose approvals must be obtained. What follows is a brief summary of 
the proposed modifications to these measures, and an explanation of how these 
modifications would ultimately be beneficial:

Condition 44: A revision to condition 44 is necessary to bring it into 
conformance with DSEIR Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. which changed the 
configuration of the Roblar Road and Stony Point Road intersection. The 
configuration approved in 2010 was based on an old County design which is 
now infeasible based on the fact that such design would intrude on roadside 
ditches which are now potential habitat for red legged frogs and California 
Tiger Salamanders.  Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 minimizes impacts to this 
sensitive habitat.  Additionally, Condition 44 placed the entire burden for 
improving the intersection based on the old County design on the applicant.  
This shift in economic responsibility, from a fair share allocation to sole fiscal 
responsibility, was imposed by the County late in 2010 without any 
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discussion in the County Staff report, the public hearing, or advance notice 
to the applicant.  The result was a patent violation of the Nollan/Dolan nexus 
and proportionality tests. Were that condition carried forward at this time it 
would result in an unconstitutional taking.  (Nollan v. California Coastal 
Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994)16 512 U.S. 
374.) 

Condition 120: Condition 120 required the applicant to dedicate a 
conservation easement over an unrelated 243-acre ranch owned by the 
applicant as mitigation for cancelling a then-effective Williamson Act contract 
on the mining site of 70 acres. (Mitigation A-4 May 2008 DEIR.) In lieu of 
the dedication, the applicant chose to allow the Williamson Act contract over 
the mining site to expire, thus rendering the dedication of a conservation 
easement for mitigation unnecessary. The deletion of the requirement for 
the dedication is correctly noted on page 3.7-4 of the DSEIR. Such deletion 
is also noted in the “Project Description” section of Exhibit “E” to the 2010 
Resolution of Approval (Compare against the “Project Description” 
accompanying the April 1, 2010 and December 17, 2009 draft conditions of 
approval which contained the dedication requirement). Notwithstanding the 
deletion of the mitigation requirement in 2010, Condition 120 was mistakenly 
included in the 2010 list of conditions. Condition 120 should be deleted in 
recognition of that mistake, and the fact that such mitigation is no longer 
needed. To the extent that the dedication could have served as mitigation 
for conversion of the mining site to a non-agricultural use, a 244-acre 
dedication for the temporary loss of 70 acres of non-prime grazing land 
would not satisfy the rigors of the Nolan/Dolan constitutionality requirements, 
as cited above.  It should also be noted that, upon reclamation, the site will 
return to grazing.

Condition 101: As currently written, Condition 101 precludes grading or 
land disturbance within 50 feet of the tops of banks of waterways, except for 
stream crossings. (DSEIR, pp. 2-22 through 2-26.) It is critical that 
Condition 101 be modified since any reconstruction and widening of Roblar 
Road west of the quarry driveway will violate Condition 101 as it is currently 
written. The history behind this is that Condition 101 is a holdover from 
when Alternative 2 included Access Road 1. Access Road 1 was proposed 
in order to avoid the widening and reconstruction of Roblar Road along a
certain portion of Roblar Road, west of the originally proposed quarry 
driveway, where Americano Creek lies immediately adjacent to and south of 
Roblar Road. Access Road 1 would have bypassed this area, crossing 
Ranch Tributary before intersecting Roblar Road, thus eliminating impacts of 
road widening on Americano Creek. The Access Road 1 crossing of Ranch 
Tributary was, in fact, the reason Condition 101 included the words “except 
for stream crossings.” When the County Board of Supervisors rejected 
Access Road 1 (because it would have traversed lands encumbered by an 
Open Space easement), the resulting approved project required that Roblar 
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Road be reconstructed and widened for a distance of about 1.6 miles west 
from the original quarry driveway. As discussed in Barella’s application and 
elsewhere, the required reconstruction and widening of Roblar Road 
adjacent to Americano Creek cannot be completed without grading and
disturbing land within 50 feet of the top of bank of Americano 
Creek. Accordingly, Barella proposes that the first sentence of Condition 
101 be modified as follows (new text in bold underline): “

Except for stream crossings and the proposed realignment of 
Americano Creek, no grading or land disturbance shall occur within 
50 feet of the top of banks of the waterways, as feasible.

The requested text changes simply allow for the required reconstruction and
widening of Roblar Road along Americano Creek, as required for the project 
as approved by the Board. And as noted in DSEIR Impacts 3.3-1, 3.3-2, and 
3.3-3, 3.3-4, 3.3-5, 3.3-6, and 3.3-7, Barella’s proposed realignment and 
enhancement of Americano Creek in this area, with associated mitigation, 
will not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts to wetlands 
and riparian areas, special status reptiles or amphibians, special status 
birds, badgers, special-status bats, or special-status fish. In summary, the 
requested modification of Condition 101 will allow for Roblar Road to be 
widened and reconstructed along Americano Creek as required, and will not 
result in any new or substantially more severe environmental impacts. In 
contrast, Condition 101 as currently written would violate the Board-
approved reconstruction and widening of Roblar Road along Americano 
Creek.

Condition 133:  Condition 133 requires avoidance of “all potential 
jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the southern 
boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., seasonal 
wetlands on the valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the property, 
except as shown in the Applicant’s plans for relocation of Americano Creek, 
specifically the drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” 
dated September 1, 2017 and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned 
Americano Creek” prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017.
(See DSEIR, p. S-6, Impact 3.3-1.) Meanwhile, the DSEIR requires the 
installation of construction fencing around the two seasonal wetlands 
identified on [Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1, to protect these features from all 
construction and operation activities.11 (DSEIR, p. S-6.) The upgrading of 
Roblar Road, under either scenario, would directly impact a portion of the 

11 The DSEIR also requires fencing of the North Pond, as identified as one of 
the two seasonal wetlands shown on [Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1. Although 
construction and operation of the wider roadway will avoid impacting the North 
Pond, Barella is proposing measures to enhance this pond to improve its suitability 
as breeding habitat for the California tiger salamander.
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large wetland that is included in the “seasonal wetlands on the valley floor 
adjacent to Americano Creek” shown on [Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1. This 
mitigation measure should be revised to acknowledge that the roadway 
improvements are required to mitigate a separate traffic impact, and that it is 
not necessary to avoid all impacts to these biotic resource in order to reach a 
conclusion of less-than-significance. In light of the above, the underlined 
portion of the third sentence of the mitigation measure should be revised 
(revisions shown in bold) to read “ except for secondary improvements 
described herein, and as shown in the Applicant’s plans for the relocation 
of Americano Creek including related roadway improvements, specifically 
the drawing….” These text changes will make this mitigation measure 
feasible.

III. CONCLUSION

The original mitigation measures Barella has proposed to modify are now 
known and have been shown to be infeasible, impractical and unnecessary to 
mitigate any project impact to a “less than significant” level.  The modified measures 
will mitigate Project impacts to a “less-than-significant” level and have lesser 
adverse secondary environmental impacts than the original measures.  Based on 
these factual circumstances, governing law within the applicable legal and 
regulatory framework fully supports both modifying the Project’s mitigation
measures as discussed above, and the conservative CEQA analysis being 
conducted by County through its Subsequent or Supplemental EIR should so 
recognize, to the extent it does not already do so.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR, and for the
County’s consideration of these matters.

Very truly yours,

MILLER STARR REGALIA

Arthur F. Coon
Arthur F. Coon

AFC:klw
encls. attachments

cc: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
Verne Ball
John Barella
Geoff Coleman
Stephen Butler
Scott R. Briggs, Ph.D
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter E. Arthur Coon, Millar Starr Regalia (Attorney 
Representing the Applicant) 

E-1 This comment introduces the topics to be covered in the remainder of the comment letter. 
Please see the following responses. No changes are required in the Draft SEIR. 

E-2 The commenter has identified and provided analysis of the relevant legal precedents 
regarding deletion or modification of previously adopted mitigation measures, and has 
stated the basic requirements for mitigation measures. No changes are required in the 
Draft SEIR. Please see Master Response 1. 

E-3 While the Applicant contends that the mitigation measures and Conditions of Approval 
he seeks to modify are infeasible, the County has not reached this conclusion. Should the 
County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so 
only after making findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of 
infeasibility of those previously adopted measures. 

E-3a Please see Master Response 1. 

E-4 The commenter has identified and provided analysis of the relevant legal precedents and 
statutes regarding the definition of “infeasibility” under CEQA. Please see the response 
to Comment E-3. 

E-5 This comment recounts details of the Court of Appeal decision upholding the 2010 Final 
EIR, and does not comment on the current Draft SEIR. It therefore does not require a 
response. No changes are required in the Draft SEIR.  

E-5a Please see the response to comment C-22. 

E-5b The Applicant has not proposed to modify Condition of Approval 75 (which implements 
2010 Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.8f). 

E-6 This comment recounts details of the Court of Appeal’s decision finding that the 2010 
Final EIR’s analysis of secondary impacts of road widening was adequate, as well as the 
fact that Mitigation Measures E.8a through E8.p, which address these impacts, are all in 
effect (as Conditions of Approval 70-85). The commenter is correct that road widening 
would be fully mitigated, and is thus incorrect that reducing road width will lessen 
impacts. With regard to the commenter’s contention that a 32-foot wide roadway would 
be equally effective as the currently-required 40-foot wide roadway in mitigating bicycle, 
pedestrian, and traffic safety impacts, please see Master Response 1. With respect to the 
incorrect statement that the reason for this application is a mistake in the original 2010 
Final EIR regarding the available right of way, please see response to comment C-22. 

E-6a Please see Master Response 1. The intent of the comment is unclear, but to the extent the 
commenter is suggesting that regulatory impediments with other agencies make the 
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current Use Permit infeasible, that has not been shown. In addition, the Applicant has 
stated that he intends to go forward with the original Use Permit if the modification is not 
approved. 

E-6b Please see Master Response 1.  

E-7 The commenter is correct that the 2010 Final EIR concluded that Impact E.8, addressing 
secondary impacts of haul route upgrades, could remain significant and unavoidable. 
However, 2010 Final EIR analysis of Alternative 2 concluded that Mitigation Measures 
E.8 a-p could all be feasibly implemented along a much shorter roadway that would 
require upgrading, and that for this alternative Impact E.8 would be reduced to less than 
significant. The same conclusion was reached for Modified Alternative 2 in the 2010 
ESA memorandum (ESA, 2010). The findings adopted by the Sonoma County Board of 
Supervisors in approving Modified Alternative 2 also demonstrate that Impact E.8 would 
be reduced to less than significant.  

As discussed in Master Response 1, the 2010 Final EIR also concluded that Impacts E.3 
(addressing bicycle and pedestrian safety) and E.4 (addressing traffic safety) could 
remain significant and unavoidable because of the uncertainty regarding the feasibility of 
Mitigation Measure E.3a/E.4a, the measure requiring widening of roadways along the 
haul route. The 2010 Final EIR, however, also found that for Alternative 2, these impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant because the mitigation measure was found to be 
feasible for the shorter length of road requiring upgrade, and this conclusion was also 
reached for Modified Alternative 2 in the 2010 ESA memorandum (ESA, 2010). In 
approving Modified Alternative 2 in 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
adopted findings that both impacts E.3 and E.4 would be reduced to less than significant 
with implementation of the mitigation measures specified in the 2010 Final EIR, 
including Mitigation Measure E.3a/E.4a. 

Therefore, the commenter’s noting of the 2010 Final EIR conclusion that these impacts 
could remain significant and unavoidable because of questions about the feasibility of 
mitigation measures does not apply to the project that the Board of Supervisors elected to 
approve, that is, Modified Alternative 2. The Board of Supervisors elected not to approve 
the project that required that override. The improvements required under the current Use 
Permit are limited, and in approving the project with these improvements, no finding was 
ever made by the Board of Supervisors that any of these measures would or could be 
infeasible. Please see also the response to comment C-21. 

E-7a Please see the response to the prior comment, comment E-7. The document cited in this 
comment is included as an attachment to this comment letter and labeled comment E-26. 
It is also referenced in the Draft SEIR and in Chapter I, Introduction, of this Final SEIR 
as ESA, 2010.  

E-8 The commenter’s assertion of infeasibility of the road widening geometry prescribed in 
Mitigation Measure E.3/E4 is based on their contention that the actual width of the right-
of-way is less than the presumed width used as a basis for the 2010 Final EIR analysis. At 
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the time of the approval of the 2010 Final EIR, it was understood that the Applicant 
would need to acquire additional right of way. Condemnation is frequently required to 
build roads to safety standards. Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 acknowledges that 
condemnation may be required. Moreover, the current modification proposal would also 
require the Applicant to acquire some right of way. The commenter’s assertion has not 
been established by a formal land survey, and no finding of infeasibility has yet been 
made by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors. Furthermore, the Applicant’s offers 
of purchase of land from his neighbors along Roblar Road for this purpose (comment 
letter D) call into question that the prescribed road width is in fact infeasible, the absence 
of a positive response to these offers notwithstanding. Please see the response to 
comment E-3. 

E-9 Please see response to the prior comment, comment E-8. 

E-10 The commenter is incorrect in stating that the applicable standard from the Sonoma 
County General Plan and AASHTO are for 11-foot wide travel lanes with 5-foot wide 
shoulders on Roblar Road, not 12-foot wide travel lanes with 6-foot wide paved 
shoulders (total 40-foot wide roadway) as currently required in Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 49 and Condition 59. As noted in the response to comment C-23, Roblar Road 
along the 1.6-mile segment that will be used by Quarry haul trucks has a prima facie 
speed limit of 55 mph and actual speeds approaching 60 mph; as noted in Draft SEIR 
Table 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, current weekday average daily 
traffic is 1,705 vehicles, and, as shown in Table MR1-1 in Master Response 1, with the 
addition of Quarry haul trucks, average daily traffic can be expected to increase to over 
2,000 vehicles per day.  

The following is excerpted from the General Plan 2020 Glossary, incorrectly cited by the 
commenter. 

For [2-lane major and minor rural collector] roads with design speeds of less than 
40 mph and volumes under 250 vehicles per day, the standard road width is 
22 feet. Road width for maximum speed (60 mph) and volume (over 2,000 
vehicles per day) is 40 feet. 

Expected conditions on Roblar Road with the addition of Quarry haul trucks fits the 
criteria requiring the higher (i.e. 40-foot wide roadway) standard; there is no basis to 
contend that road widening should meet only the lower standard without a design 
exception.  

Table 6-5 of AASHTO’s “A Policy on Geometry of Highways and Roads,” also shows 
that the recommended roadway width for rural collector roads with design volume over 
1,500 vehicles per day and design speed of 55 mph or more is 40 feet. 

Please see also Master Response 1. 
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E-11 The commenter is incorrect in stating that the current speed limit on the relevant section 
of Roblar Road is 45 mph. West of Orchard Station Road, the prima facie speed limit is 
55 mph. The commenter is also incorrect that a Class II bikeway on Roblar Road is not 
required to be provided by the Applicant: Condition/Mitigation Measure 49, not the 
General Plan, requires the Applicant to upgrade the 1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road as 
follows: 

49. Prior to the commencement of mining, the Applicant shall obtain 
easements/right of way (if necessary) and improve Roblar Road (between the 
on-site project access road and Access Road 2) to meet current County road 
design standards, including, but not limited to, two 12-foot wide vehicle travel 
lanes and two six-foot wide [paved] shoulders with traffic index of 10.5, and 
associated striping/signage to meet Class II bike facilities. 

The requirement for paved shoulder width and striping/signage requirement are 
consistent with the standards for Class II bikeways contained in the 2010 Sonoma County 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  

Please see also Master Response 1. 

E-12 The Three Feet for Safety Act is cited in the Draft SEIR on page 3.4-4, in the discussion 
of the Regulatory Setting for Transportation and Traffic. The drawings referred to are 
included as attachments to this letter and labeled comment E-28. Please see Master 
Response 1. The commenter also references the Mark West Quarry. As noted in the 
Draft SEIR (page 3.4-11, footnote 3) approval of the Mark West Quarry expansion 
project required a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

E-13 Please see Master Response 1. With regard to the question of the adequacy of the 
Applicant’s proposed road widening design to mitigate the bicycle safety impact, please 
see Master Response 1. 

E-14  The comment describes the existing condition of roadway safety on Roblar Road. The 
2010 Final EIR, and the current Draft SEIR, properly examine the traffic safety impacts 
of the project after implementation, that is, with the addition of several hundred haul 
trucks each day that the Quarry operates. Specifically, the Draft SEIR examines the 
different impacts on traffic safety of the previously approved road widening design with 
the currently proposed one, with the addition to current traffic volume of Quarry haul 
trucks. This forms the basis for the conclusion in the Draft SEIR that the proposed 
roadway design would result in a substantially more severe impact to road safety, 
compared to the project as approved. Please see also Master Response 1. 

E-15 As noted in the response to comment E-7, mitigation measures addressing secondary 
impacts associated with roadway widening were determined to be feasible and effective in 
reducing these impacts to less than significant for Modified Alternative 2. The Applicant 
seeks to avoid the costs of implementing the current Use Permit, but has not provided 
evidence that to do so would be infeasible. See also the response to comment E-6a. 
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E-16 The secondary impact of road widening on agricultural lands was found to be less-than-
significant for Modified Alternative 2. Please see the response to comment E-7.  

E-17 The Draft SEIR finds, in Impact 3.4-2, that the Applicant’s proposed design for 
intersection signalization and upgrade would result in a significant impact to bicycle 
safety. Mitigation measure 3.4-2, requiring wider paved shoulders than specified in the 
Applicant’s proposed design, would reduce this impact to less than significant. As noted 
in footnote 2 on page 2-8 of the Draft SEIR, the 2005 IS/MND for the County’s 
intersection signalization and upgrade design identified mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts to wetlands and special status species to less than significant. Please see 
also the response to comment C-9. 

E-18 Any decision to modify existing mitigation measures/Conditions of Approval by the 
Board of Supervisors will only be made after findings are made, based on the whole 
record, that support that decision. 

E-19 Please see response to comment C-19. 

E-20 Please see response to comment C-19. Please note that offsets continue to be 
contemplated by Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 

E-21 Please see response to comment C-26. 

E-22 Please see the response to comment C-14. 

E-23 Please see the response to comment C-14. 

E-24 Please see the response to comment C-16. 

E-24a Please see the response to comment C-5. 

E-25 This comment summarizes several of the points raised in the previous comments. Please 
see the responses above. 

E-26 This document is referenced in comment E-7a. It is also referenced in the Draft SEIR and 
in Chapter I, Introduction, as ESA, 2010.  

E-27 This comment contains correspondence between the Applicant and the Applicant’s 
attorneys, and neighbors of the Quarry project site who own property along Roblar Road. 
This correspondence is also contained in comment letter D. Please see the response to 
comment D-1.  

E-28 These drawings are referenced in comment E-12. Please see the response to that 
comment. Please see also the footnote regarding the Mark West Quarry in the Draft 
SEIR, on page 3.4-11, footnote 3. 
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From: Nancy Graalman
To: David Rabbitt; Susan Gorin; Shirlee Zane; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: OPPOSING John Barella"s /Roblar Quarry request for Changes to UPE16-0058
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 11:20:19 AM

Supervisors:

The 2010 approval for this project remains one of the most egregious actions by the
County of Sonoma when considering the environmental, quality of life, safety and
ethical standards that were breached. The economic justification for the approval will
forever taint Sonoma County for giving away infrastructure and natural resource
assets (including easements purchased with taxpayer money) to enrich one man and
his company.

My organization Defense of Place became strong advocates for the work of CARRQ
during its courageous campaign to oppose the project; to this day, in other campaigns
around the country we cite the quarry's eventual approval as an example of what can
go wrong when even previously designated conservation easements are shattered by
political pressure.

Without a doubt, Defense of Place knew that the developer would be back for more
and more favors even as the details and impacts of the quarry become increasingly
dire.

Thus it is that we join CARRQ in opposing the proposed change requests
to the UPE16-0058 as described in the SEIR.

The request for the narrower road is, in a word, absurd, when contemplating the
competition for space between a bicyclist and one of the 600 gravel trucks coming and
going each day. Add in the cars for which that road means home, work and school,
and the image of a disaster is unavoidable.

In addition, we oppose the realignment of Americano Creek. The "sanctioned" assault
on this creek and its habitats will also forever remain an affront to the environmental
values of Sonoma County. No mitigation or promised years of restoration can cure
what will most likely be the demise of the natural ecology of the creek and its
environs.

The approval of the Roblar quarry project brought a loss of trust that the county will
defend rural communities, Open Space and conservation easements, and Sonoma
County values. Please do not allow the developer to continue his attempts to profit
from the loss of Roblar Valley by granting any more advantages.

Cordially,
Nancy Graalman
Director
Defense of Place
415. 515. 1616

Letter F
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THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

Letter F

IV-97



IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter F. Nancy Graalman, Director, Defense of Place 
F-1 This comment does not address the proposed modification to the Use Permit Conditions 

of Approval or the environmental analysis contained in the Draft SEIR. The commenter’s 
opposition to the Quarry project is noted. 

F-2 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions 
of Approval is noted. 

F-3 Impacts to bicycle and traffic safety are analyzed in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Traffic and 
Transportation: see Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4. The Draft SEIR concludes that, even with 
the prescribed mitigation, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
Please see also Master Response 1. 

F-4 Hydrologic impacts associated with the proposed relocation of Americano Creek into a 
new, constructed channel, are discussed in Draft SEIR section 3.2, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Impact 3.3-1, and found to be less than significant. Biological impacts associated 
with creek relocation are discussed in Draft SEIR section 3.3, Biological Resources, in 
impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-7. One of the Biological Resources impacts, Impact 3.3-1, 
would be less-than-significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3.1 (see also 
response to comment C-14); the other Biological Resources impacts would be less than 
significant without mitigation.  

F-5 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions 
of Approval is noted.  
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter G. Michael Molland, Molland Law (Attorney 
representing Citizens Advocating for Roblar 
Road Quality – CAARQ) 

G-1 This comment introduces the comment letter generally. Please see the following 
responses. 

G-2 Traffic impacts of the Quarry are identified and analyzed in the 2010 Final EIR, in 
Section 4.E, Traffic and Transportation, and in Chapter 5, Alternatives. See also 
Draft SEIR section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation. 

G-3 Aesthetic impacts of the Quarry, including impacts to scenic resources, are identified and 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIR, in Section 4.I, Aesthetics, in Section 4.E, Traffic and 
Transportation (impact E.8), and in Chapter 5, Alternatives. See also Draft SEIR 
Section 3.7, Other Environmental Topics. The proposed changes would not change the 
conclusions of the 2010 Final EIR. 

G-4 Please see the response to comment G-2. As noted in the Draft SEIR on page 3.4-5, the 
proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval would not affect 
operations of the approved Quarry, and as such, project trip generation and trip 
distribution would not change from that described and analyzed in the 2010 Final EIR. 

G-5 Please see the response to comments G-2 and G-4. 

G-6 Please see the response to comments G-2 and G-4. 

G-7 Environmental review pursuant to CEQA does not include examination of socioeconomic 
benefits (or direct impacts) of a project. However, public benefits may be relevant to the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations required for approval. 

G-8 The commenter is correct that the Draft SEIR identifies significant and unavoidable 
impacts to bicycle and traffic safety associated with the proposal to alter the required 
geometry of road widening improvements on Roblar Road, because they do not meet 
County policy adopted for the purpose of roadway safety (Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 in 
section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation.). Please see Master Response 1. 

G-9 Comments by Mr. Smith, contained in this same comment letter G, are numbered G-42 
through G-52. Please see responses to those comments. 

G-10 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions 
of Approval is noted.  

G-11 Environmental review pursuant to CEQA does not include examination of potential 
financial liability. However, public risks may be relevant to the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations required for approval. 
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

G-12 Please see comment G-14. 

G-13 Please see the response to comment G-8. 

G-14 The Draft SEIR does not address the issue of economic feasibility or infeasibility of the 
conditions/mitigation measures that the Applicant proposes to modify. At the time of 
approval of the Quarry project (Modified Alternative 2), all mitigation measures were 
found to be feasible. Should the County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the 
proposed modifications, it will do so only after making findings to support that decision, 
including, if warranted, findings of infeasibility of those previously adopted measures. 

G-15 Please see the response to comment G-11. 

G-16 Regarding feasibility of conditions/mitigation measures, please see the response to 
comment G-14. The Draft SEIR notes the Applicant’s contention that they have been 
unable to obtain additional land for use as right-of-way, but has not independently 
assessed the validity of this. The relevant evidence that voluntary negotiations have been 
attempted is in comment letter D and the response to comment D-1. The commenter is 
incorrect in asserting that the Draft SEIR has made economic infeasibility findings. 

G-17 Please see the responses to comments G-11 and G-14. 

G-18 This comment introduces the discussion that follows. Please see the following responses. 

G-19 Changes in the environmental and regulatory setting for the Transportation and Traffic 
analysis in the Draft SEIR are discussed on pages 3.4-1 through 3.4-3. The commenter is 
correct that there are no sudden and unforeseen developments that give rise to the 
application. 

G-20 Please see the response to comment G-8, and Master Response 1.  

G-21 Please see the response to comment G-14 

G-22 Please see the response to comment G-14. 

G-23 The commenter notes that there is evidence of feasibility of the already-approved Use 
Permit. Evidence of economic feasibility or infeasibility is relevant to a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations and need not be included in the SEIR. 

G-24 The Draft SEIR states that the Applicant’s proposal to relocate Americano Creek stems 
from the constraint imposed on the required road widening by the presence of the creek 
in close proximity to Roblar Road, the width of the existing right-of-way, and the 
Applicant’s stated inability to obtain additional land for right-of-way on the opposite side 
of the road. Should the County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed 
modifications to allow for relocation of Americano Creek, it will do so only after making 
findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of infeasibility of the 
previously adopted measures. Potential conflicts of the proposed creek relocation with 
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other County ordinances and policies are discussed in several places in the Draft SEIR, 
notably in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, discussion of the Regulatory Setting on 
pages 3.3-2 and 3.3-3; and Section 3.7.4, Land Use and Agricultural Resources. 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, includes revisions to 
Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 to clarify that the Quarry project is consistent with 
Chapter 26A of the County Code.  

G-25 This comment summarizes, from the commenter’s perspective, the EIR process 
completed in 2010 and the subsequent lawsuits challenging it. The comment does not 
address the Draft SEIR. 

G-26 The commenter is correct that the Applicant first submitted an application to modify 
certain Use Permit Conditions of Approval in July, 2016. That application is the subject 
of the Draft SEIR. 

G-27 CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(a) is also cited in Draft SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, 
on pages 1-3 and 1-4. 

G-28 It is not changed circumstances, but rather the Applicant’s proposed changes to the Use 
Permit, that triggered the initiation of supplemental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15163(a).  

G-29 Please see the response to comment G-8. 

G-30 Please see the response to comment G-45. 

G-31 Please see the response to comment G-14. 

G-32 Please see the responses to comments E-8 and G-14. 

G-33 Please see the response to comment G-14, and the following responses. 

G-34 Please see the response to comment D-1 and G-14. 

G-35 This comment does not address the Draft SEIR. With regard to feasibility of 
conditions/mitigation measures, please see the response to comment G-14. 

G-36 The letters referred to in the comment, which are included as Exhibit 3 to this comment 
letter G (numbered comment G-61), were also submitted by the Applicant and are 
included in this document as comment letter D; one additional letter not included in 
Exhibit 3 is also included as the last page of comment letter D, this being a letter from a 
landowner expressing their lack of interest in selling any portion of their property. Please 
see also the response to comment D-1. 

With regard to the commenter’s statement that “none of the claims and assertions or 
options stated in these letters are analyzed, discussed, or even mentioned by the SEIR,” 
the Draft SEIR properly confines discussion and analysis to the environmental effects of 
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the proposed project, that is, the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval. Please see also the responses to comments G-14 and G-35. 

G-37 Please see the responses to comments G-8, G-35 and G-36. 

G-38 Please see the responses to comments G-8, G-35, and G-36. 

G-39 It is expected that, should the County approve the Applicant’s proposed relocation of 
Americano Creek, the Applicant will then seek the necessary permits from other 
agencies, including California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), to enable this. 
Responsible agencies, including CDFW, are listed in Section 2.7, Required Approvals, in 
Draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. With regard to the environmental review 
process prescribed by CEQA for a responsible agency (including a trustee agency, such 
as CDFW), please see CEQA Guidelines Section 15096. 

G-40 The commenter claims that the relocation of Americano Creek is inconsistent with 
Chapter 26A of the County Code due to setbacks. The commenter is incorrect. Where 
critical habitat is subsequently designated at an approved site, the code does not apply 
setbacks retroactively. In addition, all impacts to critical habitat are fully mitigated. 

G-41 Contrary to the assertion in this comment, the commenter has not identified any 
deficiencies in the Draft SEIR that would render it inadequate under CEQA. The Draft 
SEIR fully and completely complies with the CEQA requirements for a Draft SEIR.  

G-42 This comment provides qualifications of the commenter. 

G-43  Please see the responses to comments G-14, G-35, and G-36. 

G-44 Please see the response to comment G-35. As evidenced by comment letter D, the 
Applicant has made an offer to purchase land for use as right of way from the Kenneth A. 
and C. Wilson Trust (Kenneth and Clarette Wilson). 

G-45 The Draft SEIR concludes (Impact 3.4-3 and 3.4-3) that the proposed narrower travel 
lane and shoulder would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to bicycle and 
traffic safety, even with mitigation. Please see Master Response 1. 

G-46 Please see Master Response 1. 

G-47 Please see Master Response 1. 

G-48 Please see Master Response 1 and the response to comment G-11. 

G-49 Please see the response to Comment G-45 and Master Response 1. 

G-50 The County is not “deluded” about the need for the Applicant’s proposed changes to 
certain Use Permit Conditions of Approval. The environmental consequences of the 
proposed changes, including changes that would allow creek relocation, are the subject of 
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the Draft SEIR. The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors will consider the merits of the 
proposal in deciding whether to approve it. With regard to the Applicant’s proposed 
revisions to Condition/Mitigation Measure 133, including the proposed insertion of “as 
feasible,” into the text of the condition, please see Draft SEIR Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1, which specifies revision to the condition without 
use of the term “as feasible.” Please see also the response to comment C-14, which 
modifies this mitigation measure by adding modifications to Condition 101, and the 
response to comment G-24. 

G-51 The commenter is incorrect. The Draft SEIR fully evaluates the Applicant’s proposed 
changes to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval, in compliance with CEQA. 

G-52 This comment includes the commenter’s resume. 

G-53 This comment and the following comments by the commenter, Michael Kavanaugh, 
appear to be provided in order to support the claim, made elsewhere in this comment 
letter, that the Applicant’s claim of infeasibility of roadway improvements according to 
the standards contained in the Use Permit Conditions of Approval is not supported by 
evidence. Please see responses to comments G-14 and G-16.  

G-54 The figure cited of 11.4 million cubic yards of rock mined over a 20-year period reflects 
the maximum possible, given the annual limit of 570,000 cubic yards. While the 2010 
Final EIR properly uses this figure as a basis for the environmental analysis, it is possible 
that the Quarry will not actually produce the maximum permitted volume every year that 
it is in production.  

The density figure used by the commenter is a reasonable estimate. The commenter, 
however, has made an error by multiplying cubic yards by the density factor to estimate 
tons, instead of dividing. Using the commenter’s conversion factor of 1.3 tons per cubic 
yard and dividing the cubic yardage figure by this factor results in a figure of 
8,769,231 tons. 

G-55 Here, the commenter compounds the error noted in the previous response. Using the 
corrected figure of about 8.77 million tons total production, and the commenter’s price 
figure of $12.75 per ton, the total revenue estimate would be about $111.8 million. 

G-56 This response does not consider the validity of the commenter’s methodology. Please see 
the previous response regarding the corrected revenue estimate. 

G-57 This response does not consider the validity of the commenter’s methodology. Using the 
commenter’s estimated equity return figure of 10.6% and the corrected revenue estimate 
provided in the response to comment G-55, the total return to equity would be about 
$11.85 million. 

G-58 The prices for aggregate presented in this table match those currently (as of 12/29/18) 
shown on the Stony Point Rock Quarry website.  
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G-59 This table apparently is presented to support the commenter’s estimate of return to equity. 
Please see the response to comment G-57. 

G-60 This comment includes the resume of the commenter. 

G-61 This comment contains correspondence between the Applicant, his attorneys, and his 
neighbors, also contained in comment letter D. Please see the response to comment D-1.  

G-62 This comment contains an excerpt from the Draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, 
specifically Figures 2-7a through 2-7h and 2-8. 

G-63 This comment contains notice of a public hearing from 2010 related to the Quarry project 
approval, and is referred to in comment G-25. Please see the response to that comment.  

G-64 The comment contains email correspondence between Kathy Wilson, a property owner 
on Roblar Road near the Quarry, with Blake Hillegas, Sonoma County Planner, 
referenced in comment G-37. Please see the response to that comment.  

G-65 This comment contains correspondence between the commenter and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife referenced in comment G-39. Please see the response to 
that comment.  

G-66 This comment (labeled as “Exhibit 9” and included in Appendix C) contains various 
documents, already in the administrative record for the 2010 Final EIR, from 2009 and 
2010. These documents are presented without comment, they do not pertain directly to 
the Draft SEIR, and they do not require a response. 

G-67 This comment (labeled as “Exhibit 10” and included in Appendix C) contains various 
documents, already in the administrative record for the 2010 Final EIR from 2010 and 
earlier, and also documents from the subsequent court case challenging the 2010 Final 
EIR. These documents are presented without comment, they do not pertain directly to the 
Draft SEIR, and they do not require a response. 
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From: Richard Harm
To: Shirlee Zane
Subject: Roblar Road Improvements
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 11:26:06 PM

Dear Supervisor Zane

As an avid cyclist and frequent rider on Roblar Road I feel it is
imperative that you hold firm on the conditions of approval that were
certified in 2010 when the Roblar Road Quarry site project was
approved.  (Two 12 foot travel lanes with 6 foot wide paved shoulders,
and 2 foot wide rock shoulders, and associated striping to meet Class 2
bicycle lanes).  Roblar Road is relatively straight with the exception
of the section under consideration. This is the most dangerous section
due the tight curves and limited visibility.  Reducing the
driving/bicycle lane width in this area, as proposed by Mr. Barella, is
a recipe for disaster. It's a fact that a truck and trailer can not hold
tight to the center of the lane when negotiating tight turns.  It is the
wandering of the trailer into the bicycle lane that creates the hazard.
Wider driving and bicycle lanes will give the trucks more room to
maneuver and cyclists a safe space through the dangerous tight curves
west of the proposed quarry.  Please remember that the safety of
cyclists/public trumps the applicants inability to obtain right-of-way
from private property owners.

Thank you for your consideration in this very important public safety issue.

Richard Harm
President
Petaluma Wheelmen Cycling Club

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

Letter H
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Letter H. Richard Harm, President, Petaluma 
Wheelmen Cycling Club 

H-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval that establish roadway standards for Roblar Road. The 
commenter is opposed to the proposed modifications to the required widening Roblar 
Road. The comment does not address the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft SEIR and does not require a response. 

H-2 The current condition of Roblar Road, and the recent history of accidents along Roblar 
Road, are discussed in the Environmental Setting discussion in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, and in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the discussion of the 
reconstruction and widening of Roblar Road. The proposal is to reduce the width of the 
road with respect to the existing approval, but to widen it with respect to existing 
conditions. 

H-3 Please see Master Response 1. 
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October 12, 2018 
 
Blake Hillegas, Supervising Planner 
County of Sonoma 
Planning Division / Project Review 
2550 Ventura Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Re: Roblar Road Quarry Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hillegas: 

On behalf of the Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition, please accept the following 
comments on the proposed amendments to the Roblar Road Quarry Project and the 
associated Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). 

The SCBC is very concerned by the applicant’s proposal to eliminate the existing 
requirement for 6-foot bike lanes and to instead, install a 3-foot paved shoulder 
and a 2-foot gravel shoulder with no bike lanes whatsoever. As was determined 
when the original EIR and Use Permit were approved, the safety of all road users, 
including those on bicycles, is paramount. The addition of more frequent and large 
truck traffic on this already busy roadway and popular bicycle route will 
necessarily decrease the safety of our most vulnerable road users.    
 
The applicant cites that new information of substantial importance was not known 
at the time that the original Use Permit was approved and “given the limited width 
of the existing prescriptive right of way; the proximity of Americano Creek to 
Roblar Road, other proximal wetlands and/or linear drainage features to Roblar 
Road; and other factors, that the required road improvements on Roblar Road are 
impractical, unnecessary and infeasible."  
 
We call upon the County of Sonoma to determine the validity of the above 
position and whether the existing requirement for a 6-foot bike lane is indeed 
infeasible as the applicant claims. 
 
If implementation of 6-foot bike lanes is determined infeasible, we urge that the 
following be required as part of any project approval: 

1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: The Applicant shall widen 
Roblar Road on the 1.6-mile segment between the Quarry site entrance 
and Access Road 2 with two 11-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes, and an 11-
foot west-bound left turn lane at Access Road 2, two 5-footwide shoulders 
(4-foot-wide paved), and appropriate side slope for the entire road design, 
as determined by the Department of Transportation & Public Works. The 
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Applicant shall widen Roblar Road with at least the following cross 
section dimensions: • 11-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes and 11-foot-wide 
left turn lane; • 4-foot-wide paved shoulders; • 1-foot-wide unpaved (rock) 
shoulders.  
 

2. Reduction of the speed limit to 40 mph through the 1.6-mile section where 
bike lanes are to be installed to decrease the dangers associated with large 
trucks frequently entering/exiting the roadway and the S-turn along this 
stretch.  
 

3. Require the applicant to perform street sweeping of the roadway at 
minimum every 3-months, or as needed to ensure the safety of all roadway 
users impacted by the project.  

Again, we wish to emphasize that the safety of cyclists remains our utmost priority. Thus, if at all 
feasible, further separation from large, heavy truck traffic in the form of 6-foot bike lanes is 
overwhelmingly preferred. However, if sufficient evidence exists to indicate that there is not 
enough right of way available for 6-foot bike lanes, we ask that a 4-foot bike lane, the minimum 
width allowed, be required as part of any project approval. 

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments intended to improve the safety of those 
biking within the project vicinity. 

Sincerely, 

 

Alisha O’Loughlin 
Executive Director 
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter I. Alisha O’Loughlin, Executive Director, 
Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition 

I-1 With regard to lane width and bicycle safety, please see Master Response 1. With regard 
to the Applicant’s statement that achieving the required standards is infeasible, the 
Draft SEIR does not address the issue of feasibility or infeasibility of the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval that the Applicant proposes to modify. Should the County Board 
of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so only after 
making findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of infeasibility 
of those previously adopted measures. 

I-2 The comment, supporting adoption and implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 
from the Draft SEIR if 6-foot wide paved shoulders are found to be infeasible, is noted. 

I-3 Please see Master Response 1. 

I-4 Condition/Mitigation Measure 87 (Mitigation Measure E.3c from the 2010 Final EIR) 
requires weekly sweeping of the intersections of Roblar Road and Valley Ford Road with 
the Quarry’s private access roads.  

I-5 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s preference for maintaining the existing Conditions of 
Approval governing widening of Roblar Road, if feasible. 
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter J. Margaret Hanley, Printed Materials Presented 
at the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
Public Hearing, October 16, 2018 

J-1 With regard to bicycle safety and lane width, please see Master Response 1. 

J-2 The “Three Feet for Safety Act” (Vehicle Code Section 21760) is discussed in the Draft 
SEIR, in the Regulatory Setting discussion in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic. 
Please see also Master Response 1. 

J-3 With regard to bicycle safety, including conflicts between bicycles and trucks on Roblar 
Road, please see Master Response 1. 

J-4 With regard to bicycle safety, including conflicts between bicycles and trucks on Roblar 
Road, please see Master Response 1. 
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From: Sean
To: David Rabbitt; Susan Gorin; Shirlee Zane; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: Roblar Road quarry and use permit modifications
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:32:02 AM

It has come to my attention that the Roblar Road quarry developer wishes to modify the terms
of use a use permit so that a portion of the road can be made narrower than what was agreed
to.

I am a cyclist living in Cotati. Roblar Road currently is narrow with blind rises and blind
curves, and no turnouts to speak of west of the Canfield intersection. I ride on that road
regularly and dread the notion of having large gravel trucks crowded into 11 foot lanes with a
3 foot paved shoulder for me to ride in; that would put me right at the edge of the pavement up
against the rock shoulder with less than 3 feet of space between me and the trucks. 

The gravel trucks themselves will encounter each other rolling in opposite directions regularly;
I expect 11 foot lanes would cause them to veer away from the centerline and onto the paved
shoulder briefly to pass each other safely, but not safely pass cyclists unfortunate to be riding
on a 3 foot paved shoulder when that happens. 12 foot lanes will reduce the veering and a 6
foot paved shoulder will provide more 'cushion' between wandering trucks and cyclists.

I want Roblar Road to meet safety standards agreed in the initial EIR (certified by the county
in 2010) to keep motorists and bicyclists safe.

-Sean Butler
Cotati

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter K. Sean Butler 
K-1 This comment accurately summarizes a portion of the Applicant’s proposal that is the 

subject of the Draft SEIR. 

K-2 With regard to bicycle safety, including conflicts between bicycles and trucks on Roblar 
Road, please see Master Response 1. 

K-3 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval 
governing widening of Roblar Road. 

IV-176



From: Keith Devlin
To: Shirlee Zane
Subject: Requested changes to Use Permit (UPE16-0058)
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 9:02:29 PM

Dear Ms Zane,

I am writing to ask the County to deny the request by the owner of the Roblar Road Quarry site to eliminate the
inclusion of Class 2 bicycle lanes on either side of the 1.6 mile section of Roblar Road involved in the proposed
changes. I am one of many local residents who cycle along Roblar Road regularly. Significantly increased heavy
vehicle traffic on Roblar Road already presents an increased danger to cyclists. Without adequate cycle lanes, it is
simply a matter of time before one or more of us is killed. I have no problem with a local business seeking to
increase profits, but not at the cost of lives of local residents.

Thank you for your attention.

Dr. Keith Devlin
-------------------
Keith Devlin
171 King Road
Petaluma, CA 94952-19007
USA
-------------------

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter L. Keith Devlin 
L-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval 
governing widening of Roblar Road. 

L-2 Please see Master Response 1. 
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Oct. 29, 2018 
 
 TO:   Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
  Tennis Wick 

  Chris Seppeler 
  Blake Hillegas 
  NOAA, Rick Rogers 
  Calif. Fish & Wildlife, Eric Larson 
  
 FROM: Rue Furch 
  
 RE: Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
  Roblar Road Quarry 
  7175 Roblar Road, Petaluma, CA 
  APN: 027-080-009 and 027-080-010 
 
The proposed amendments to the approved project raise a number of 
issues.  In brief: 

• An inadequate analysis of existing conditions 

• Changes to Conditions of Approval that have not met the standard of 
alternatives analysis 

• Proposed amendments do not meet required safety standards  

• California’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 
impacts have not been analyzed in the proposed realignment of 930 
feet of Americano Creek, which not only is a likely recharge area 
within the Basin that cannot be reproduced; it has also been 
identified as critical habitat for endangered species (GP Chapter 26, 
OSE map) 

 
I apologize for not providing greater detail, but have only just learned of 
this deadline and would be happy to respond to any questions or 
comments you may have.   
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter M. Rue Furch 
M-1 Existing conditions are described in the Draft SEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, and 

also in the Environmental and Regulatory Setting sections of each analytical section in 
Chapter 3. The description of existing conditions in the Draft SEIR fully meets the 
requirements of CEQA. 

M-2 The Draft SEIR is a “supplemental EIR” prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15163 and Public Resources Code section 21166. As such, it need contain only 
the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 
Because the 2010 Final EIR contained a full and adequate alternatives analysis, no further 
alternatives analysis is required.  

M-3 The intent of the comment is vague; the commenter does not specify which aspects of the 
Applicant’s proposal analyzed in the Draft SEIR do not meet safety standards. Safety 
standards of the proposed modification to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval 
governing intersection design and widening of Roblar Road are evaluated in terms of 
traffic safety standards in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic; see 
particularly Impacts 3.4-2, 3.4-3, and 3.4-4. See also Section 3.5, Hazardous Materials. 
For a discussion of the need for an override, see Master Response Number 1. 

M-4 Most changes to the project will not impact groundwater. The potential for proposed 
relocation of Americano Creek to affect groundwater recharge is discussed in Draft SEIR 
Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 3.2-5. This discussion concludes that 
the proposed creek relocation would not adversely affect groundwater recharge. Potential 
effects of the proposed creek relocation on endangered species are discussed in Draft 
SEIR Section 3.3, Biological Resources. 

M-5 No response is required to this conclusion of the comment letter. 
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From: Angela Levinger
To: Shirlee Zane
Subject: Roblar Road Quarry
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 10:06:48 PM

Dear Ms Zane,
I recently read the SEIR and proposed changes to the 2010 agreement on the Roblar Road Quarry. I wish to state my
opposition to allowing the concessions requested.
As the report states, Roblar Road currently has between 1700-2000 cars during daylight hours and is a major cycling
route for a growing population of recreational cyclists. The quarry would add 600 trucks per day to this mix, all for
private gain. The proposed amendments would leave the local taxpayers with substandard conditions for the private
gain of a gravel company. As the population grows, this imbalance will only increase. It makes me wonder, to what
gain would we allow our citizens to be subject to unnecessary hazards on an increasingly busy road?
Please advocate for the citizens, the environment and the future of the area. I implore you to think of the longer
range, as changes later are much harder to implement than they are now. Clearly, the initial agreement was made
because it was thought to be the best. Don’t we deserve that from you?

Angela Levinger

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter N. Angela Levinger 
N-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval 
governing widening of Roblar Road. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1. 
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Sent from my iPhone
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter O. Claudia Steinbeck Mcknight 
O-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying any of the existing Conditions of 
Approval. 

O-2 The commenter’s family’s long residence on Roblar Road is noted. 

O-3 The Environmental and Regulatory Setting sections of each analytical section in Chapter 
3 of the Draft SEIR provide an update to conditions described in the 2010 Final EIR, 
including the condition of Roblar Road and Americano Creek.  

O-4 Current Use Permit Conditions of Approval require upgrading of the Stoney Pont 
Road/Roblar Road intersection, including signalization and installation of left turn lanes, 
as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. Chapter 3.4, Traffic 
and Transportation of the Draft SEIR examines the Applicant’s proposed modifications 
to the intersection upgrade design and finds that, with mitigation, they would not have a 
new or more severe impact on level of service and traffic safety, including bicycle safety, 
compared to the previous design. Please refer to Draft SEIR Impacts 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 
3.4-5. 

O-5 Aesthetic impacts of the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval are considered in Draft SEIR Section 3.7, Other Environmental 
Topics, commencing on page 3.7-1. 

O-6 Recent accident history on Roblar Road is discussed in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, on page 3.4-3. This history is through 2015. The County is 
aware that a recent accident involving a rolled crane indicates that the road can be 
difficult for large vehicles, however this accident did not occur on the 1.6-mile segment 
that is at issue in this approval.  

O-7 The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, Impact 3.4-3 examines the 
potential for the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the required widening of Roblar 
Road to increase bicycle safety hazards, and finds that, even with mitigation, the impact 
would be significantly and unavoidably more severe. Please see Master Response 1. 

O-8 Quarry haul trucks will be restricted to the designated haul route, as shown in Figure 2-1 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. The haul route does not include any 
portions of Canfield Road, Peterson Road, or Roblar Road east of the Quarry entrance. 

O-9 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying any of the existing Conditions of 
Approval, as well as the commenter’s general concern for impacts of the Quarry 
operation on the environment. These concerns are noted. 
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From: Chris Seppeler
To: Verne Ball; Blake Hillegas
Subject: FW: Public Comments: Draft ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY Supplemental Environmental Impact Report SCH #

2004092099
Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:19:19 AM

 
 

From: chillinvillin@gmail.com [mailto:chillinvillin@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 6:15 AM
To: Chris Seppeler <Chris.Seppeler@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Public Comments: Draft ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report SCH # 2004092099
 

October 29, 2018

Natural Resources Division, Permit Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-2829

Dear Mr. Chris Seppeler,
My name is Justin Merrick. I have lived almost the entirety of my life on Roblar Road in

the County of Sonoma just outside of Petaluma.  I am writing you with concerns for a Use
Permit application (UPE16-0058) to modify Use Permit (PLP03-0094). A draft SEIR has been
submitted for the requested changes to an approved project developing a rock quarry on
Roblar Road in Petaluma.

I remember the days as a child when I use to ride my bicycle on Roblar to the nearby
towns. That is not possible anymore. I am not naive to the changes over the last 34 years near
the home my parents built. But that is not an excuse to allow a wealthy developer to come in
and negate the necessary safety requirements which were already agreed upon in 2010. The
changes the SEIR are proposing will threaten the men, woman, and children that travel Roblar
Road every day. This is what will happen if the road is allowed to be modified and narrowed
beyond the known safety guidelines.

I’m not coming to you as just a citizen of Roblar Road but also a professional. I have been
a professional Firefighter-Paramedic for over 13 years. My experience has been developed
over those years in Alameda County in the Eastbay. I have spent much time on roadways,
freeways, and highways with heavy equipment, transports, and trucks and the dangers they
possess. Can you image what its like helping those in need while 50,000 pound trucks drive by
at 50mph speeds and more. I can. Not only is it known that the new guidelines will be unsafe
for walkers and bicyclists but what happens when, not if, there is an accident on Roblar Road.
What’s to be said for the safety of the men and women in law enforcement and the fire
department doing their jobs. Instead of 40 trucks a day there will be 600 trucks a day traveling
Roblar. Does that sound safe to you? Should we not require the developer to commit to their
due diligence to provide for the safety of those traveling the roads.

Again, remember that the developer already agreed in 2010 to the approved requirements
for the quarry. Do you allow your children to get away with breaking a rule that you imposed
10 minutes after imposing it? What makes the developer of this quarry special and more
important than the lives of myself and my neighbors? What does it say about Sonoma County
and its Administrators if we are to allow this kind of corrupt behavior to overlook the safety of
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its people? These concerns are real as are those who live their lives and raise their children on
Roblar Road. Just think of what you would want if this was happening on your road. What
would you expect of the developer, what would you expect of those in charge of ensuring the
safety of its people? Just as I myself have been afforded an amazing task to help those in need
as a Firefighter-Paramedic, so have you, Chris Seppeler, Senior Environmental Specialist.

With the Utmost Sincerity and Integrity,

Justin Merrick
4422 Roblar Road
Petaluma, CA 94952
(707)338-8637

 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter P. Justin Merrick 
P-1 This comment introduces the comment letter and does not require a separate response. 

P-2 The Draft SEIR examines the potential environmental impacts, including impacts to bicycle 
and traffic safety, of the Applicant’s proposed modifications to Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 49 and Condition 59, which establish design standards for an improved Roblar 
Road, including an examination of the proposed modifications in relation to safety 
standards. Please refer to Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, and 
particularly Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4. Please see also Master Response 1. 

P-3 Please see the previous response. 

P-4 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying any of the existing Conditions of 
Approval. 
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From: Barry Weinzveg
To: Shirlee Zane
Subject: ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 11:49:16 AM

Do not agree to narrowed road widths or narrowed bicycle lanes.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter Q. Barry Weinzveg 
Q-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval 
requiring widening of Roblar Road. 
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From: Jane Nielson
To: blake.hillegas@sonomacounty.org; Chris Seppeler
Subject: ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY File UPE16-0058 Draft Supplemental EIR SCH #20040902099
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 5:04:10 PM
Attachments: JNSignature-2.pdf

Dear Mr. Hillegas and Seppler,

I am a Ph.D. geologist and California Professional Geologist (Lic No. 9011). These comments supplement those that
I submitted in 2009 and 2010. This time I am particularly concerned about the intention to move the channel of
Americano Creek, to accommodate the project and allow lanes for the many daily hauling trips by large trucks on
Roblar Road.

There is no way of accomplishing this intention without severely impacting the fluvial regime in downstream
segments of Americano Creek and degrading the environmental qualities of Estero Americano, into which the creek
flows. It’s clear that the County intends to fight all future lawsuits as the creek and esteros become degraded,
undercutting statements of environmental concern by members of the County Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

Jane E. Nielson
Geologist
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter R. Jane Nielson 
R-1 Comments submitted on the 2010 Final EIR and 2010 Recirculated Draft EIR were 

responded to previously and are not responded to here. 

R-2 Hydrologic and water quality effects of the proposed relocation of the channel of 
Americano Creek are examined in Draft SEIR Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
and are found to be less than significant. Please see Impact 3.2-1. 
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From: ed.ryska@gmail.com
To: Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; Shirlee Zane; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY Supplemental Environmental Impact Report SCH # 2004092099
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 10:21:36 AM
Importance: High

To: Sonoma Board of Supervisors

First District—Susan Gorin

Second District—David Rabbitt

Third District—Shirlee Zane

Fourth District—James Gore

Fifth District—Lynda Hopkins

Re: ROBLAR ROAD QUARRY Supplemental Environmental Impact Report SCH # 2004092099

I recommend you strongly oppose any changes that effect safety and change environmental
conditions from the original stipulations of the quarry permit.

1) Modify the Design of the Intersection of Stony Point Road/Roblar Road – The applicant is trying to
reduce lanes causing decreased safety at the intersection for vehicle and bicycle traffic. This could
relate to more collisions. The change should not be allowed.

2) Modify the design of Roblar Road Improvements between the Quarry Site and a Private Access
Road – Again any reduced clearances (smaller lanes) decrease the safety for all users of Roblar Rd.
including pedestrian, vehicle and bicycle traffic. According to the SEIR, Roblar Road is used by
approximately 1700-2000 cars per day and many bicyclists. Once the quarry starts operation there
will be up to 600 Roblar Quarry trucks per day added to the 2000 cars. The changes will make the
road unsafe for cars and bicyclists.

3) Realignment of Americano Creek. There is an existing environmental County ordinance passed in
2012 about creek setbacks which the quarry will violate by moving the creek.

In addition, as a retired insurance professional the board needs to engage the County’s Risk Manager
to assure the limits of liability, annual certificates of insurance, hold harmless and indemnification
requirements are adequate to protect the County. As many homeowners found out during the
wildfires insurance policy limits are static but present value costs are not.

The developer is trying to save money on road improvements despite the huge amounts of money
he will make from the quarry. The County needs to hold him accountable to maintain the safety
requirements of the original use permit.

My qualification to speak to this subject are:

California Licensed Insurance Agent/Broker (# 0C15738).
Master of Science - Safety Engineering - 8/77
Northern Illinois University / University of Southern California
Bachelor of Science - Industrial Management - 2/72
Northern Illinois University
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS:
¨ National Safety Council Board of Directors (1988-1997)

¨ National Safety Council Board Executive Committee (1988 to 1993)

¨ National Safety Council Public Safety Vice President (1988 to 1993)

¨ Sacramento Safety Center Board of Trustees & Board of Directors since (1989 to 2004)

¨ Safety Center Board Chairman 1999/2000

¨ National Safety Council Risk Management Committee, Chairperson
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¨ National Safety Council Consumer Product Advisory Committee

¨ Professional Member - American Society of Safety Engineers

¨ Certified Hazard Control Manager #1569

¨ Certified Safety Executive #702

¨ National Safety Management Society #3894

¨ Recipient of the National Safety Council’s Distinguished Service to Safety Award for 2000

Edward Ryska
Edward Ryska

6010 Roblar Rd.

Petaluma, CA 94952

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter S. Edward Ryska 
S-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval. 

S-2 Chapter 3.4, Traffic and Transportation of the Draft SEIR examines the Applicant’s 
proposed modifications to the intersection of Stony Point Road and Roblar Road to 
upgrade design and finds that, with mitigation, they would not have a new or more severe 
impact on level of service and traffic safety, including bicycle safety, compared to the 
previous design. Please refer to Draft SEIR Impacts 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-5. 

S-3 The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 
examine the potential for the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the required 
widening of Roblar Road to increase bicycle and traffic safety hazards, and find that, with 
mitigation, these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Please see Master 
Response 1. 

S-4 Please see the discussion of the consistency of the Applicant’s proposed relocation of 
Americano Creek with the Sonoma County Riparian Protection Ordinance in Draft SEIR 
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, Impact 3.3-2. This impact discussion concludes that 
implementation of the Applicant’s Conceptual Planting Plan (Draft SEIR Appendix A) 
would not conflict with the ordinance.  

S-5 Environmental review pursuant to CEQA does not include examination of potential 
financial risk or liability. The proposal does not include indemnification of the County for 
road improvements. 

S-6 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval. 

S-7 This comment presents the qualifications of the commenter. 
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From: Harriet Saunders
To: Shirlee Zane
Subject: Roblar Road quarry
Date: Thursday, October 25, 2018 7:35:09 PM

This is to let you know that I am adamantly opposed to Mr. Barella's
proposed changes to the EIR you approved in 2010. It is clear from the
SEIR that his proposed changes do not meet county safety standards with
regards to the narrower road, nor do they meet county environmental
standards with regards to American Creek. I can see no possible
justification to agreeing to these changes.

I travel frequently on Roblar Road to go from Rohnert Park to Bodega
Bay. I am very concerned about the safety issues for cars and bicyclists
sharing a road with gravel trucks even with the 2010 requirements.
Modifying those requirements is unacceptable.

Harriet Saunders

6098 Dawn Court
Rohnert Park, CA 94928

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter T. Harriet Saunders 
T-1 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 

expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval. 

T-2 The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 
examine the potential for the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the required 
widening of Roblar Road to increase bicycle and traffic safety hazards, and find that, 
even with mitigation, these impacts would be significantly and unavoidably more severe. 
Please see Master Response 1. 

T-3 Please see the discussion of the consistency of the Applicant’s proposed relocation of 
Americano Creek with the Sonoma County Riparian Protection Ordinance in Draft SEIR 
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, Impact 3.3-2. This impact discussion concludes that 
implementation of the Applicant’s Conceptual Planting Plan (Draft SEIR Appendix A) 
would not conflict with the ordinance. 

T-4 Please see the response to comment T-2. 
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From: Donna Spilman
To: Susan Gorin; Shirlee Zane; Lynda Hopkins; David Rabbitt; James Gore
Cc: Blake Hillegas; Chris Seppeler
Subject: Comments on UPE16-0058 Roblar Road Quarry SEIR Public Hearing
Date: Sunday, October 14, 2018 3:13:30 PM

October 14, 2018

To:  Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

RE: Public Hearing on the Roblar Road Quarry Supplemental EIR  UPE16-0058

Dear Supervisors,

We are unable to attend the October 16, 2018 Public Hearing regarding changes requested to the
Use Permit for the Roblar Road Quarry, but would like to submit some comments on the
application.  First, we are grateful the County required the SEIR to be done in response to the
developer’s application to change some of the Conditions mandated when the project was certified
in 2010.  Our comments:

1) Condition/Mitigation Measure #44 re: change in design for signal at Stony Point and Roblar
Roads:  We know this is a difficult area for the installation of the traffic signal.  Reducing the
bike lanes to 4 feet and not moving the east-side private driveway opposite Roblar Road,
however, seem to be ripe for accidents waiting to happen.  Does the Three Feet Safety Act
(Vehicle Code section 21760) apply here?

2) Condition/Mitigation Measure #49 and Condition #59 to reduce the required width of
Roblar Road from 40 feet to 32 feet for a 1.6 mile segment west of the quarry access point: 
Changes to these Conditions and Mitigations are our biggest concerns.  As is known, Roblar
Road is already a sub-standard road among most of its length.  We are greatly concerned
that reducing the width to 32 feet and the subsequent reduction in shoulder and bike lane
widths are serious public safety issues for drivers, those who have to pull over to the side of
the road to fix tires, etc., and bicyclists.   Gravel trucks are very wide.  Emergency vehicles
and RV’s are very wide.  For every foot reduced in the lane widths, we fear an increase in
accidents.  We are aware Bike Sonoma seems to think narrowing the lanes is OK, but they do
not travel this road daily as residents in Bloomfield and the Roblar area do.  We do not think
road widths can be reduced to insignificant under CEQA.  The County should also hold the
developer to the 2010 Bikeways Plan for the minimum 5 foot width Class II bike lane
measurement to assure that bike riders, motorcyclists (RIP City Riders motorcycle club now
have their headquarters on Roblar Road), emergency vehicles and drivers can safely pass
gravel trucks

An additional concern is that the SEIR noted the need to prevent off tracking when road lane
width is considered.  As an aside, there have been two accidents on Roblar Road in the past
couple of months that were potentially very serious.  Granted these accidents happened
east of the quarry closer to Canfield Road where Roblar is in better condition than westward,
but to us they speak of the overall danger along substandard Roblar Road.  In both cases,
power poles were destroyed when hit first, by  a huge commercial crane that off tracked
close to a residence while traveling to a construction site, and second, by a car plowing into
telephone poles.  In both cases, downed power lines could have caused fires and did cause
power outages for many hours

3) Condition 101 and Condition/Mitigation #133 regarding the relocation of 930’ of Americano
Creek: Our comment here is just one of consternation that Americano Creek did not seem to
raise concerns for the developer or the County when the project was certified.   Public input
that the creek was too close to the road not to be impacted by roadway construction was

Letter U
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dismissed.  The current application now gives credence to people’s original concerns about
taking care of Americano Creek and the surrounding riparian and wetland areas and must be
done carefully.

The project was certified in 2010 with the expectation the developer would acquire right of way to
make promised improvements along  Stony Point Road and Roblar Roads and that Americano Creek
would not be a factor to access road or Roblar Road construction.  We now know these things are
not true.  The developer has not been able to procure the needed right of way along Stony Point and
Roblar Roads.  The SEIR now says condemnation of people’s personal property (not ours) is
potentially on the table.  The SEIR says the developer will have to pay the costs of any condemnation
as though that makes this possibility less egregious or less disruptive to property owners who will be
most impacted by quarry truck traffic and/or the mining operations. 

The SEIR describes the permitted annual gravel production projected for the quarry as 570,000 tons
per year and as 570,000 cubic yards per year. These descriptions seem inconsistent because we
assume much more gravel will be extracted per year if the measurement is in cubic yards.  Either
way, the net income we assume this quarry will generate each year will easily be in the millions of
dollars for 20+ years.  The County should not allow the developer to cut costs at the expense of
public and environmental safety or allow the potential use of condemnation power because he does
not find the original Conditions feasible. The County should not weaken the original Conditions of
Approval at the expense of public safety.

Sincerely,

David and Donna Spilman

4981 Canfield Hill Lane
Petaluma, CA 94952

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

Letter U. David and Donna Spillman 
U-1 Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and 

Traffic would require modifications to the Applicant’s proposed intersection upgrade on 
Stony Point Road and Roblar Road design to require a southbound left-turn lane into the 
private driveway and 5-foot wide shoulders through the intersection, unless such 
widening would disturb drainage ditches. With these mitigation measures, impacts on 
traffic and bicycle safety associated with the Applicant’s proposed intersection design 
would be less than significant.  

U-2 As noted in the discussion of the Regulatory Setting in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, the Three Feet for Safety Act applies throughout the State of 
California.  

U-3 The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 
examine the potential for the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the required 
widening of Roblar Road to increase bicycle and traffic safety hazards, and find that, 
even with mitigation, these impacts would be significantly and unavoidably more severe. 
Please see Master Response 1. 

U-4 Please see the previous response. 

U-5 Please see Master Response 1. 

U-6 Please see the response to comment U-3. 

U-7 The 2010 Final EIR examined potential impacts of the Quarry project on the biology and 
hydrology of Americano Creek; see Impacts C-1, C-2, C-4, and C-5 in Section IV.C, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, and Impact D-7 in Section IV.D, Biological Resources. 
See also the discussion of road widening impacts on biological resources in Section IV.E, 
Transportation and Traffic, Impact E8. The 2010 Final EIR included numerous mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts of quarry development and operation on Americano Creek, 
and found that for Modified Alternative 2 (the approved version of the Quarry project) 
impacts to the creek would be less than significant. These mitigation measures were 
adopted as Use Permit Conditions of Approval. Impacts of the Applicant’s current 
proposal to modify Use Permit Conditions to allow relocation of Americano Creek were 
found to be less than significant with regard to biological resources and hydrology and 
water quality (see Draft SEIR Impact 3.2-1 in Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
and Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-7). 

U-8 Should the County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed Use Permit 
modifications, it will do so only after making findings to support that decision, including, 
if warranted, a statement of overriding considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093. 
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

U-9 The statement in Draft SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction page 1-1, and Executive Summary 
page S-1 that, “The Use Permit allows for a 20-year mining permit with an annual limit 
of 570,000 tons per year” is incorrect, since the Use Permit, Condition 148, limits annual 
production to 570,000 cubic yards per year. This statement is corrected to read as 
follows: 

The Use Permit allows for a 20-year mining permit with an annual limit of 
570,000 tons cubic yards per year.  

U-10 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval. 
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Page 2
·1· · · · · · · · · · · · ·APPEARANCES:

·2· ·County of Sonoma Board of Supervisors:

·3· ·Chairman James Gore - Fourth District
· · ·Susan Gorin - First District
·4· ·David Rabbitt - Second District
· · ·Shirlee Zane - Third District
·5· ·Lynda Hopkins - Fifth District

·6

·7· ·Also present:

·8· ·Jennifer Barrett - Deputy Director of the Permit
· · · · · · · · · · · · Resources Management Department
·9· ·Blake Hillegas - Supervising Planner with the Permit
· · · · · · · · · · · Resources Management Department
10

11· ·Public Comments:

12· ·Margaret Hanley
· · ·Sue Buxton
13· ·Jason Merrick
· · ·Gentleman One
14· ·Joe Morgan
· · ·Woman One
15· ·Daniel
· · ·Gentleman Two
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

YVer1f

HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - 10/16/2018

Litigation Services· |· 800-330-1112
www.litigationservices.com

YVer1f

PH - Public Hearing Comments

IV-203



Page 3
·1· · ·The October 16, 2018, Hearing on Draft Supplemental

·2· · · ·Environmental Impact Report for modifications to

·3· ·conditions of the Use Permit for the Roblar Road Quarry,

·4· · File UPE16-0058:· Informational item to hold a public

·5· ·comment hearing on the Draft Supplemental Environmental

·6· ·Impact Report (Draft SEIR) (Second District), County of

·7· · Sonoma, was held, videotaped, and later transcribed by

·8· · · · · ·me, Amber M. Harlan, on December 6, 2018:

·9

10· · · · · · · · · · · · · ---oOo---

11

12· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Hello.

13· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman --

14· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Okay.· Let's jump on in.

15· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- Members of the Board.· I'm

16· ·here today with Blake Hillegas who is the project

17· ·planner for this project.· The Board had previously

18· ·approved the Roblar Quarry, and we had some challenges

19· ·with some of the conditions, and so this item is related

20· ·to some changes to those conditions that will be needed

21· ·to carry the project forward.

22· · · · · · So with that, I'll turn it over to Blake, and

23· ·we'll move forward.

24· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Thank you, Chair, Members of the

25· ·Board.· Blake Hillegas, Permit Sonoma.· The item before

YVer1f
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Page 4
·1· ·you is a public hearing to take testimony on a Draft

·2· ·Supplemental Environmental Impact Report prepared for

·3· ·proposed modifications to conditions of approval for the

·4· ·Roblar Road Quarry located at -- to be located at 7175

·5· ·Roblar Road.

·6· · · · · · This shows the location of the quarry.· It's

·7· ·about four miles west of Stony Point Road on Roblar

·8· ·Road.· The Board of Supervisors certified an EIR in 2010

·9· ·and approved the project at that time.· There was a

10· ·lawsuit filed, and it was held up in the courts until

11· ·2014 when the Court of Appeals upheld your decision.

12· ·The application before you was filed in 2016, and this

13· ·Board took original jurisdiction of the application in

14· ·August of this year.

15· · · · · · The purpose of today's meeting is to take

16· ·public comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.· Public

17· ·comment period was open on September 14th and will close

18· ·this October 29th.· Subsequent to the public comment

19· ·period being closed, Staff and the consultants will

20· ·prepare a final EIR and bring the project back for

21· ·consideration.

22· · · · · · This sort of gives an overview of the -- the

23· ·area around the quarry.· Looking for our -- so

24· ·essentially, the proposed modifications are to the

25· ·required intersection improvements at Stony Point Road
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Page 5
·1· ·and Roblar Road.· Secondly, the roadway width on a

·2· ·1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road west of the quarry, and

·3· ·then third, proposing relocation of a segment of

·4· ·Americano Creek along the project frontage.

·5· · · · · · The proposed intersection designed for Stony

·6· ·Point and Roblar Road is close to the same as what was

·7· ·approved.· So the applicant would install a full signal

·8· ·at that intersect with turn lanes north and southbound

·9· ·on Stony Point Road.· The proposal varies in that the

10· ·shoulders would not be as wide.· They're proposing to

11· ·have a minimum four-foot shoulders in order to stay

12· ·within the existing developed area and avoid potential

13· ·biological resources CTS habitat in the area.· The

14· ·proposed mitigation would require the shoulders be a

15· ·minimum of five-feet wide at this intersection.

16· · · · · · This shows the location of the haul route

17· ·headed west along Roblar Road, so that would be the

18· ·1.6-mile segment of Roblar Road that's required to be

19· ·improved by the applicant.· And in the original

20· ·approval, you can see it was a 12-foot travel lane --

21· ·12-foot travel lanes, 8-foot-wide shoulders, which is

22· ·the center section in this view.· The top view is the

23· ·existing road which is basically 8- to 10-foot travel

24· ·lanes and no shoulder.· The applicant's proposal is for

25· ·11-foot travel lanes, 3-foot -- I should say 5-foot
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Page 6
·1· ·shoulder, 3-foot of that paved with 2 feet of rock

·2· ·backing.

·3· · · · · · The mitigated -- the mitigation in the

·4· ·Supplemental EIR requires that -- it accepts the 11-foot

·5· ·travel lane as being adequate.· It requires a five-foot

·6· ·shoulder, four feet of that to be paved.· And that

·7· ·particular section was supported by the Department of

·8· ·Transportation and Public Works, and that section is

·9· ·supported by the Bicycle -- Pedestrian-Bicycle

10· ·Committee.

11· · · · · · The third component is the relocation of

12· ·Americano Creek, and the reason for all the changes are

13· ·basically a result of constraints with prescriptive

14· ·right-of-way on Roblar Road and biological -- potential

15· ·biological impacts.

16· · · · · · So as you can see from this view foil or this

17· ·overhead, there the creek currently crosses Roblar Road

18· ·and runs right along the side of the road at this

19· ·location.· And the applicant has not been able to secure

20· ·right-of-way on the north side of the road in order to

21· ·widen -- improve the road; therefore, he's proposing

22· ·to -- to re- -- relocate a portion of the creek, so this

23· ·would ultimately be an enhancement project.· The

24· ·mitigations that are spelled out basically require that

25· ·impacts be limited to the -- to what's shown on these
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Page 7
·1· ·plans, and existing mitigation measures regarding

·2· ·wetlands and riparian habitat would be required to -- to

·3· ·be implemented.

·4· · · · · · So with that, I'd just like to remind the Board

·5· ·that, you know, this -- the purpose of this hearing is

·6· ·to take public testimony and that subsequent to this

·7· ·meeting, we will prepare a response to comments, final

·8· ·EIR, and then bring the proposed project changes back to

·9· ·you for consideration.

10· · · · · · That concludes my presentation.

11· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you very much.

12· ·Appreciate that.

13· · · · · · I want to thank everybody for your patience

14· ·being here today.· This is a longstanding issue.  I

15· ·think, actually, Supervisor Zane, you're probably --

16· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· I was the only --

17· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· -- the only one on -- on this

18· ·Board that originally went through this.· So all of you

19· ·have a decade plus experience on this issue from all

20· ·sides, and we'll give you a chance to -- to -- to ask us

21· ·some questions or give us your comments on where we

22· ·stand.

23· · · · · · I do want to open it up for questions from the

24· ·Board to start with.· I'm going to start with the

25· ·district representative and see if there's -- there's
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Page 8
·1· ·any opening comments or any -- any -- any thoughts you

·2· ·might have on this.

·3· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· No.· Other than, I think

·4· ·everyone knows that this wouldn't have been here without

·5· ·this Board taking original jurisdiction, that it would

·6· ·have been at the planning commission for this,

·7· ·basically, input of comments from -- in a public

·8· ·setting, but also very much appreciate everyone working

·9· ·through the issues that have been so complicated in the

10· ·amount of time that it's taken to get us to this place.

11· · · · · · I -- I don't really have any questions.· I'm

12· ·glad that we have the letters from both Caltrans and the

13· ·Bicycle Advisory Committee, because I know that some of

14· ·those issues were -- were really -- just dealing

15· ·with some of those issues was -- was difficult at best

16· ·at times.

17· · · · · · The roadway, actually, the section, if you look

18· ·at the top section versus what -- what it's going to

19· ·actually be at the end of the day, it's -- it's a much

20· ·wider section and, therefore, hopefully that translates

21· ·into a safer section as well.· And I know that the

22· ·traffic input on the corner of Stony Point and Roblar,

23· ·the -- I think this project adds just a few percentage

24· ·of the overall impact, but it's actually footing the

25· ·bill on the entire signal.· So appreciate that going
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Page 9
·1· ·forward as well.· And -- and I know that it's a less of

·2· ·an environmental impact to stay out of the critical

·3· ·habitat area for a variety of reasons, but appreciate

·4· ·that.· Look forward to taking the input and moving on.

·5· ·Thank you.

·6· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Can I --

·7· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.

·8· · · · · · Yeah.

·9· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Thanks.

10· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Then I'll come over to

11· ·Supervisor Gorin afterwards.

12· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Since I'm the only one

13· ·sitting here who actually voted on this.

14· · · · · · First of all, I think Mr. Barella has had a lot

15· ·of patience.· It's been a long time.· What, nine years?

16· ·It's been about nine years.· Yeah.

17· · · · · · I -- I did have some real concerns about

18· ·bicycle safety, but I don't necessarily always agree

19· ·with the Bike Coalition.· I'm glad our -- our Advisory

20· ·Board from the county -- the Bike and Pedestrian

21· ·Advisory Board weighed in on this.

22· · · · · · You know, I believe for many years this Board

23· ·has -- has advocated to widen lanes when we do projects

24· ·and -- which was always kind of ridiculous to me because

25· ·every time we widen a road, people speed, and it's speed
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Page 10
·1· ·that kills cyclist.· So it's just something we need to

·2· ·be aware of.· And my -- my main concern has been, you

·3· ·know, the speed on -- on this particular road given the

·4· ·fact that you've got trucks.· And -- and by the way, I

·5· ·just want to say, we really do need another source of

·6· ·aggregate in this county.· We have for a long time.

·7· · · · · · But I understand that part of this going

·8· ·forward, there's going to be difference -- differences

·9· ·in speeds depending upon what part of the road that

10· ·you're on, is that correct, the speed requirements go

11· ·down?

12· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yes.· They're -- at this segment

13· ·of Roblar Road, there's a prima facie 55-mile-an-hour

14· ·un-posted speed limit; however, there are curves in this

15· ·road, all of which have warning speed signs.

16· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Well, I don't know how we

17· ·change that, but 55 miles an hour on this road is

18· ·just -- is not safe in my opinion.· I -- I will tell you

19· ·guys that in five years of taking the cycling group, the

20· ·projects that I started on different routes every month,

21· ·this is the only route that we actually aborted because

22· ·it was so scary.· Just really, really terrifying because

23· ·the cars were so fast and the shoulder was so narrow.

24· ·And I just said, "We got to get off this road."· So we

25· ·did.· We took a whole different route.· But that was the
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·1· ·only time we've ever done that.

·2· · · · · · So my concern is -- anyway, for the bicyclist

·3· ·safety, we always have to look at that, and we have to

·4· ·find ways that we can mitigate it.· And I would argue as

·5· ·we move forward that we need to just slow down all the

·6· ·cars and all the trucks on that road, and that it really

·7· ·isn't a road that you should be going 55 on.

·8· · · · · · And -- and I drive Petaluma Hill Road every

·9· ·single week when I go down to my stables.· And we go

10· ·from 40 -- 55 to 45 or 40 in front of Taylor Mountain,

11· ·and we deliberately had to slow that down because of the

12· ·entrance into the park.· And I can't tell you how many

13· ·times I have driven behind somebody and they're --

14· ·they're not slowing down at all.· And they're not

15· ·slowing down because it's a well-paved road, and it's

16· ·now wide, and they don't really see a -- a need to slow

17· ·down.· So if -- if you just put up a sign for, you know,

18· ·an eighth of a mile, it doesn't necessarily slow people

19· ·down.

20· · · · · · So I'm hoping as we move forward that there are

21· ·going to be some traffic calming considerations.  I

22· ·think that's really necessary because cyclists will

23· ·continue to use this route.· Out -- out west of Petaluma

24· ·is some beautiful cycling and a lot of -- a lot of

25· ·people do use it.
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·1· · · · · · Anyway, thank you, Mr. Barella, for your

·2· ·patience all these years.

·3· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Supervisor Gorin.

·4· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· I would echo all of the

·5· ·comments made by Supervisor Zane.· I also am a cyclist.

·6· ·I also have bicycled on Roblar Road, though not

·7· ·recently.· And I'm concerned about the speed of traffic

·8· ·and how it effects cyclists.

·9· · · · · · We bicycle on a tandem.· We have a lot of mass.

10· ·And when trucks go closely next to us, they're not

11· ·giving us the three-feet right-of-way that they should

12· ·be giving us.· We are buffeted by the wind.· And so it

13· ·makes me extremely nervous that we're going to have a

14· ·significant increase in very large trucks on these

15· ·roads.· I do appreciate the fact that the roads are

16· ·going to be widened somewhat, but I do have some

17· ·concerns about perhaps the inadequate width for bicycles

18· ·in certain segments of it.

19· · · · · · And I know -- I also -- Supervisor Gore and I

20· ·share a boundary coming down from the Mark West Quarry,

21· ·and we frequently have challenges with speeding gravel

22· ·trucks coming down either Calistoga Road or Porter Creek

23· ·and Mark West Springs.· Gravel trucks over --

24· ·overturning, narrow misses with cars.· They're traveling

25· ·too fast.· I have yet to resolve differential speeds for
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·1· ·trucks versus cars on those roads.

·2· · · · · · So let me ask you a question since I was not

·3· ·involved in this conversation a while ago and I did go

·4· ·through the EIR:· How many additional truck trips will

·5· ·potentially be a result from this project or the

·6· ·expansion of the project?

·7· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· So that varies.· On average, 302

·8· ·truck trips a day to 580 on a peak day.

·9· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· I'm absorbing that.· I can't

10· ·even imagine being a bicyclist or -- or a car on this

11· ·road with that many trucks.

12· · · · · · All right.· So tell me our ability to move

13· ·forward.· What is it that we can do?· Supervisor Zane

14· ·did ask for reduced speeds.· Can we really specify as

15· ·mitigation significantly reduced speeds?· Perhaps

16· ·flashing speed signs.

17· · · · · · And I don't -- at this point, I don't know that

18· ·we can totally go back and revisit the approval of this

19· ·project, but -- so I'm looking for what we -- what we

20· ·can do.· What we're charged with here, we're just going

21· ·to listen, but at some point --

22· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yes.

23· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· -- we'll -- we'll have more

24· ·of an opportunity to comment.

25· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· So through the Chair, if I could
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Page 14
·1· ·just respond briefly to the question about speeds.

·2· ·The -- you have to do a speed study to set a speed

·3· ·limit, and it has to be set right at the 85th

·4· ·Percentile.· So to just go in and change speeds is not

·5· ·something we can say as a mitigation.· We don't know

·6· ·what they are until we do that study.

·7· · · · · · But traffic calming measures are something

·8· ·that's commonly used to slow things down by the -- the

·9· ·geometry of the road, for example, or in the case of a

10· ·flashing sign that says, you know, a bicyclist is on the

11· ·road ahead, to slow down, and things like that; like we

12· ·did on Mark West Springs.· So we can look at those types

13· ·of measures.· Measures to -- that would physically slow

14· ·traffic down.

15· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· You know, sometimes I

16· ·dislike working with staff people.· I just want to go in

17· ·there and change the speed limits.· And -- and the

18· ·director of TPW or the Public Works director of Santa

19· ·Rosa says, "No, we have to do a speed survey and

20· ·warrants."· You guys are -- are not working with us

21· ·here.· I totally understand what you're saying, but I

22· ·think --

23· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Well, you can change the speed

24· ·limit; you just can't enforce it.

25· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· Just can't enforce it.

YVer1f

HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - 10/16/2018

Litigation Services· |· 800-330-1112
www.litigationservices.com

YVer1f

PH - Public Hearing Comments

IV-215

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
PH-16cont.



Page 15
·1· ·Yeah, I've heard that too.

·2· · · · · · I -- I understand why you need to do what you

·3· ·need to do, and I think you understand our concerns of

·4· ·community members being in the car with that many trucks

·5· ·and that many trucks moving really fast.· So as we move

·6· ·forward in considering traffic calming traffic

·7· ·mitigation, one of the -- as Supervisor Zane said,

·8· ·"We're -- we're doing exactly opposite of traffic

·9· ·calming.· We're widening the road."

10· · · · · · Let me ask you another question:· What's the

11· ·width of the normal traffic -- gravel truck?

12· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· I think -- (inaudible).

13· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

14· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· Because you're proposing an

15· ·11-foot road width, and --

16· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

17· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· -- I'm just wondering how

18· ·wide the truck is.

19· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· They're generally 8 and a half,

20· ·but 10 foot with the mirrors.

21· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· Okay.· Ten feet.

22· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

23· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· Okay.· So you have about

24· ·half a foot for the truck to go hither and yon, not --

25· ·not very much.
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·1· · · · · · I think those are the questions that I have.

·2· ·Thank you.

·3· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· My questions were

·4· ·primarily surrounding the sort of bike safety and the

·5· ·road.· But I do have one question, and that's -- I

·6· ·assume that we have reached out to sort of all of the

·7· ·usual agencies and might expect to see something from

·8· ·CDFW or (inaudible) regarding the realignment of the

·9· ·creek, so we're doing this public comment period, that

10· ·we would then be able to view at our next hearing; is

11· ·that correct?

12· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yes, that's correct.· And it's my

13· ·understanding that the applicant has been working with

14· ·those agencies --

15· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· Okay.

16· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- on their enhancement plan --

17· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· Wonderful.

18· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- and they have already had some

19· ·preliminary discussions.

20· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· Great.· So we would

21· ·receive documentation, whatever documentation we receive

22· ·from those agencies before the next discussion.

23· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.

24· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· Thank you very much.· That

25· ·was my main question.
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·1· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· One more question:· Because

·2· ·of the number of gravel trucks on the road, I assume

·3· ·even though they may be covered that gravel would bounce

·4· ·out of the trucks or be caught in the tires.· There was

·5· ·a proposal for street sweeping, especially roadside

·6· ·sweeping, and it really affects the creek because of

·7· ·the -- the agencies are really concerned about gravel

·8· ·and silt entering into the creek system.

·9· · · · · · Is there a proposal for a street sweeping on

10· ·the roads that the trucks use?

11· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· There's existing conditions of

12· ·approval that require the applicant to maintain Roblar

13· ·Road including sweeping, keeping gravel off the road.

14· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· So that is something that we

15· ·could really investigate and perhaps, if necessary,

16· ·increase the frequency and -- and the -- and the

17· ·direction as part of the condition of approval and

18· ·mitigation for this.

19· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yes.

20· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· Okay.· Thank you.

21· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).· Open to public

22· ·hearing (inaudible).

23· · · · · · · · · · ·PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

24· · · · · · LADY ONE:· And I had a problem because I

25· ·can't -- I was -- I had a procedure -- (inaudible).
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·1· ·Okay.· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · MARGARET HANLEY:· Thank you very much.· Yes,

·3· ·Margaret Hanley.· I use Roblar Road on a daily basis,

·4· ·and I'm here today to appeal to you all to disapprove

·5· ·the proposed modifications for the project.

·6· · · · · · The approval by the Board of Supervisors in

·7· ·2010 was based on numerous mitigations that were

·8· ·specifically required for the safety of operations of

·9· ·the quarry and to ensure public safety impacts, and that

10· ·all were considered seriously.· The safety of the

11· ·community and its visitors are of upmost concern to me

12· ·with the submission of this SEIR.

13· · · · · · The applicant's request to narrow by eight feet

14· ·the paved width of Roblar Road improvements is

15· ·completely unacceptable.· Gravel trucks are fully nine

16· ·feet six inches in width.· The request to narrow the

17· ·travel lane from 12 feet currently to 11 feet allows

18· ·only 9 inches on either side of a traveling truck

19· ·weighing upwards of 50,000 pounds for clearance from

20· ·opposite traffic in the bicycle lane.· Modification of

21· ·the bicycle lane from six feet to three feet is less

22· ·than the minimum operating standard stated in the

23· ·Federal Highway Administration Audit Guidelines of which

24· ·I have attached a copy to my letter.· Per this federal

25· ·guideline, a minimum operating distance for a cyclist is
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·1· ·48 inches.

·2· · · · · · California Vehicle Code is -- also has Three

·3· ·Feet for Safety Act.· I have also attached that to my

·4· ·letter.

·5· · · · · · It is impossible for a gravel truck operating

·6· ·on the applicant's proposed road width to pass a cyclist

·7· ·without going over the centerline of the road; which

·8· ·means every time a cyclist is passed on Roblar Road, the

·9· ·truck must pass over the centerline into oncoming

10· ·traffic lane, every time.· Great risk to the public is

11· ·involved with any modification for this commercial

12· ·operation.· And I urge you to carefully view and study

13· ·the visual charts I submit today which show the width of

14· ·those trucks and the proximity to the bicyclist.· You

15· ·narrow the lanes, the bicyclist are -- are in grave

16· ·danger every time.

17· · · · · · The applicant believes the conditions and

18· ·modifications of Measures 49 and 59 are impractible --

19· ·impractible -- infeasible and unnecessary, and I find

20· ·that to be an extremely callous statement given that the

21· ·requirements modified will endanger not only the

22· ·cyclists but any pedestrians and any other traffic --

23· ·traffic on Roblar Road, and it's not a question of if,

24· ·but when a tragedy is going to strike on this road with

25· ·the condition of -- modification of the conditions that
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·1· ·he is asking for.

·2· · · · · · I also see liability to the county.· I'm not a

·3· ·lawyer.· I truly don't know, but knowing that this is a

·4· ·hazardous condition, I think should be taken into

·5· ·consideration.

·6· · · · · · So I -- I -- I urge you to vote no to the

·7· ·modifications of this.· And please do view the size of

·8· ·the trucks.· They're all to scale.· The issue of

·9· ·three-foot width -- yes, I'm done.

10· · · · · · All right.· I do have a copy of my letter and

11· ·of each of those visuals for every one of you here.

12· · · · · · Thank you.

13· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).

14· · · · · · SUE BUXTON:· Hi.· Thank you for hearing me

15· ·today.· I'm Sue Buxton.· I live on Roblar Road.· I also

16· ·represent CARRQ, Citizens Advocating Roblar Road

17· ·Quality.· I'd like to comment on the Supplemental EIR.

18· · · · · · This Supplemental EIR does not show that John

19· ·Barella cannot buy the needed right-of-way at some

20· ·price.· It just says that Mr. Barella says he cannot do

21· ·so.· It doesn't show or state where the right-of-way is

22· ·that he needs to purchase.

23· · · · · · Where is the proof that Mr. Barella made a good

24· ·faith offer to any of the landowners?· I have personally

25· ·spoken to the landowners involved, and that's -- I'm
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Page 21
·1· ·getting a different story from them than what I hear in

·2· ·the Supplemental EIR.· Mr. Barella is required to do

·3· ·more under CEQA to show infeasibility than write a

·4· ·letter to the right-of-way landowners and then say he

·5· ·got no response.

·6· · · · · · This is not a public project.· It's a

·7· ·moneymaking venture for Mr. Barella.· He should required

·8· ·to hold the conditions of approval originally set out

·9· ·for the project and make the road safe for both cars and

10· ·bicyclist using the road, no matter how much it cost

11· ·him.

12· · · · · · The Supplemental EIR admits that the proposed

13· ·modifications to the existing permit are unsafe and a

14· ·substantial environmental impact.· The Board of

15· ·Supervisors have the option of forcing Mr. Barella to

16· ·build the road required in the permit or not let the

17· ·project go forward.· The law requires the county show

18· ·it's infeasible to build the road required in the

19· ·existing EIR.· This Supplemental EIR doesn't state facts

20· ·that establish the compliance with the existing permit

21· ·is infeasible under CEQA, and therefore is defective and

22· ·cannot serve as a basis to modify the permit.

23· · · · · · I urge you to vote no on this Supplemental EIR.

24· ·Thank you.

25· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).
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·1· · · · · · JASON MERRICK:· Good afternoon, Supervisors.

·2· ·My name is Jason Merrick.· I've lived -- or my family's

·3· ·owned a ranch on Roblar Road since 1981.

·4· · · · · · And I would briefly like to point out before my

·5· ·time starts that what PRMD with what Blake Hillegas

·6· ·stated is different than what is in the proposed EIR --

·7· ·or Supplemental EIR.· And that is he mentioned that the

·8· ·shoulders would be expanded to four feet whereas it

·9· ·states "reduce lane" -- if you look at the proposal, it

10· ·is three feet.· So if it has been changed officially, we

11· ·need a new Supplemental EIR, because that is not within

12· ·the record under 2.5 -- 2.5 Reconstruction of Widen of

13· ·Roblar Road.· So that being said, legally, we need a new

14· ·Supplemental EIR.

15· · · · · · So to go on my comments starting at my two

16· ·minutes, and I'll probably go a little bit over.

17· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).

18· · · · · · JASON MERRICK:· Okay.· So the county has

19· ·already permitted the quarry in 2010 and required it as

20· ·part of that permit to make Roblar Road safe.· Now the

21· ·developer wants to get out of what he promised the

22· ·county in 2010 and undo and change the permit to

23· ·allowing him to use Roblar Road as a haul road for his

24· ·gravel trucks without first making it safe.

25· · · · · · The current SEIR done by the county, mixed with
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·1· ·the developer, backs out of the existing permit, and if

·2· ·he gets his way, Roblar Road will be unsafe.· The SEIR

·3· ·admits the road developer now wants the county to

·4· ·approve what -- (inaudible) wouldn't meet standard

·5· ·safety guidelines when its 600 gravel trucks start using

·6· ·it every day.

·7· · · · · · That's 40 trucks a day; 17 cars currently

·8· ·travel on the road a day with many bicyclist.· His

·9· ·gravel trucks would six -- six days a week drive down

10· ·that road every one to two minutes.· And if you look at

11· ·a dump truck, it weighs 50,000 pounds; approximately

12· ·10-feet wide, 8 feet 5 inches at the bed, 23 feet 8

13· ·inches wide -- long.· It takes approximately 525 feet to

14· ·stop traveling at a given distance of 45 to 55 miles per

15· ·hour.· The developer wants to reduce the lane width from

16· ·12 to 11 feet, and shoulder width from 6 to 3 feet, not

17· ·4 feet.

18· · · · · · I have seen a rock truck as a kid run my sister

19· ·off the road when the old Hagemann's Quarry used to be

20· ·there.· A rock truck during fog wiped out my bus stop 10

21· ·minutes prior to when we were to be there on Roblar

22· ·Road.· It also collided with horses on Roblar Road

23· ·killing them instantly.· There's no funny issue with

24· ·rock trucks on Roblar Road.

25· · · · · · Now the developer says they can't buy the
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·1· ·right-of-way to make the road safe, but when the quarry

·2· ·was permitted in 2010, the developer told the county

·3· ·that he would.

·4· · · · · · I'm a paramedic and nurse in this county.· I've

·5· ·seen auto versus pedestrian accidents, regular SUVs.  I

·6· ·can tell you an auto versus pedestrian with a gravel

·7· ·truck stands no change.· I won't go into the gory

·8· ·details.

·9· · · · · · Thank you.

10· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).

11· · · · · · GENTLEMAN ONE:· Good afternoon.· I'm here to

12· ·also address the applicant's proposal regarding

13· ·modifications to the original EIR, specifically on 44

14· ·and 59.· These modifications would decrease the width of

15· ·the vehicle and bike lanes and shoulders on 1.6 miles of

16· ·Roblar Road.· These proposed modifications of reducing

17· ·both paved vehicle lanes from 12 feet to 11 feet and

18· ·reducing the paved shoulders from 6 feet to 3 feet will

19· ·create a dangerous condition for trucks, cars,

20· ·motorcycles, bikes, hikers, people and walkers,

21· ·salamanders.

22· · · · · · This proposal will remove the possibility also

23· ·of creating Class II bike lanes that were originally

24· ·agreed to.· We just got some of those in Sebastopol.

25· ·They look really beautiful, and that's not quite that
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·1· ·heavily traveled by gravel trucks.

·2· · · · · · So how does this create -- create a dangerous

·3· ·situation?· I think Margaret pointed it out pretty well,

·4· ·but I'm jump in just for a second.· You have an average

·5· ·gravel truck at 9 foot 6 or 10 with the mirrors, and

·6· ·picture two of those trucks passing each other with

·7· ·cyclists on both sides, doesn't leave much margin of

·8· ·error -- for error.· So to the -- you know, to the right

·9· ·of the trucks where the bikes are at, given the width of

10· ·the handlebars and -- and outstretched shoulders or

11· ·elbows, you're lucky to get about an eight-inch buffer

12· ·zone there.

13· · · · · · So the other piece that nobody really mentioned

14· ·yet is we -- we live in an age of very distracted

15· ·drivers, also.· And, you know, we think of, well -- you

16· ·know, everybody ought to be able to stay in the center

17· ·lane and -- and --

18· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).

19· · · · · · GENTLEMAN ONE:· Okay.· Thank you.

20· · · · · · Could I add just one more thing?

21· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Yeah.

22· · · · · · GENTLEMAN ONE:· The information that I've been

23· ·reading says that if your speed limit is above 40 miles

24· ·an hour, that would require a 6-foot bike lane, so

25· ·somebody might want to check that out.
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·1· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.· (Inaudible).

·2· · · · · · JOE MORGAN:· Good afternoon, Supervisors.· My

·3· ·name's Joe Morgan.· I am David Rabbitt's representative

·4· ·on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee.· I'm here

·5· ·because I'm very concerned.· I really would like a

·6· ·12-foot lane and a 5-foot-wide shoulder for bicycles to

·7· ·pass.

·8· · · · · · I was one of the ones who voted and agreed to

·9· ·the 11 foot and a 4-foot-paved shoulder and a 1-foot

10· ·edge.· And we did that because if it's really being

11· ·practical, if something's going to be built, we want to

12· ·make sure that we get at least four feet.· That is

13· ·better than the eight-foot roads that we have in some

14· ·places it's narrow, and there is no place to ride except

15· ·in the middle of the road, if you're doing it properly.

16· ·Because if you let cars pass you in that section of road

17· ·on Roblar, you're going to get run over or run off the

18· ·road.· I mean, it's just impossible to do anything else.

19· · · · · · I wouldn't accept anything less than a

20· ·four-foot shoulder.· Because one thing that doesn't

21· ·happen in this county is we don't clean roads.· And I

22· ·say that and then yesterday I watched a truck sweep

23· ·Petaluma Hill Road, so I can't say that they don't do it

24· ·because it was done right in front of me, and I think

25· ·it's from the new construction.· If you're going to
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·1· ·permit something like this, it needs to -- I know that

·2· ·they're supposed to do it every three months.· They need

·3· ·to do it like the dumps; post their phone number, when

·4· ·there's an issue, they can call and get it swept.

·5· · · · · · The other thing is it needs to be done once a

·6· ·month.· Mr. Barella even mentioned in an earlier

·7· ·environmental report that there will be gravel on the

·8· ·road.· It -- it's an issue because what happens is

·9· ·cyclists can't ride on the edge -- outside edge of the

10· ·four feet; they've got to ride right next to the white

11· ·line because that's the only -- where the traffic pushes

12· ·all the gravel out to the side.

13· · · · · · Now you're putting a truck who isn't going to

14· ·slow down under the current standards, and he's going to

15· ·go right on by.· And I guarantee you what we call a

16· ·"triestral event," two trucks and one bicycle, and it

17· ·happens to us all the time -- with cars, it's not so

18· ·bad -- but two trucks -- and you're talking about trucks

19· ·that can actually go --

20· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).

21· · · · · · JOE MORGAN:· Okay -- well, 80,000 -- just think

22· ·about 80,000 pounds and 160 trips a day.

23· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.· (Inaudible).

24· · · · · · LADY ONE:· Thank you all very much.· I was just

25· ·in listening to what's been presented today.· And I live
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·1· ·right kitty-corner from where the quarry's going in,

·2· ·right at Canfield and Roblar.· We have a bike.· We do

·3· ·ride.· We take those roads in all directions.

·4· · · · · · The thing that was being stressed today was

·5· ·that maybe the safety -- you know, the main safety

·6· ·concerns could be addressed by lowering the speed.

·7· ·Please don't put your emphasis there necessarily.· That

·8· ·is important and it should be, but the width is

·9· ·extremely important.

10· · · · · · For one thing, that does get a lot of fog.· You

11· ·know, the fog sucks in there every night.· It also has

12· ·no lighting, so you've got -- you know, you have to

13· ·think about all of these conditions.

14· · · · · · Also, it was mentioned as far as the draft when

15· ·trucks do go by.· Well, maybe if everybody was on a real

16· ·straight track and there wasn't that push and pull and

17· ·suction, you know, that -- that might be okay, but there

18· ·will be.· There's also hay trucks.· This is a rural

19· ·area.· They're sometimes wider or -- you know.

20· · · · · · Please think about -- if you're going to -- if

21· ·you're going to start, what, narrowing your idea of

22· ·safety on roads, this is a road where you should not.

23· ·It should be the widest possible area.· You know, don't

24· ·start cutting corners.· So it's just please not just the

25· ·speed but figure out all of those other factors and the
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·1· ·fact that it does get late or -- you know, during the

·2· ·winter, it starts getting dark at about 4:30.· You know,

·3· ·this will mean -- excuse me -- very dangerous

·4· ·condition -- conditions for a long period of time.

·5· · · · · · So anyway --

·6· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.

·7· · · · · · LADY ONE:· -- please take those into

·8· ·consideration and thank you.

·9· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Appreciate it.

10· · · · · · Daniel, sir.· (Inaudible).

11· · · · · · DANIEL:· Some of you may know me from my 30 or

12· ·40 years of activism as a marine and freshwater habitat

13· ·activist.· Also happen now to live in your county, which

14· ·is relatively a new thing, near Sebastopol.

15· · · · · · I fully concur with everything that has been

16· ·said in support of -- of -- of full reevaluation of

17· ·these issues since they have come up.· I've lost track

18· ·of this situation since it faded from view about 10

19· ·years ago.· I haven't had a chance to review the

20· ·document -- review the document.

21· · · · · · However, my concerns relate to water quality

22· ·and the fishery habitat as part of the marine estuaries.

23· ·And I'm very concerned about any attempt to modify or

24· ·move that habitat without a full scientific review.

25· · · · · · More than that, I'm just alarmed by the idea
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Page 30
·1· ·that that many heavy-duty trucks will be traversing that

·2· ·area of the county under any circumstance.· It just --

·3· ·it's inconceivable.· Whatever the count 40, 100, 500,

·4· ·completely unsuited to that area of the county and

·5· ·particularly that road.· So there are overwhelming

·6· ·public trust and public interest issues related to that

·7· ·kind of traffic burden.

·8· · · · · · I'm quite concerned.· I pass through Stony

·9· ·Point and Roblar Road a couple times a week, and I can't

10· ·image what gravel trucks on that stretch of the roadway

11· ·will do.· It's already facing severe issues with

12· ·congestion certain times of the day.· It's not the route

13· ·shown on their map, apparently.

14· · · · · · So what's the -- what's the incentive to

15· ·improve that intersection?· It's already dangerous.  A

16· ·traffic light may improve things, but with the addition

17· ·of gravel trucks, I can't imagine.

18· · · · · · So I'll be following this project.· I urge you

19· ·to do a complete and thorough review of the Supplemental

20· ·EIR, and hope that the state and federal agencies that I

21· ·worked with in the past will again comment.

22· · · · · · Thank you.

23· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you, sir.

24· · · · · · Is there anybody else who hasn't been heard?

25· · · · · · Come on up, sir.
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·1· · · · · · GENTLEMAN TWO:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman --

·2· ·Chairman Gore, Members of the Board.· Good news, bad

·3· ·news; I just want to let you know we have a team of five

·4· ·here, but none of them are going to make presentations.

·5· ·So Mr. Barella wanted to make sure that the entire team

·6· ·was here in the event that you had questions, and with

·7· ·that, I'll leave it.

·8· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you very much.  I

·9· ·appreciate that.

10· · · · · · Okay.· I'm bringing this back to -- anybody

11· ·else?· Did I miss anybody?

12· · · · · · Coming back to the Board.· Closing the public

13· ·comment on this or the public hearing on this.

14· · · · · · · · · · PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED

15· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· So as -- as many of you know,

16· ·the purpose of the today was to hold a public hearing to

17· ·receive public comment on the Draft Supplemental EIR.

18· ·We are not at this point deliberating specific

19· ·conditions.· We are not diving into different areas.

20· ·It's always important to kind of look at that, because,

21· ·you know, I mean, as we've talked about, a lot of the

22· ·us -- there's at least four of us on this Board who

23· ·weren't involved when -- when you all first went through

24· ·this process.

25· · · · · · So I want to go back and look if there's any
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·1· ·questions from the Board.· I -- I also want to make sure

·2· ·I mention that -- that after this, it's going to be open

·3· ·to public -- written comments for how long, 45 days?

·4· ·Excuse me?

·5· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Until the end of the month,

·6· ·October 29th.

·7· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· October 29th.

·8· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

·9· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· For written comments.

10· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Okay.· Good.· Okay.· Here we

11· ·go.· After this public -- okay.· Here it is.· Additional

12· ·written comments will accepted until the close of the

13· ·overall 45-day comment period on October 29th, 2018, at

14· ·5:00 p.m.

15· · · · · · Okay.· So first, any questions from my

16· ·supervisors on this side?

17· · · · · · Go ahead, Supervisor Zane.

18· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· I might have missed it, but

19· ·how do you deal with Vehicle Code 21760 if you only have

20· ·nine inches between a truck and a bike?· Vehicle Code

21· ·21760 is the new law that says you have to have three

22· ·feet if you're going in the same direction in passing --

23· ·passing a cyclist.· How do you deal with that with nine

24· ·inches?

25· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· So you'd have to wait until you
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·1· ·have that clearance to pass the bicyclist, just like you

·2· ·would have to wait to pass a slow moving agg truck or

·3· ·something like that.

·4· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· So -- and you think all of

·5· ·these aggregate trucks are going to wait?

·6· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· I not saying what I think about

·7· ·that, but I'm just saying that that is the law.· That

·8· ·you have to wait.

·9· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Well, it's -- it's a fair

10· ·question, but it needs to be grappled with as we --

11· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yes, yes.

12· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· -- move forward, you know.  I

13· ·mean, that's the law.· And it's a good reason why

14· ·there's a law.· Because, you know, I'm tired of seeing

15· ·cyclist killed on our -- everywhere, all the time.· It's

16· ·just -- it's really frustrating.· And that is the new

17· ·law, so you guys got to grapple with that somehow.

18· · · · · · What -- and did you consider a buffer line at

19· ·all?· I don't know.

20· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· You mean a rumble strip?

21· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· No.· A buffer line is -- is

22· ·where you put in the more dangerous, more narrow places

23· ·of the road, where you have a whole other line with

24· ·striping, diagonal striping, that indicates to the

25· ·vehicle that you cannot not pass that buffer --

YVer1f

HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - 10/16/2018

Litigation Services· |· 800-330-1112
www.litigationservices.com

YVer1f

PH - Public Hearing Comments

IV-234

lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
PH-55cont.

lis
Text Box
PH-56



Page 34
·1· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Oh, yeah.

·2· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· -- in narrow portions.

·3· · · · · · Is that being considered at all?

·4· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Oh, of course.· We'll take a look

·5· ·at that, and verify.

·6· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Okay.· Well, a truck passing

·7· ·at that speed at nine inches is just going to suck that

·8· ·bike rider right into his draft.· So you're going to

·9· ·have figure out a better way of moving forward.

10· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.

11· · · · · · Supervisor, any questions?

12· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Yeah.· And I -- I should

13· ·know this by heart, but what's the existing roadway

14· ·section?· I got the smallest print on this printout.  I

15· ·can't see it.· I know what the proposal was.· I know it

16· ·was in the previous EIR, and I know what's proposed

17· ·today, but what's the existing situation out there right

18· ·now?

19· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.· So along this particular

20· ·segment, it's about nine feet.· I think it varies from 8

21· ·and a half to 9 feet, maybe 10 feet in some areas, but

22· ·it's on each lane.

23· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· With -- is there a fog

24· ·line, or do we not put fog lines when we have

25· ·substandard conditions?
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·1· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· No, there's fog lines.

·2· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· There's a fog line.

·3· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

·4· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Is there any -- is there

·5· ·any -- so what would be the shoulder?· There's no

·6· ·shoulder?

·7· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Rock -- very little rock

·8· ·backing.

·9· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Okay.

10· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.

11· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· And then to the point --

12· ·and I want to make sure, you know, what's written in the

13· ·Supplement to the gentleman's point regarding what's

14· ·described versus what the proposal is, can you just

15· ·speak real briefly on that?

16· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah, surely.· Applicant's

17· ·proposal is for 11-foot travel lanes and 5 -- 5-foot

18· ·shoulders, 3-foot paved, 2-foot rock backing; so that's

19· ·5-foot shoulder, 3-foot paved, 2-foot rock backing.· The

20· ·mitigation measure in the Draft Supplemental is for a

21· ·four -- a five-foot shoulder with a four-foot paved and

22· ·a one-foot rock backing.· So that's the difference.

23· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Okay.· I get that then.

24· · · · · · And as to the overall standards that are being

25· ·met here, I know there's variation in roadway width.
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·1· · · · · · Can you speak to what standard that this is

·2· ·being -- the proposal is compliant with and who's

·3· ·reviewed it?

·4· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· Yeah.· So in general, AASHTO

·5· ·Standards, which is what we use per our general plan,

·6· ·would require -- generally require a 12-foot travel

·7· ·lane; however, they do allow for exception based on no

·8· ·accident history, essentially.· And so Department of

·9· ·Public Works felt that whether it's 11 feet or 12 feet,

10· ·you know, either one is sufficient.· They -- they felt

11· ·11 feet is appropriate in this case.

12· · · · · · In regards to the shoulder, the bikeways plan

13· ·would call for a five-foot shoulder; however, the AASHTO

14· ·Standards will allow you to go to a four-foot-paved

15· ·shoulder provided the overall section is not less than

16· ·30 feet.· And I think they also have a -- you know, a --

17· ·a number of vehicle trips may weigh in -- may weigh on

18· ·that as well.· But in any case, the 11, the 4, and 1 is

19· ·what Department of Public Works felt they could support,

20· ·and what the (inaudible) also supported as a minimum.

21· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· And then I know, you

22· ·know -- I -- I realize someone said it, and I think it's

23· ·probably true, you know, relying on a reduced speed.

24· ·You know, we have reduced speed elsewhere in the county,

25· ·and it -- it doesn't really -- it all depends on what
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·1· ·the drivers are doing as opposed to what the sign says.

·2· · · · · · But do you know when the last speed study was

·3· ·done on this section of road?

·4· · · · · · MR. HILLEGAS:· No, I do not.

·5· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· But we can look that up.

·6· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· I'm sorry, what?

·7· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· We can look into that.

·8· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Yeah.· It'd be -- it'd be

·9· ·worth looking into.· It'd be worth doing it now before

10· ·the road is widened.· Because typically what happens is

11· ·that we get requests to do speed studies all the time,

12· ·because of the 85th Percentile, usually the speeds go

13· ·up, not down, because state law rules how you actually

14· ·do that.

15· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.

16· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Especially, if a road is

17· ·widen and paved, which we're having in some areas now.

18· ·So it'd be -- it might be worth looking into at this

19· ·time, to do it at this time.· And even when we've done

20· ·them in the past, when we've kind of wanted to work to

21· ·get a lower speed limit, we also would put up -- or ask

22· ·our CHP friends to go out and do extra patrols, and then

23· ·also to put up perhaps the -- the trailers to make sure

24· ·that people are aware of how fast they're going, all

25· ·beforehand so you can kind of suppress it somewhat, and
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·1· ·then -- and then do the speed study.· You will be

·2· ·required to do it, I think, on a -- is there five-year

·3· ·cycles?

·4· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yeah, I think that's correct.

·5· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Yeah.· Sometimes it's --

·6· ·you know, and I'm not sure on this section of road,

·7· ·because it's sub -- it's substandard now because of the

·8· ·widths, when the last one would have been done.

·9· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.

10· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Because that's also an

11· ·issue that we have in the county.· So I'd -- I'd just

12· ·throw that out there as something that we can probably

13· ·do in the -- in the interim.

14· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yeah.

15· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· And my office can work on

16· ·it too.

17· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· (Inaudible).

18· · · · · · SUPERVISOR RABBITT:· Yeah.· Thank you.· Okay.

19· ·Perfect.

20· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Yeah, sure.· Go ahead.

21· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· You've got to deal with

22· ·Vehicle Code 21760.

23· · · · · · You know, the only -- one thing that was

24· ·flashing through my mind is you know how sometimes when

25· ·you've got construction on a road, you will have a light
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·1· ·on either side, and you will allow one lane?· I mean --

·2· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.

·3· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· -- the whatchamacallit

·4· ·bridge, the Wohler Bridge is a one-lane bridge, right?

·5· ·Right?· Well, it is.· There's a one-lane bridge, yeah.

·6· ·So I don't know; I'm just throwing out all

·7· ·possibilities.

·8· · · · · · I -- I think the way it's designed right now,

·9· ·it's going to -- you're -- you're in violation of

10· ·Vehicle Code 21760.· And somebody -- and people are

11· ·going to get killed.· You've got to come up with some

12· ·resolutions.

13· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.· And we can look at those

14· ·creative ideas that, you know, how we --

15· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· The buffer line.

16· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- manage.

17· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Yeah.

18· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yeah, the buffer line.· And

19· ·the -- the lighting and the indicators to indicate if

20· ·there's a bicyclist on the road --

21· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Yeah.

22· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- ahead.· This is only a

23· ·one-mile segment of the road, so I think --

24· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· That's all it takes.

25· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- those solutions might be
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·1· ·something to work with.

·2· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· Well, you know, I know as a

·3· ·cyclist if I'm in a very narrow shoulder, I'm going to

·4· ·stay over as far as I can.· But as you know as a cyclist

·5· ·if you hit debris in that shoulder and you've got to

·6· ·move towards the lane, you know, that's when you get

·7· ·hit.· But sometimes, you know, if you don't move, if

·8· ·you're suddenly coming upon some debris in the lane,

·9· ·you're going to crash, you know.

10· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Right.· So the sweeping might me

11· ·be an important component of multi-mitigation measures

12· ·that we can look at, so we'll take another look at

13· ·those.

14· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· I would say

15· ·multiple-mitigation measures is necessary.

16· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Yeah.

17· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you, Supervisor.

18· · · · · · Supervisor Gorin, anything you want to add?

19· · · · · · SUPERVISOR GORIN:· No.· I -- I -- I appreciate

20· ·all the public here, and I do appreciate the complexity

21· ·of this.· I totally understand why we need gravel for

22· ·our construction process -- processes moving forward,

23· ·both with the widening of the highway and working on

24· ·foundations in all the building that we need to do.· And

25· ·I -- I -- I now have a sense of why this was so
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·1· ·controversial a number of years ago, because it's --

·2· ·it's difficult access and some significant issues moving

·3· ·forward.

·4· · · · · · I -- I -- I would hope that we would take note

·5· ·of some of the public comments about:· Have all efforts

·6· ·been made to widen the road?· Is this something that the

·7· ·county can confirm that, in fact, this process was

·8· ·completed?· If we are going to approve the Supplemental

·9· ·EIR with some reduced road widths and bicycle widths, I

10· ·want to make absolutely sure that this is the best

11· ·alternative moving forward.

12· · · · · · Thank you.

13· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.

14· · · · · · Supervisor Hopkins.

15· · · · · · SUPERVISOR HOPKINS:· I am definitely interested

16· ·in learning if there might be other ways of kind of

17· ·enhancing awareness, like Supervisor Zane suggested.· We

18· ·have some green painted-on bike lanes that go into

19· ·Sebastopol.· For those of you who live in Sebastopol,

20· ·you know how -- what a controversial process that has

21· ·been.· But if there are ways of, you know, sort of

22· ·exploring that that could really enhance bicycle safety.

23· ·Because I do think that once you do widen and improve

24· ·roads, people tend to speed and that could lead to very

25· ·dangerous outcomes.
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·1· · · · · · But this -- I mean, this is a very, very

·2· ·complicated process.· And not having been here through

·3· ·the initial, it's almost sort of hard to then just --

·4· ·we're not -- we're not looking at the whole thing.

·5· ·We're just kind of looking at this little subset, and

·6· ·even that little subset is very complicated.· And I also

·7· ·look forward to sort of hearing comments from other

·8· ·agencies on the creek -- proposed creek realignment and

·9· ·learning a little bit more about their perspective on

10· ·that.

11· · · · · · So thank you for your work.

12· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you very much.

13· · · · · · You know, from my part, it's -- it's

14· ·interesting to look at the two letters, the Caltrans

15· ·letter then also this one.· And, you know, I mean, you

16· ·can't help but -- but -- but get into the wider

17· ·discussion about -- about where we are with aggregate

18· ·and -- and -- and totally understand and got to

19· ·appreciate everybody's concerns.

20· · · · · · You know, we also live in a crazy world where

21· ·we are, I would call us, culprits of environmental

22· ·injustice every day as we ship in huge areas of

23· ·aggregate and other things from Canada and other sources

24· ·because we can't find ways to manage what we need to do

25· ·in our own areas.
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·1· · · · · · And I can't help but compare this against, you

·2· ·know, Mark West Springs Road where basically one of

·3· ·the -- one of the measures was to put in bicycle signs

·4· ·and other things, and it caused a huge public safety

·5· ·issue because there wasn't enough area up there on the

·6· ·road to handle bikes at all.

·7· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· (Inaudible).

·8· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Yeah.· And it's a problem.

·9· ·It's a huge problem.· It didn't work.

10· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· It didn't work.

11· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· It didn't work.· It causes huge

12· ·public safety issues where you have like a half of

13· ·section of a -- of a 100 yards that say -- signs that

14· ·say "Bicycle access," and then it cuts off and it goes

15· ·into a mountain.

16· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· But what's the resolution

17· ·then?

18· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· There is no resolution still to

19· ·this point.· It's a classic example of planning gone

20· ·awry.· That -- that something happened and the

21· ·mitigation was not functional, was not able to be met.

22· ·And it's caused -- as much as good intentions, it's

23· ·caused huge amount of problems on a road.

24· · · · · · And it gets back to the core issue of:· Is that

25· ·a bicycle friendly road?· Is that a road that -- you
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·1· ·know, unfortunately as you say, it's like some of these

·2· ·roads are very dangerous to ride upon, and --

·3· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· And -- and we do have --

·4· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· -- and people still ride on

·5· ·them.· But --

·6· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· And the trucks --

·7· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Excuse me.· Let me -- I

·8· ·apologize.

·9· · · · · · But -- but, you know, I mean, these are wider

10· ·issues for us to discuss.· Right now we're accepting

11· ·public comment on a Draft Supplemental EIR.· And you're

12· ·right, a lot of good concerns out there.

13· · · · · · I do appreciate the letter from the Bike and

14· ·Pedestrian Committee that, you know, says, "If you're

15· ·going to be able to do it in this area, definitely get

16· ·the four-foot-wide, you know, asphalt" and other things.

17· ·But, you know, the reality is is that it doesn't matter

18· ·what happens here, it's not going to be perfect.· And

19· ·that's not telling you how I'm going to vote, but

20· ·it's obviously a -- you know, a -- a very big thing that

21· ·you all have dealt with for a long time, and now we're

22· ·taking on.

23· · · · · · Other comments?· Anything else?

24· · · · · · Okay.· So guide me through, we are --

25· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Just give us direction to

YVer1f

HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - 10/16/2018

Litigation Services· |· 800-330-1112
www.litigationservices.com

YVer1f

PH - Public Hearing Comments

IV-245

lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
PH-65cont.

lis
Text Box
PH-66

lis
Text Box
PH-67



Page 45
·1· ·complete the Final EIR --

·2· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Thank you.

·3· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· -- and we will re-notice and

·4· ·schedule this when that's completed.

·5· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Perfect.· Guidance given --

·6· · · · · · MS. BARRETT:· Thanks.

·7· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· -- to do exactly what you just

·8· ·said.

·9· · · · · · Appreciate your time.· Thank you everybody for

10· ·being here and -- and good work.

11· · · · · · If you're going to quote that number, I'm going

12· ·to start -- think you're --

13· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· No, no, no.

14· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· -- (inaudible) just say Martial

15· ·Law 1072.3.

16· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· I know, I'm going to keep

17· ·quoting that vehicle code.· No.

18· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· (Inaudible).· State and

19· ·Standard 103552.

20· · · · · · SUPERVISOR ZANE:· I was -- I was making up an

21· ·abbreviation of all things.· MM, multiple mitigation.

22· · · · · · CHAIRMAN GORE:· Yeah.· Thank you very much.

23· ·That's good.· There you go.

24· · · · · · Okay.· I appreciate that.· I'm going to take us

25· ·to the next item.· Thank you everybody for your time

YVer1f

HEARING ON SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - 10/16/2018

Litigation Services· |· 800-330-1112
www.litigationservices.com

YVer1f

PH - Public Hearing Comments

IV-246

lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
PH-67cont.

lis
Text Box
PH-68



Page 46
·1· ·here.

·2· · · · · · · ·(End of videotape.)

·3
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·1· · · · · · · · · · REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

·2

·3

·4· · · · · · I, Amber M. Harlan, a Certified Shorthand

·5· ·Reporter, do hereby certify that the transcribing of the

·6· ·foregoing tape in the above-entitled matter to the best

·7· ·of my ability is a full, true, and correct transcription

·8· ·of the proceedings held at the scheduled hearing.

·9

10· · · · · ·I further certify that I am not of counsel or

11· ·attorney for either or any of the parties in the

12· ·above-named cause, or in any way interested in the

13· ·outcome of said cause.

14

15· · · · · · I hereby affix my signature this 21st day of

16· ·December, 2018.

17

18
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20· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·____________________
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IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

PH – Public Hearing Oral Comments 
Below are the responses to oral comments received at the Public Hearing held October 16, 2018, 
as well as questions and comments from the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors before and 
after the Public Hearing. Members of the public who commented include the following 
(commenters whose names could not be determined from the audio/visual taping of the Public 
Hearing are designated “Woman” and “Gentleman”): 

• Woman One 
• Margaret Hanley 
• Sue Buxton 
• Jason Merrick 
• Gentleman One 
• Joe Morgan, Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee 
• Woman Two 
• Daniel (last name inaudible) 
• Stephen Butler 

Responses to Comments of Sonoma County Supervisors and 
Staff Prior to the Public Hearing 

PH-1 This comment includes preliminary remarks by Chairman Gore and a presentation by 
County staff. This comment does not require a response. 

PH-2 This comment by Supervisor Rabbitt recounts that the Board of Supervisors has retained 
“original jurisdiction” over consideration of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit 
Conditions of Approval, rather than delegating the initial consideration to the Planning 
Commission as is customarily done. 

PH-3 CalTrans submitted a comment letter, which is included above as comment letter B. No 
comment letter was received from the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee (SCBPAC), though one of the Committee members, Mr. Joe Morgan, 
provided oral comments; see comments PH-42 through PH-45. The Supervisor may be 
referencing the recommendation from the SCBPAC, described in the discussion of 
Impact 3.4-3 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft SEIR. This 
recommendation states that the SCBPAC considers the minimum acceptable roadway 
cross-section for Roblar Road to be two 11-foot travel lanes, two 4-foot bike lanes, and 
two 1-foot unpaved road backing areas, for a total 32-foot cross-section. 

PH-4 Supervisor Rabbitt refers in this comment to Draft SEIR Figure 2-6. Regarding lane and 
shoulder width and bicycle and traffic safety, please see Master Response 1. 
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Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

PH-5 The Applicant’s responsibility for paying for improvement of the Stony Point 
Road/Roblar Road intersection is stated in Condition/Mitigation Measure 44, and 
reiterated in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, in the 
Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR examines the biological impacts of the Applicant’s proposed 
intersection design, compared to the currently-approved County preliminary design, in 
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, on page 3.3-4, and concludes that the Applicant’s 
proposed design would not result in a new or more severe impact to biological resources.  

PH-6 These preliminary remarks by Supervisor Zane do not require a response. 

PH-7 Please see Master Response 1 regarding bicycle safety. Please see also the response to 
comment PH-3, above. The Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition also submitted a comment 
letter, included as comment letter I 

PH-8 Please see Master Response 1, which includes a discussion of the correlation between 
speed and risks to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

PH-9 The Draft SEIR does not discuss the availability or need for aggregate in the County. See, 
however, the Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted as part of the approval of 
the Quarry project in 2010. 

PH-10 This comment does not require a response. 

PH-11 Please see Master Response 1. 

PH-12 In this comment, Supervisor Gorin refers to the “Three Feet for Safety Act” (Vehicle Code 
Section 21760), which is described in the Regulatory Setting of Draft SEIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, on page 3.4-4. Please see also Master Response 1. 

PH-13 According to the 2010 Final EIR, expected trip generation for the Quarry is an average of 
302 one-way truck trips per day (151 loads) and a peak of 480 truck trips (240 loads), not 
580 as stated. See the 2010 Final EIR, Section IV.E, Transportation and Traffic, 
page IV.E-18. 

PH-14 Please see Master Response 1 and comment PH-16. 

PH-15 The Use Permit for the Quarry is valid and in effect. Any aspect of the project may be 
modified, and the proposed modifications may also be denied. Denial, in this case, would 
mean that the original use permit would remain unmodified. 

PH-16 In this comment, PRMD Deputy Director Jennifer Barrett and Supervisor Gorin have a 
discussion about the authority of the County to set and enforce speed limits. As noted in 
the response to comment C-23, the 2010 Final EIR describes the results of a speed study 
on Roblar Road in 2005. At a location .65 miles west of Canfield Road, the 85th 
percentile speed was 59.4 mph. Please see Master Response 1. 
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PH-17 In this comment, Supervisor Gorin discusses typical truck width with County Supervising 
Planner Blake Hillegas. 

PH-18 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife did not submit comments on the Draft 
SEIR. Please see comment letter A from the State Clearinghouse, which has the 
responsibility to distribute EIRs to relevant State agencies, and to compile and forward 
comments from State agencies to the lead agency. 

PH-19 Supervising Planner Hillegas is referring to Condition/Mitigation Measure 87, which 
requires truck tire scrapers and wash facilities at the Quarry exit and weekly sweeping of 
the intersections of Roblar Road and Valley Ford Road with the Quarry’s private access 
roads; and Condition/Mitigation Measure 154, which requires the Applicant/Quarry 
operator to ensure that all loaded trucks are covered or maintain at least two feet of free 
board to prevent spillage of materials onto haul routes. 

At this point in the transcript, Chairman Gore opens the Public 
Hearing 

Response to Comment of Woman One 
PH-20 The comment is not intelligible. 

Responses to Comments of Margaret Hanley 
PH-21 This comment addresses the merits of the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the Use 

Permit Conditions of Approval, and expresses the commenter’s opposition to these 
modifications. 

PH-22 Please see Master Response 1. The graphics that the commenter refers to are included as 
comment letter J. 

PH-23 While the Applicant contends that the mitigation measures and Conditions of Approval 
he seeks to modify are infeasible, the County has not reached this conclusion. Should the 
County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so 
only after making findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of 
infeasibility of those previously adopted measures. 

PH-24 Environmental review pursuant to CEQA does not include examination of potential 
financial risk or liability. 

PH-25 Please see the response to comment PH-2. 

PH-26 The graphics that the commenter refers to are included as comment letter J. 
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Responses to Comments of Sue Buxton, Citizens Advocating Roblar 
Road Quality (CARRQ) 
PH-27 While the Applicant contends that the mitigation measures and Conditions of Approval 

he seeks to modify are infeasible, the County has not reached this conclusion. Should the 
County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so 
only after making findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of 
infeasibility of those previously adopted measures. With regard to the Applicant’s 
attempts to purchase land for additional right-of-way from his neighbors, please see 
comment letter D and the response to comment D-1. 

PH-28 Environmental review pursuant to CEQA does not include examination of socioeconomic 
benefits (or direct impacts) of a project. The commenter’s opposition to modifying the 
existing Conditions of Approval is noted. The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Traffic and 
Transportation, Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 examine the potential for the Applicant’s 
proposed modifications to the required widening of Roblar Road to increase bicycle and 
traffic safety hazards, and find that, even with mitigation, these impacts would be 
significantly and unavoidably more severe. Please see Master Response 1. 

PH-29 The commenter is correct, that approval of the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the 
Use Permit Conditions of Approval is a discretionary action. 

PH-30 Please see the response to comment PH-8. 

PH-31 This comment addresses the merits of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and 
expresses the commenter’s opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval. 

Responses to Comments of Jason Merrick 
PH-32 As described in Draft SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the Applicant’s proposed 

modifications to Use Permit Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 and Condition 59 would 
allow for widening Roblar Road to include three-foot wide paved shoulders with two-foot 
wide rocked shoulders. The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, includes 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, which would require minimum four-foot wide paved shoulders 
with one-foot rocked shoulders. The Draft SEIR accurately describes and fully analyzes 
the Applicant’s proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval, and is 
legally adequate under CEQA.  

PH-33 The Draft SEIR does not advocate for nor approve the Applicant’s proposed 
modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval; it analyzes the potential for 
these modifications to result in a new or substantially more severe environmental impact, 
compared to the previously-approved Quarry project. Approval of the Applicant’s 
proposed modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval is a discretionary 
action that will be considered by the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors. 
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PH-34 The Applicant has not proposed changes to the level of operations or the number of daily 
haul trucks approved by the County in 2010. With regard to bicycle and traffic safety 
issues, please see Master Response 1. 

PH-35 Please see the previous response. 

PH-36 While the Applicant contends that the mitigation measures and Conditions of Approval 
he seeks to modify are infeasible, the County has not reached this conclusion. Should the 
County Board of Supervisors decide to approve the proposed modifications, it will do so 
only after making findings to support that decision, including, if warranted, findings of 
infeasibility of those previously adopted measures. 

PH-37 With regard to bicycle and traffic safety, please see Master Response 1. The commenter’s 
opposition to modifying the existing Conditions of Approval on the basis of safety 
concerns is noted. 

Responses to Comments of Gentleman One 
PH-38 Please see Master Response 1. 

PH-39 Please see the discussion of consistency of the Applicant’s proposal with standards for 
Class II bikeways contained in the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, in Draft 
SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, Impact 3.4-3.  

PH-40 Please see Master Response 1. 

PH-41 Please see Master Response 1. 

Responses to Comments of Joe Morgan, Sonoma County Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Committee 
PH-42 The commenter’s preference for the currently-required road geometry for improved 

Roblar Road is noted. 

PH-43 The Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee’s recommendation for 11-foot 
travel lanes and four-foot wide paved shoulders with one-foot wide rock backing is 
discussed in Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, Impact 3.4-3. Please see 
Master Response 1. 

PH-44 Condition/Mitigation Measure 87 (Mitigation Measure E.3c from the 2010 Final EIR) 
requires weekly sweeping of the intersections of Roblar Road and Valley Ford Road with 
the Quarry’s private access roads. The Applicant has not proposed to modify this 
condition. 

PH-45 Please see Master Response 1.  
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Responses to Comments of Woman 2 
PH-46 Please see Master Response 1.  

Responses to Comments of Daniel (last name inaudible) 
PH-47 The Draft SEIR accurately describes and fully analyzes the Applicant’s proposed 

modifications to the Use Permit Conditions of Approval, and is legally adequate under 
CEQA. Further evaluation is not necessary. 

PH-48 Hydrologic and water quality effects of the proposed relocation of the channel of 
Americano Creek are examined in Draft SEIR Section 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
and are found to be less than significant. Please see Impact 3.2-1. Potential impacts on 
fish habitat are examined in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, Impact 3.3-7, and also are 
found to be less than significant. 

PH-49 Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 1, Introduction, for background information on approval 
of the Quarry project, including the use of portions of Roblar Road by haul trucks. 

PH-50 Condition/Mitigation Measure 44 requires the Applicant to upgrade the intersection of 
Stony Point Road and Roblar Road. The Applicant seeks to modify this condition to 
allow a different design for the upgrade. The Draft SEIR, Section 3.4, Transportation and 
Traffic, examines the potential for the altered design to result in a new or substantially 
more severe significant effect with regard to intersection level of service (Impact 3.4-1 
and 3.4-5) and bicycle safety (Impact 3.4-2). With the mitigation measures specified in 
the Draft SEIR, these impacts would all be reduced to less-than-significant. 

PH-51 These concluding remarks are general and do not require a response. 

Responses to Comments of Stephen Butler 
PH-52 This commenter is the Applicant’s attorney, offering to answer questions from the 

Supervisors. The comment does not require a response. 

PH-53 Here, Chairman Gore closes the Public Hearing 

Responses to Comments of Sonoma County Supervisors and Staff 
Following the Public Hearing 
PH-54 The close of the public comment period on the Draft SEIR was, in fact, October 29, 2018. 

PH-55 The “Three Feet for Safety Act” (Vehicle Code Section 21760 is described in the 
Regulatory Setting of Draft SEIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, on page 3.4-4. 
Please see also Master Response 1. 

PH-56 The current requirement for widening of Roblar Road, contained in Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 49 and Condition 59, is for 6-foot wide paved shoulders, with “associated 

IV-254



IV. Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses 
 

Roblar Road Quarry   ESA / D160752 
Final Supplemental EIR  March 2019 

striping/signage to meet Class II bike facilities.” As shown in the California Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Figure 9C.3 and 9C.101, Class II bike lanes 
are typically divided from the travel lane by a “normal white line” with a 6-inch width 
(CalTrans, 2014). Please see also Master Response 1. 

PH-57 The current condition of Roblar Road between Canfield Road and Valley Ford Road is 
also described in the Draft SEIR, in footnote 4 on page 2-12 and in Figure 2-6 in 
Chapter 2, Project Description.  

PH-58 The Applicant’s proposed roadway geometry is described in Draft SEIR Chapter 2, 
Project Description, page 2-12 and Figure 2-6. The mitigated design is described in 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic. 

PH-59 The AASHTO guidelines and exceptions are described in the Draft SEIR in the 
discussion of Impact 3.4-3, in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic. See also Master 
Response 1. While the Department of Public Works and the Sonoma County Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee both determined that the exception to the standard would 
be adequate, the Draft SEIR concludes that, because this design would be substantially 
less safe than the currently-required design, the impact to bicycle and traffic safety would 
be significant and unavoidable (Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4). 

PH-60 Please see the response to comment PH-16. It is likely that the 85th percentile speed will 
change after completion of roadway widening. 

PH-61 Please see the response to comments PH-19, PH-56, and Master Response 1. 

PH-62 Please see the response to comment PH-9. 

PH-63 As no formal survey exists of Roblar Road’s right-of-way, and no detailed design for 
road-widening has been provided to the County, it is premature to conclude that a 
roadway wider than the Applicant’s proposed 32-foot cross section would not be possible 
without condemnation. Note, however, that Condition/Mitigation Measure 49 requires the 
Applicant to obtain additional right-of-way or easements, as necessary, in order to 
accomplish the required roadway widening. 

PH-64 Please see the responses to comments PH-56 and Master Response 1 for discussion of 
additional measures to increase bicycle safety. With regard to Resource Agency 
comments on proposed relocation of Americano Creek, please see response to comment 
PH-18. Specifically with regard to green-painted bike lanes, the National Association of 
City Traffic Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide (NACTO, 2019) includes 
information and guidelines for “colored bike facilities.” As described by NACTO, 
colored pavement within a bicycle lane increases the visibility of the facility, identifies 
potential areas of conflict, and reinforces priority to bicyclists in conflict areas and in 
areas with pressure for illegal parking. Colored pavement can be utilized either as a 
corridor treatment along the length of a bike lane or cycle track, or as a spot treatment, 
such as a bike box, conflict area, or intersection crossing marking. Color can be applied 
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along the entire length of bike lane or cycle track to increase the overall visibility of the 
facility. Consistent application of color across a bikeway corridor is important to promote 
clear understanding for all users.  

PH-65 Please see the response to comment PH-9. With regard to Mark West Springs Quarry, 
please see footnote 3 on page 3.4-11 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, in the 
Draft SEIR. 

PH-66 Chairman Gore’s comment is noted. 

PH-67 In this comment, the Board directs County staff to complete the Final SEIR. 

PH-68 Please see the response to comment PH-12 and Master Response 1.  

_________________________ 

Reference 
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO), 2019. Urban Bikeway Design 

Guide: Colored Bike Facilities.  https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-
guide/bikeway-signing-marking/colored-bike-facilities/  Accessed January 14, 2019. 
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CHAPTER V 
Revisions to the Draft SEIR 

The following corrections and changes are made to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft SEIR) and incorporated as part of this Final SEIR. Revised or new language is 
underlined. Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text. Preceding each revision 
[in bolded brackets] is a reference to the letter and number of the comment (see Chapter IV, 
Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses to Comments) that prompted or suggested the 
revision, or a note that the change was initiated by County staff. 

A. Revisions to Summary Chapter (Chapter S) 
[C-1, U-9] The text on page S-1 of the Draft SEIR is amended to read: 

On December 14, 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) certified the 
Roblar Road Quarry Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), and approved a 
Reclamation Plan and a Use Permit (Use Permit PLP03-0094) for a modified version of 
one of the alternatives to the originally-proposed Quarry project described in the Final EIR, 
Alternative 2 (herein referred to as “Modified Alternative 2”). The Use Permit allows for a 
20-year mining permit with an annual limit of 570,000 tons cubic yards per year. The Final 
EIR included the May, 2008 Draft EIR, the October 2009 Response to Comments 
Document, the June 2010 Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, and the 2010 Response to 
Comments Document for the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR.  

B. Revisions to Chapter 1, Introduction 
[U-9] The text on page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR is amended to read: 

On December 14, 2010, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) certified the 
Roblar Road Quarry Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), and approved a Use 
Permit for Alternative 2 as modified by the Board (herein referred to as “Modified 
Alternative 2”). The Use Permit allows for a 20-year mining permit with an annual limit 
of 570,000 tons cubic yards per year. 

C. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description 
[C-10 and Staff-initiated] Table 2-1 on page 2-10 is revised as follows: 
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TABLE 2-1 
COMPARISON OF INTERSECTION DESIGN FEATURES 

Design Feature Existing Condition 

County Preliminary 
Design-Condition/ 
Mitigation Measure 44 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Design 

Traffic Control Stop sign on Roblar Road. No 
controls on Stony Point Road 

4-way traffic signal, including 
signal for driveway opposite 
Roblar Road 

4-way traffic signal, including 
signal for driveway opposite 
Roblar Road 

Travel Lanes:  
Stony Point Road 

One 12-foot lane in each 
direction 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Travel Lanes:  
Roblar Road 

One 12-foot lane in each 
direction 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Paved Shoulders: 
Stony Point Road 
(each side of road) 

4 feet 8 to 10 feet  minimum 4 feet 

Paved Shoulders: 
Roblar Road (each 
direction) 

1 to1.5 feet 6 feet 3 feet 

Bike Lanes (each 
direction) 

None 8 – 10 feet  4-foot-wide paved shoulder in 
each direction on Stony Point 
Road for use by bicyclists 

Left Turn Lanes: 
Stony Point Road 

Southbound: None;  
Northbound: 10 feet wide and 
70 50-foot-long stacking 
length 

Southbound: 11 feet wide and 
50- 20- foot-long stacking 
length; 
Northbound: 11 feet wide and 
over 250- 90-foot-long 
stacking length 
 
The taper lengths (approach 
and bay) and deceleration 
lane lengths shall be designed 
in accordance with Caltrans 
standards.  

Southbound: 11 feet wide and 
50- 19- foot-long stacking 
length; 
Northbound: 11 feet wide and 
120- 50- foot-long stacking 
length  
 
The taper lengths (approach 
and bay) and deceleration 
lane lengths shall be designed 
in accordance with Caltrans 
standards. 

Turn Lanes:  
Roblar Road 

Single lane widens to 
accommodate turns 

Same as Existing Same as Existing 

Driveway on east side 
of intersection 

at south end of intersection relocated north, opposite 
Roblar Road 

not relocated 

Drainage Ditches Existing ditch on east side of 
Stony Point Road and on 
portions of Roblar Road 

Portions of existing ditches on 
Stony Point Road filled and 
relocated  

Existing ditches not filled 

 
SOURCE: Sonoma County PRMD, 2005; BKF Engineers, 2016, W-Trans 2015. 
 

D. Revisions to Section 3.3, Biological Resources 
[C-5, C-14, C-16] Revisions to Impact 3.3-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 (note that new 
changes to the text of the impact and mitigation measure, as well as previous changes to 
Conditions of Approval from the Draft SEIR are single-underlined. New changes to Conditions 
of Approval are double-underlined). 
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Impact 3.3-1: The proposed relocation of Americano Creek would involve 
construction and grading activities that could disturb or remove wetland and 
riparian habitat. (Beneficial Impact / No New or Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impact, After Mitigation) 

Final EIR Impact D.1 concluded that the Quarry project would directly impact wetlands, 
other waters, and riparian habitat, resulting in the permanent fill of potentially 
jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the U.S. and waters of the State. The Final EIR 
specified Mitigation Measures D.1a (mitigate the filling or excavating of jurisdictional 
wetlands by conducting a formal wetland delineation, compensating for loss of 
jurisdictional wetlands at specified ratios, and implementation of a five-year monitoring 
program with applicable performance standards1); D.1b (avoid all potential jurisdictional 
wetlands and riparian habitat located along the southern boundary [i.e., Ranch Tributary] 
and the southwestern corner [i.e., seasonal wetlands on valley floor adjacent to 
Americano Creek] of the property); and D.1c (monitor base flows in Ranch Tributary and 
if necessary augment them with releases of stored surface water) to reduce the Quarry 
project impacts to wetlands and riparian habitats to a less-than-significant level. These 
mitigation measures were adopted as Conditions/Mitigation Measures 132, 133, and 115 
respectively. Condition 101 was also adopted. Condition 101 states that, “Except for 
stream crossings, no grading or land disturbance shall occur within 50 feet of the top of 
banks of the waterways.” 

The proposed relocation of Americano Creek to accommodate the required widening of 
Roblar Road would result in the filling of the existing Americano Creek channel along 
most of its course on the Quarry project site, and relocation of the creek away from 
Roblar Road. Most of the existing riparian habitat adjacent to the south side of the 
existing creek would not be disturbed. A review of the 2015 USACE wetland delineation 
for the Quarry property and roadway alignment (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2015) 
and the proposed relocation of Americano Creek shown in Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, shows that approximately 750 feet of Americano Creek would be 
filled to accommodate Roblar Road widening. This would fill an estimated 0.40 acre 
(17,599 s.f.) of waters of the State, which includes 0.18 acre (7,701 s.f.) of waters of the 
U.S. The 2015 USACE wetland delineation did not clarify the extent of federally-
jurisdictional wetlands within the waters of the U.S.; hence, for this assessment, the entire 
0.18-acre area was presumed to support federally jurisdictional wetlands. These 
jurisdictional areas include a portion of the riparian area along the south side of the 
existing creek, which is a part of an approximately 0.90-acre riparian area that supports 
native willows [arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), Pacific willow (S. lucida spp. lasindra), 
and red willow (S. laevigata)]. Only a portion of this riparian area would be removed to 
accommodate road widening and creek relocation. The remainder of this riparian area 
would not be disturbed. In addition, the realigned channel would fill (remove) an 
approximately 0.05-acre seasonal wetland identified as SW-17 (Figure 2-8 in Chapter 2, 
Project Description). 

As part of the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, a realigned Americano Creek 
channel would be created that measures approximately 935 feet long with a 14-foot wide 
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creek bed covering approximately 0.30 acre and an additional 0.45 acre of low flood 
terraces. The creek banks would be vegetated with willows and other native species as 
identified in the Applicant’s “Conceptual Planting Plan for Americano Creek 
Realignment” (Winfield, 2017; included as Appendix A; hereafter, “Planting Plan”). A 
new roadside ditch would be created adjacent to the widened Roblar Road. 

The Applicant proposes to modify Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 to state that all 
potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the southern boundary 
(i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., seasonal wetlands on the valley 
floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the Quarry site would be avoided “as feasible.” 
The Applicant also proposes to modify Condition 101 to provide an exception to the 
prohibition against grading and land disturbance in proximity to waterways. These 
changes This change would enable the widening of Roblar Road and the proposed 
relocation of Americano Creek, since both the road widening and creek relocation would 
necessarily impact existing wetlands and occur within 50 feet of Americano Creek. This 
would increase the severity of Final EIR Impact D.1, by increasing the extent of wetlands 
that would be filled. 

Condition/Mitigation Measure 132, which requires compensatory mitigation for the fill of 
jurisdictional waters, applies to the proposed modifications to the Use Permit, and would be 
effective in compensating for the increased loss of wetlands. While there would be a 
temporary loss of function on approximately 750 linear feet of Americano Creek while 
revegetated areas become established, creek relocation would not cause a long-term loss of 
wetland functions or habitat values because: 1) a greater area of wetlands would be created 
than filled: about 0.23 acres of wetland (0.18 acres of existing channel and associated 
riparian vegetation, plus 0.05 acres of seasonal wetland) would be filled, and about 
0.30 acres of wetland/stream channel would be created. In addition, 0.45 acre of low flood 
terraces (waters of the State) would be created; 2) with implementation of the Planting 
Plan, the enhanced areas would provide similar or better habitat values than the existing 
creek; and 3) long-term monitoring provided in Mitigation Measure D.1a (COA 132) 
would ensure that the restored areas meet minimum performance criteria and adequately 
enhance functions and values of the created riparian corridor. Therefore, with the continued 
application of Condition/Mitigation Measure 132, the proposed modifications to the project 
would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts to wetlands or 
riparian habitat. However, the Applicant’s proposed modification of Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 133, which would add “as feasible” to the requirement to avoid wetlands and 
riparian habitat, would introduce uncertainty regarding the extent of wetland and riparian 
habitat that would be disturbed or destroyed. This could cause a new or more severe 
significant impact to wetlands and riparian habitat. Therefore, the Applicant’s proposed 
revisions are rejected, and other revisions to Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 are 
specified below as mitigation. 

In addition, Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 has been revised to confirm that the 
referenced 100-foot setback from critical habitat (Chapter 26A County Code) does not 
apply retroactively to sites that were reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental 
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Quality Act and approved prior to the designation of relevant critical habitat in the 
General Plan. The Roblar Road Quarry was approved by the Board of Supervisors in 
December, 2010. The site was included in a federal critical habitat rulemaking by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in August, 2011. On October 23, 2012, the Board of 
Supervisors adopted map amendments to the Open Space Element of the General Plan to 
designate critical habitat for the California Tiger Salamander. However, these setback 
provisions were not intended to be applied retroactively, and independent of any 
setbacks, the mitigation measures already mitigated the impact to California Tiger 
Salamanders to a level that is less than significant. The approved Quarry project includes 
Condition/Mitigation Measure 143 and 144 to mitigate potential impacts to CTS to less 
than significant as noted below under Impact 3.3-3.  

The Applicant’s proposed modifications to Condition 101 are also rejected, and this 
condition is modified as specified below (new changes to the text below are indicated 
with double underline and double strike-through). 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Revise wording of Condition/Mitigation Measure 
133 as follows to confirm that the referenced 100-foot setback to critical habitat 
does not apply retroactively and to allow creek relocation, but with specific 
parameters for wetland and riparian habitat disturbance (additions to the text of 
the adopted Condition are underlined): 

133. Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located 
along the southern boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern 
corner (i.e., seasonal wetlands on valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) 
of the property, except as shown in the Applicant’s plans for relocation of 
Americano Creek, including related roadway improvements, specifically the 
drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” dated September 
1, 2017 and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned Americano Creek” 
prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017. Prior to 
construction activities, the project Applicant shall take appropriate measures 
to protect the wetland and riparian habitat located in these areas. The 
following protection measures are to be included in the grading and 
Reclamation Plan: 

• Installation of exclusionary construction fencing along the southern 
property line as well as around the two seasonally wetlands identified on 
[Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1 except for the wetland that would be impacted 
by the relocation of Americano Creek to protect these features from all 
project construction and operation activities.; 

• Implementation of measures to control dust in adjacent work areas (see 
comprehensive dust control program identified in Condition 161); 

• Maintenance of the hydrologic inputs (flow) to the seasonally wet area in 
the southwestern corner of the property, unless otherwise approved by 
resource agencies. 

• Except as stated above for the relocation of Americano Creek, the project 
Applicant shall maintain the minimum allowed 200-foot and 100-foot 
setback for quarry mining operations from stream banks (Americano 
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Creek and Ranch Tributary) respectively and critical habitat areas 
designated in the Sonoma County General Plan (Chapter 26A, County 
Code), provided, however, that setbacks from designated critical habitat do 
not apply to sites that were reviewed pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and approved prior to the designation of the 
relevant critical habitat in the General Plan.  

• Nothing in this condition or other conditions will preclude enhancements 
to the North Pond subject to resource agency approvals. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Revise wording of Condition 101 as follows to 
allow the widening of Roblar Road and relocation of Americano Creek in 
proximity to waterways: 

101. Except for stream crossings and also except as shown in the Applicant’s 
plans for relocation of Americano Creek, including related roadway 
improvements, specifically the drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano 
Creek Relocation” dated September 1, 2017 and the “Conceptual Planting 
Plan for Realigned Americano Creek” prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., 
dated August 21, 2017, no grading or land disturbance shall occur within 
50 feet of the top of banks of the waterways. Any waterway setbacks, 
including but not limited to building setbacks, grading setbacks, riparian 
corridor setbacks or biotic resources setbacks, shall be shown and noted on 
the grading plans. A construction fence must be placed along the most 
stringent waterway setback to prevent land disturbance adjacent to the 
waterways. 

Significance with Mitigation: The additional revisions to Condition/Mitigation 
Measure 133 and Condition 101 would ensure that disturbance of wetlands and 
riparian habitat would be restricted to the areas shown in the Applicant’s plans 
for relocation of Americano Creek and evaluated in this document. This would 
ensure that all impacts to wetlands and riparian areas are adequately mitigated. 
The additional specification regarding setbacks from designated critical habitat 
would clarify that the Quarry project is consistent with Chapter 26A of the 
County Code. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 
3.3-1b, the impact would be less than significant. 

[C-15] Revision to Footnote 1 on page 3.3-4: 

1 Performance standards specified for the monitoring program for creation of 
compensatory wetlands include: 80 percent survival rate of restoration plantings native 
to local watershed; absence of invasive plant species; absence of erosion features; and 
a functioning, and self-sustainable wetland system. It is anticipated that absence of 
invasive species within compensatory wetlands will be demonstrated by the applicant 
to the extent required by applicable CDFW, USFWS, Water Board, and/or Army 
Corps of Engineers permit requirements. 
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CHAPTER VI 
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APPENDIX A 
Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program 

Introduction 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to adopt a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) at the time that a Project with an EIR is approved 
(Public Resources Code §21081.6(a)(1)). A public agency adopting measures to mitigate or avoid 
the significant impacts of a proposed project is required to ensure that the measures are fully 
enforceable, through permit conditions, agreements, or other means (Public Resources Code 
§21081.6(b)). The program must be designed to ensure project compliance with mitigation 
measures during project implementation. For the currently-approved Roblar Road Quarry Use 
Permit, the MMRP is incorporated into the Conditions of Approval: for each condition that is 
derived from a mitigation measure from the 2010 Final EIR, the mitigation monitoring 
requirement follows the text of the condition. If the proposed Project changes are approved, The 
MMRP will be incorporated into the amended Conditions of Approval. 

Format 
The draft MMRP is organized in a table format, keyed to each mitigation measure included in the 
Final SEIR. Each mitigation measure is set out in full, followed by a tabular summary of 
monitoring requirements. The column headings in the tables are defined as follows: 

Mitigation Measure: This column presents the full text of the mitigation measure identified 
in the SEIR.  

Mitigation Monitoring Measure: This column provides information on how implementation 
of the mitigation measures will be monitored. 

Monitoring Responsibility: This column contains an assignment of responsibility for the 
monitoring and reporting tasks. 

Monitoring and Reporting Schedule: The general schedule for conducting each monitoring 
and reporting task, identifying where appropriate both the timing and the frequency of the 
action. 
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DRAFT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Monitoring Measure 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and 

Reporting Schedule 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Revise wording of Condition/Mitigation Measure 133 as 
follows to confirm that the referenced 100-foot setback to critical habitat does not apply 
retroactively and to allow creek relocation, but with specific parameters for wetland and 
riparian habitat disturbance (additions to the text of the adopted Condition are underlined): 

133. Avoid all potential jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat located along the 
southern boundary (i.e., Ranch Tributary) and the southwestern corner (i.e., seasonal 
wetlands on valley floor adjacent to Americano Creek) of the property, except as 
shown in the Applicant’s plans for relocation of Americano Creek, including related 
roadway improvements, specifically the drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek 
Relocation” dated September 1, 2017 and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned 
Americano Creek” prepared by Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017. Prior to 
construction activities, the project Applicant shall take appropriate measures to protect 
the wetland and riparian habitat located in these areas. The following protection 
measures are to be included in the grading and Reclamation Plan: 

• Installation of exclusionary construction fencing along the southern property line as 
well as around the two seasonally wetlands identified on [Final EIR] Figure IV.D-1 
except for the wetland that would be impacted by the relocation of Americano Creek 
to protect these features from all project construction and operation activities; 

• Implementation of measures to control dust in adjacent work areas (see 
comprehensive dust control program identified in Condition 161); 

• Maintenance of the hydrologic inputs (flow) to the seasonally wet area in the 
southwestern corner of the property, unless otherwise approved by resource 
agencies. 

• Except as stated above for the relocation of Americano Creek, the project Applicant 
shall maintain the minimum allowed 200-foot and 100-foot setback for quarry mining 
operations from stream banks (Americano Creek and Ranch Tributary) respectively 
and critical habitat areas designated in the Sonoma County General Plan (Chapter 
26A, County Code), provided, however, that setbacks from designated critical habitat 
do not apply to sites that were reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act and approved prior to the designation of the relevant critical habitat in the 
General Plan.  

• Nothing in this condition or other conditions will preclude enhancements to the North 
Pond subject to resource agency approvals. 

Prior to issuance of grading permits for roadway 
improvements, creek relocation, and Quarry 
project site development, PRMD Project Review 
staff will verify that plans provide all wetland 
protection measures. County staff will verify 
compliance in the field during inspection. 

PRMD Project Review 
staff 

The monitoring schedule 
is tied to the application 
for and issuance of 
grading permits 
necessary for completion 
of work that has the 
potential to disturb 
wetland and riparian 
habitat. Reporting, in the 
form inspection reports, 
will verify compliance. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1b: Revise wording of Condition 101 as follows to allow the 
widening of Roblar Road and relocation of Americano Creek in proximity to waterways: 

101. Except for stream crossings and also except as shown in the Applicant’s plans for 
relocation of Americano Creek, including related roadway improvements, specifically 
the drawing by BKF Engineers, “Americano Creek Relocation” dated September 1, 
2017 and the “Conceptual Planting Plan for Realigned Americano Creek” prepared by 
Ted Winfield, Ph.D., dated August 21, 2017, no grading or land disturbance shall occur 
within 50 feet of the top of banks of the waterways. Any waterway setbacks, including 
but not limited to building setbacks, grading setbacks, riparian corridor setbacks or 

Same as previous measure Same as previous 
measure 

Same as previous 
measure.  
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Mitigation Measures Mitigation Monitoring Measure 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and 

Reporting Schedule 

biotic resources setbacks, shall be shown and noted on the grading plans. A 
construction fence must be placed along the most stringent waterway setback to 
prevent land disturbance adjacent to the waterways. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Prior to the commencement of mining, the applicant shall enter 
into an improvement and reimbursement agreement with the Department of Transportation 
and Public Works (DTPW) and install a signal at the Stony Point Road/Roblar Road 
intersection. The applicant shall have plans prepared for the work in conformance with the 
Applicant’s preliminary design plans, including widening all approaches to the intersection, 
lengthening the northbound left-turn lane, and adding a southbound left-turn lane (for 
access to the private driveway across from Roblar Road). The applicant shall widen or 
relocate to the north the private driveway opposite Roblar Road, within the County right-of-
way, or revise the plans to show a relocation of the stop line for the northbound left-turn 
lane, to provide sufficient turning radius for larger vehicles and vehicles with trailers. The 
signal shall be designed in accordance with Caltrans guidelines, subject to review and 
approval by DTPW. An offset of the payment of traffic mitigation fees may be considered. 

Conformance of construction plans with 
mitigation requirements will be confirmed during 
plan review by DTPW staff. Conformance of 
construction of intersection improvements with 
plans be confirmed through DTPW inspections. 

DTPW Intersection 
improvements much be 
completed prior to 
commencement of 
mining.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Widen the paved shoulders on Stony Point Road to a minimum 
of five feet within the limits of the intersection improvement at Roblar Road unless such 
widening would disturb ditches. 

Same as previous measure  Same as previous 
measure 

Same as previous 
measure 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: The Applicant shall widen Roblar Road on the 1.6-mile 
segment between the Quarry site entrance and Access Road 2 with two 11-foot-wide 
vehicle travel lanes, and an 11-foot west-bound left turn lane at Access Road 2, two 5-foot-
wide shoulders (4-foot-wide paved), and appropriate side slope for the entire road design, 
as determined by the Department of Transportation & Public Works. The Applicant shall 
widen Roblar Road with at least the following cross section dimensions: 

• 11-foot-wide vehicle travel lanes and 11-foot-wide left turn lane; 

• 4-foot-wide paved shoulders; 

• 1-foot-wide unpaved (rock) shoulders.  

Final design of the horizontal curves shall meet A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets, as determined by the Department of Transportation & Public Works, to 
accommodate all project trucks (including but not limited to trucks hauling gravel) through 
the curves to prevent offtracking within the pavement in the 1.6 mile segment, while 
maintaining an acceptable clearance to bicycles and vehicles in the opposing lane. If any 
component of an adequate design requires additional right of way, and if the applicant is 
unable to obtain this additional right of way from willing sellers, then any condemnation 
required must be paid for solely by the applicant. 

DTPW staff will review final plans for road 
improvements and verify that they conform with 
mitigation requirements. DTPW staff will also 
confirm conformance of construction of road 
improvements during and at the conclusion of 
construction. 

DTPW Road improvements, and 
monitoring of road 
improvements for 
compliance with this 
mitigation measure, must 
be completed prior to 
commencement of 
mining.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: Implement roadway improvements for Roblar Road identified in 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. 

Same as previous measure  Same as previous 
measure 

Same as previous 
measure 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Optimize the traffic signal timing at the intersection of Stony 
Point Road and Roblar Road to reflect projected future turning movement traffic volumes. 

DTPW, which has responsibility for operation of 
traffic signals at the intersection, will implement 
signal timing and report completion to PRMD 
staff. 

DTPW and PRMD Upon completion of 
intersection 
improvements 
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Mitigation Measures Mitigation Monitoring Measure 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and 

Reporting Schedule 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Archaeological monitoring of ground-disturbing construction 
activities associated with the relocation of Americano Creek and also those associated 
with Roblar Road widening/reconstruction near ARS 10-016-01 and ARS 10-016-02. 

Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted for any ground-disturbing construction activities 
associated with the relocation of Americano Creek, and also any ground-disturbing 
construction activities associated with Roblar Road widening/reconstruction activities that are 
within 200 feet of previously recorded archaeological resources ARS 10-016-01 and ARS 10-
016-02. Monitoring shall be required for all surface alteration and subsurface excavation work 
in these areas, including grubbing, cutting, trenching, grading, use of staging areas and 
access roads, and driving vehicles and equipment. The archaeological monitoring shall be 
under direction of an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for Archeology (Supervising Archaeologist). An archaeological 
monitor shall be present during the specified construction ground-disturbing activities 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the Supervising Archaeologist and County until the 
Supervising Archaeologist has, in consultation with the County, determined that construction 
activities could have no impacts on any potentially significant archaeological resources. 
Archaeological monitors shall record and be authorized to temporary collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material, as warranted, for analysis. All recovered artifacts and samples 
not associated with human remains will be photographed on-site and removed to a secure 
location for temporary storage, cleaning and processing. On completion of the project, all 
retained artifacts and samples with a potential to increase our knowledge of the past will be 
permanently curated in a facility that meets the standards and guidelines of the Secretary of 
the Interior, as required by CEQA.  

Archaeological monitors and the Supervising Archaeologist shall be empowered to 
temporarily redirect construction crews and heavy equipment until any potential 
archaeological material, including human remains, is evaluated. If suspected archaeological 
material, including human remains, is identified during monitoring, the procedures set forth in 
Mitigation Measure K.1b of the Final EIR shall be implemented. These measures consist of: 
halting construction activities at the location of the suspected archaeological material; 
inspection and significance assessment of the find by a qualified archaeologist (i.e., one 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology 
[Supervising Archaeologist]); and, if the find is determined to be a potentially significant 
archaeological resource under CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
development of a management plan for the resource, consistent with CEQA and County 
requirements and policies. 

The management plan shall be developed and implemented in accordance with PRC 
Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), and shall recommend 
preservation in place or, if preservation in place is not feasible, data recovery through 
excavation. If preservation in place is feasible, this may be accomplished through one of 
the following means: (1) modifying the construction plan to avoid the resource; 
(2) incorporating the resource within open space; (3) capping and covering the resource 
before building appropriate facilities on the resource site; or (4) deeding resource site into 
a permanent conservation easement.  

Prior to commencement of specified ground-
disturbing activities, PRMD staff will confirm that 
a qualified archeologist has been retained to 
conduct construction monitoring, and will confirm 
a proposed monitoring schedule. The 
archeologist will notify PRMD staff upon 
discovery of any archeological material, and 
upon completion of monitoring. PRMD staff will 
confirm that procedures specified in the 
mitigation measure are followed in the event of 
discovery of any archeological materials, and will 
confirm the Supervising Archeologist’s 
determination that all construction activities with 
the potential to disturb potentially significant 
archaeological resources have been completed. 

PRMD staff Prior to, during, and upon 
completion of specified 
ground-disturbing 
activities. 
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Mitigation Measures Mitigation Monitoring Measure 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and 

Reporting Schedule 

If the Supervising Archaeologist determines that any archaeological material identified 
during construction may have association with Native Americans, relevant Native 
American representatives (already identified by the California Native American Heritage 
Commission as the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria) shall inspect the find within 24 
hours of discovery and the County shall consult with potentially interested Native American 
representatives in developing the management plan for the resource and to determine if 
the resource qualifies as a tribal cultural resource, as defined in PRC Section 21074.  

If preservation in place is not feasible, the Supervising Archaeologist shall prepare and 
implement, in coordination with the County and relevant Native American representatives (if 
applicable), a detailed treatment plan to recover the scientifically consequential information 
from and about the resource, which shall be reviewed and approved by the County prior to 
any excavation at the resource’s location. Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall 
follow the applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources, 
though not tribal cultural resources, would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample 
excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to 
target the recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant 
resource to be impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for 
analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of 
artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state 
repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. Treatment for tribal cultural resources 
shall be determined through the consultation between the County and relevant Native 
American representatives (see Impact 3.6-5). After implementation of the management plan 
and treatment plan (if required), the Supervising Archaeologist shall submit a final report to 
the County, and relevant Native American representatives (if applicable), detailing their 
implementation and results. 

If human remains are encountered, construction ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet 
of the find shall halt and the protocol set for in PRC Section 5097.98, including notifying 
the Sonoma County Coroner and, if needed, the California Native American Heritage 
Commission, shall be followed. 

Resumption of ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet of any find shall only occur with 
written permission of the County. 

   

Mitigation Measure 3.6-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2. Same as previous measure  Same as previous 
measure 

Same as previous 
measure 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2. Same as previous measure  Same as previous 
measure 

Same as previous 
measure 

Revise Final EIR Mitigation Measure E.8m as follows:  

Roadway widening and creek relocation construction activities for this project shall be 
restricted as follows: 

• All internal combustion engines used during construction of this project shall be 
operated with mufflers that meet the requirements of the State Resources Code, and, 
where applicable, the Vehicle Code. 

PRMD project review will verify that road 
construction plans include the requirements 
specified in the mitigation measure. PRMD and 
DTPW field inspectors will verify that the design 
details and notes on the plans are implemented. 
Code Enforcement will respond, should 
complaints be received for work conducted 
outside of approved hours. 

PRMD and DTPW During review of plans for 
roadway widening and 
creek relocation, and 
during construction. 
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Mitigation Measures Mitigation Monitoring Measure 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Monitoring and 

Reporting Schedule 

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

This letter was received by the County after the close of the public comment period for the Draft 
SEIR. The letter is not considered a comment letter on the Draft SEIR and responses are not 
provided. It is included here as an informational item. 
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APPENDIX C 
Comment Letter G Exhibits 9 and 10 
(Comments G-66 and G-67) 

Appendix C-1 Comment Letter G, Exhibit 9 (Comment G-66) 
Appendix C-2 Comment Letter G, Exhibit 10 (Comment G-67) 
 
 
Appendices C-1 and C-2 contain a large number of documents that were appended to Comment 
Letter G, and labeled as “Exhibit 9” and “Exhibit 10.” These include various documents, already 
in the administrative record for the 2010 Final EIR from 2010 and earlier, and also documents 
from the subsequent court case challenging the 2010 Final EIR. Please see the responses to 
comments G-66 and G-67 in Chapter IV, Comments on the Draft SEIR and Responses.  
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Appendix C-1 
Comment Letter G, Exhibit 9  
(Comment G-66) 
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