San Luis Obispo County

Department of Planning and Building

TO: Interested Party

DATE: April 17,2013

FROM: Murry Wilson - Environmental Resource Specialist

VIA: Ellen Carroll, Environmental Coordinator

SUBJECT: Las Pilitas Quarry - Revised Notice of Availability of Draft EIR (DRC2009-
00025)

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Las Pilitas Quarry is complete and available
for public review and comment. The DEIR addresses the environmental impacts that may be
associated with the request for a quarry and related improvements that would occupy
approximately 41 acres within the 234 acre parcel. The proposed project is within the Rural Lands
land use category and is located on the north side of State Route 58 and east of the Salinas River,
approximately three miles northeast of the community of Santa Margarita.

Copies of the Draft EIR are available at the following locations: Santa Margarita Library, Atascadero
Library, Cal Poly Library, and City/ County Library of San Luis Obispo. Hard copies are also
available on loan and for review (CDs are also available) at the Department of Planning and
Building, located at the 976 Osos St., Room 300, San Luis Obispo, 93408-2040. The EIR is on the
Planning Department’s web site at: www.sloplanning.org under “Environmental Impact Reports”.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

The EIR focuses on the following issues: biological resources, wastewater disposal, water quality
and supply, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, aesthetics and visual resources, geology, public
services and utilities, transportation and circulation, agricultural resources, noise, hazards and
hazardous materials, recreation, land use, and growth inducement. The EIR also considers twelve
alternatives in addition to the “No Project” alternative.

HOW TO COMMENT OR GET MORE INFORMATION:
Anyone interested in commenting on the draft EIR should submit a written statement by 4:30
p.m. on June 5, 2013, to me at:

Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Department of Planning and Building

976 Osos St., Rm. 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

If you need more information about this project, please contact Murry Wilson at (805)788-2352 or
via e-mail: mwilson@co.slo.ca.us



mailto:mwilson@co.slo.ca.us

PUBLIC WORKSHOP:

A public workshop will be held at the Santa Margarita Elementary School (located at 22070 H Street)
on April 25, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. County staff and the County EIR consultant will be available to
discuss the DEIR, the upcoming hearing process, and to answer questions on the information
contained in the DEIR. While comments on the DEIR are anticipated, official comments must be
submitted in writing to ensure the intent of the comment is capture and understood by the County
and its consultant.

PUBLIC HEARING:

A public hearing before the San Luis Obispo Planning Commission has been tentatively scheduled
for September 26, 2013, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, County Government Center, San
Luis Obispo. If you plan to attend, please call two weeks before this date to verify.
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June 5, 2013

Murry Wilson BY ELECTRONIC MAIL
County of San Luis Obispo

Department of Planning and Building

976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

Email: mwilson@co.slo.ca.us

CENTRAL COAST REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD COMMENTS ON THE
JULY 2010 INITIAL STUDY AND MARCH 2013 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE LAS PILITAS QUARRY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND
RECLAMATION PLAN PROJECT, SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY, COUNTY CASE NO.
DRC2009-00025 SCH# 2010071013

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced document. The Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Coast Water Board) is a responsible agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Central Coast Water Board staff
understands that the proposed Las Pilitas Quarry Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan
Project (Project) involves the following development of an approximately 41-acre site on two
parcels that total 234 acres in size within the County of San Luis Obispo (County):

e Establish a mining operation three miles northeast of Santa Margarita on the north side
of State Route 58 just east of the Salinas River.

o Operate the mine for a 25 to 58-year timeframe with a maximum annual production of
500,000 tons, a portion of which would be recycled asphalt and Portland cement
concrete.

This proposed Project has the potential to impact water quality and beneficial uses of waters of
the State. Therefore Central Coast Water Board staff offers the following recommendations for
improving the environmental value and environmental review of the proposed Project.

Proposed Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

Central Coast Water Board staff finds that the Initial Study and Draft Environmental Impact
Report (IS-DEIR) are inadequate because the documents do not fully evaluate all environmental
impacts from the proposed Project. Additionally, the IS-DEIR for the proposed Project does not
identify measures to fully mitigate for all impacts. As a result, the conclusion of the IS-DEIR that
the proposed project will not result in significant impacts is not sufficiently supported. Therefore
the final document should incorporate the following elements:

S.04



County of San Luis Obispo -2- June 5, 2013

Reclamation Plan (Executive Summary ES.3): The Reclamation Plan proposes to cover and
revegetate slopes in phases as the quarry proceeds.

1. Cover and revegetate slopes. A mix containing predominantly native species would be
used along with minimal irrigation and monitoring/maintenance to promote the success
of the revegetation. Final reclamation will include smoothing interior slopes, removing
the access road, and revegetating the remaining disturbed areas. To ensure impacts are
mitigated to less than significant levels, the final document should specify the success
criteria for revegetation at a minimum of 70% coverage on revegetated slopes after a
five year period without irrigation. If the success criteria is not met, the final document
should specify revegetation efforts will continue until the success criteria is met and
slopes are permanently stabilized.

Drainage Control (Project Description 2.3.4) and Mitigation Measure GEO-4: The proposed
project will alter the rate and condition of stormwater runoff from the existing slopes of the
property, and the proposed project includes the design of three detention basins and one swale
system that will collect and detain runoff to allow sediment to settle out before discharge.

2. Pond System Design. The pond system is designed to control up to a 50-year storm
event and discharge at a 2-year event rate. This detention basin design will result in
increased duration of erosive flows leaving the project, which will cause downstream
erosion and hydromodification to creeks upstream of the Salinas River. To mitigate the
impact of alteration of runoff from the Project to less than significant levels, the final
document must identify how flow volumes and durations, in addition to flow rates, will be
controlled to prevent downstream hydromodification. In addition, relying on detention
alone to control increased runoff volumes that may result from the Project does not
protect watershed processes (such as baseflow) that are vital to the health of receiving
waters. The final document should assess the potential impact of the Project in
changing runoff volumes leaving the site. If runoff volumes leaving the site will be
increased, and on site infiltration reduced, the final document should identify mitigation
measures that will retain the runoff volume on site to mitigate impacts to watershed
processes and receiving water health to less than significant levels.

Effects on Vegetation and Habitat (BIO-9): The proposed project will result in a loss of 2.35
acres of sensitive habitat, within a total disturbance area of 40.29 acres.

3. Impacts to Waters of the State. Table 4.5-5 specifies that the 2.35 acres of impacts to
sensitive habitat include 2.1 acres of impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland and Riparian
Forest and 0.25 acre impact to a Seasonally Flooded Vernal Swale. Based on section
2.0 Project Description Figures 2.5 through 2.11 and section 4.5 Biological Resources
Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, Central Coast Water Board staff estimates that the proposed
project would impact at least 9,000 linear feet of Waters of the State. To adequately
identify and address all of these impacts, the final document should map the impacts to
all drainage features, swales, and other Waters of the State that will be either
temporarily or permanently impacted by the proposed project. For each waterbody
directly affected, the final document should identify the acreage and (for drainage
features) the number of linear feet directly impacted. Finally, to demonstrate impacts will
be mitigated to less than significant levels, the final document should include proposed
mitigation that will result in no net loss to functions of waters, including riparian habitat.
Mitigation by preservation does not result in no net loss.
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Effect on Wetland or Riparian Habitat (BIO-10): The proposed project will adversely impact
(remove) approximately 0.25 acre of a Seasonally Flooded Vernal Swale, which may be wetland
or riparian habitat.

4. Vernal Pool Mitigation. The proposed project design includes preservation of
approximately 0.45 acre of the drainage in question, plus the creation of a 0.75 acre
detention basin adjacent to the preserved portion of the drainage, and other detention
basins within the quarry site.

Wetlands (including vernal pools) enhance water quality through such natural functions
as flood and erosion control, stream bank stabilization, and filtration and purification of
contaminants. Wetlands and vernal pools also provide critical habitat for hundreds of
species of birds, fish and other wildlife, offer open space, and provide many recreational
opportunities. Water quality impacts occur in wetlands and vernal pools from
construction and industrial activity. The State of California’s Wetlands Conservation
Policy requires no overall net loss in wetlands in the short-term and a long-term net gain
of wetlands. According to the California Wetlands Conservation Policy the project must
ensure no overall net loss and achieve a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and
permanence of wetland acreage and values in California. The Regional Board prefers to
avoid any loss of wetlands. If loss is unavoidable, a mitigation plan should be developed
and implemented to achieve replacement of wetland habitat and function.

In the event wetland and/or vernal pool loss is not avoidable, to mitigate impacts to less
than significant levels, mitigation should be in-kind, on-site, and permanent with no net
destruction of habitat value. Mitigation should be completed prior to, or at least
simultaneous to, the filling or other loss of existing wetlands and/or vernal pool. Wetland
features or ponds created as mitigation for the loss of existing "jurisdictional wetlands" or
"waters of the United States" cannot be used as storm water treatment controls.
Therefore the creation of 0.75 acre detention basin to the preserved portion of the
drainage, and other detention basins within the quarry site do not mitigate for the 0.25
acre loss of a Seasonally Flooded Vernal Swale. The final document should include a
mitigation plan that includes a description of how the vernal swale habitat will be
mitigated to achieve no net loss.

HAZ-2 Release of hazardous materials or wastes (HAZ-2): A contingency and spill response
plan will be prepared and implemented.

5. Spill Kits. The final report should specify that the response plan will include a
requirement that spill kits be kept on site at all times. The spill kits should be easily
accessible and properly maintained to control and contain the amount and type of spill
that potentially may occur based on an inventory of hazardous materials that will be
stored on site.

Alteration of Runoff Water/Construction Activities (WQ-1a): The applicant/quarry operator will
submit appropriate Permit Registration Documents to the SWRCB to provide coverage of the
construction of the proposed project (utilities, entrance road, and completion of construction
through the end of Phase 1B or other point as appropriate under the Statewide General Permit
for Construction (Construction General Permit) SWRCB Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES
No. CAS000002, or more current permit.

||
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6. Bioassessment Monitoring. Construction General Permit Finding J. 62. requires Risk
Level 3 sites larger than 30 acres to conduct bioassessment sampling before project
commencement and after project completion to determine if significant degradation to
the receiving water’s biota has occurred. The final document should provide information
about the proposed project’s risk level under the Construction General Permit. If the
proposed Project is Risk Level 3 the final document should include the bioassessment
sampling plan for before project commencement and after project completion.

7. Post-Construction Standards. Section Xlll of the Construction General Permit requires
that all projects replicate the pre-project water balance for the smallest storms up to the
85" percentile storm event. For sites whose disturbed area exceeds two acres, the
discharger shall preserve the pre-construction drainage density (miles of stream length
per square mile of drainage area) for all drainage areas within the area serving a first
order stream or larger stream and ensure that post-project time of runoff concentration is
equal or greater than pre-project time of concentration. To mitigate impacts related to
alteration of flow characteristics to less than significant levels, the final document should
explain how the proposed project will meet the post-construction requirements in Section
XIII of the Construction General Permit.

Alteration of Runoff Water/Mining Activities (WQ-1b). The applicant/quarry operator will submit a
Notice of Intent (NOI) and related Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the
SWRCB to provide coverage of the surface mine as an industrial use under the Statewide
General Permit for Industrial Uses (Industrial Permit) SWRCB Order No. 97-03-DWQ, NPDES
No. CAS000001, or more current permit.

8. Alternative Compliance. The DEIR states that coverage under the Industrial Permit,
“‘may be met through compliance with the County Stormwater Management provisions of
Section 20.10.155 of the Land Use Ordinance.” The final document should clarify this
statement as the only alternative compliance for the Industrial Permit is circumstances
when a facility is regulated by an individual or general Nationwide Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit that contains stormwater provisions.

If we may clarify any of our comments or be of further assistance, please contact Julia Dyer at
(805) 542-4624, or via email at Julia.Dyer@waterboards.ca.gov, or Phil Hammer at (805) 549-
3882.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by Phil Hammer
Date: 2013.06.05 12:19:00 -07'00

for
Kenneth A. Harris, Jr.
Interim Executive Officer

S:\CEQA\Comment Letters\San Luis Obispo County\2013\LasPilitas\LasPilitasQuarryDEIR_DRC2009-
00025 430413CQ1_final.docx




S.05












S.06

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

June 27, 2013

Murry Wilson

San Luis Obispo County

Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 993408-2040

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Las Pilitas Quarry CUP & Reclamation Plan SCH # 2010071013

Dear Mr. Wilson:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC or Commission) recommends that development projects proposed near rail
corridors be planned with the safety of these corridors in mind. New developments and
improvements to existing facilities may increase vehicular traffic volumes, not only on streets and
at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. In addition, projects may increase
pedestrian traffic at crossings, and elsewhere along rail corridor rights-of-way. Working with
Commission staff early in project planning will help project proponents, agency staff, and other
reviewers to identify potential project impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, and thereby
improve the safety of motorists, pedestrians, railroad personnel, and railroad passengers.

As noted in our comment letter to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated August 9, 2010, this
project will have a significant impact to the Estrada Avenue/SR-58 at-grade railroad crossing
(CPUC # 001E-231.80, DOT # 752018L). The Commission appreciates the inclusion of the 2009
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) in the DEIR. Below are Commission’s comments to the DEIR.

1.) The Commission continues to support the signalization of El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue
intersection. The current stop controlled configuration results in queuing onto the adjacent
railroad crossing from this intersection. Additional traffic generated by this project may
increase the potential for queuing at the rail crossing. Subsequent to the 2009 TIS, the
California Manual on Uniform Control Devices (CAMUTCD) was updated, adding Warrant 9
for intersections near an at-grade railroad crossing. The DEIR does discuss signalization of 1
the intersection. However, there is no mention of adding railroad preemption, which ties the
traffic signals into the railroad automatic warning devices. The new traffic signals must be
interconnected with the existing railroad automatic warning devices for the system as a whole
to operate effectively. Adding preemption to the new signalized intersection will clear any
vehicles queued at the crossing prior to train arrival.

2.) The Commission continues to recommend installation of raised concrete medians on both
approaches to the railroad crossing to reduce gate drive around incidents. 2

3.) The Commission continues to recommend extending the existing lane guidance striping
currently on the east approach through the crossing to help delineate the traveled roadway 3




Murry Wilson

San Luis Obispo County
June 27, 2013

Page 2 of 3

through the crossing. The current striping stops just east of the crossing.

4.) The Commission continues to recommend adding bicycle lanes through the crossing to match
the planned bicycle lane installation on El Camino Real as part of the Salinas River Area Plan
and the Santa Margarita Design Plan. The crossing may be currently used by bicyclists
traveling to the nearby elementary school. Adding bicycle lanes will aid bicyclists traveling
over the bridge.

Items 2-4 were discussed in the TIS as being considered by the Salinas River Area Plan and Santa
Margarita Design Plan. However, the TIS states these items are not being considered as
mitigations for this project because the “improvements are not currently funded.” The
Commission recommends each project contribute a fair share portion to fund each of the above
referenced mitigation measures.

In general, the major types of impacts to consider are collisions between trains and vehicles, and
between trains and pedestrians. The proposed project has the potential to increase vehicular and
traffic in the vicinity.

Measures to reduce adverse impacts to rail safety need to be considered in the Traffic and
Circulation section of the FEIR. General categories of such measures include:

o Installation of grade separations at crossings, i.e., physically separating roads and railroad track

by constructing overpasses or underpasses

Improvements to warning devices at existing highway-rail crossing

Installation of additional warning signage

Improvements to traffic signaling at intersections adjacent to crossings, e.g., traffic preemption

Installation of median separation to prevent vehicles from driving around railroad crossing

gates

® Prohibition of parking within 100 feet of crossings to improve the visibility of warning devices
and approaching trains

e Installation of pedestrian-specific warning devices and channelization and sidewalks

e Construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles transporting hazardous materials
Installation of vandal-resistant fencing or walls to limit the access of pedestrians onto the
railroad right-of-way

o Elimination of driveways near crossings
Increased enforcement of traffic laws at crossings

» Rail safety awareness programs to educate the public about the hazards of highway-rail grade
crossings

Commission approval is required to modify an existing highway-rail crossing or to construct a new
crossing. Completion and submittal of a General Order (GO) 88-B will be required for any
proposed work to the crossing along with appropriate project environmental documents per
CEQA. The proposed mitigation measure of installing traffic signals at the El Camino
Real/Estrada Avenue intersection falls under the criteria requiring a GO 88-B. Information on
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filing a GO 88-B can be found on the Commission’s website here:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/go88b.htm.

We recommend that a safety diagnostic be conducted with the CPUC, Railroad and County at this
crossing to address the project related traffic impacts and applicable mitigation measures.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to working with the
County on this project.

Should you have any questions and to schedule the safety diagnostic, please contact me at (415)
703-3722 or email at felix.ko@cpuc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Felix Ko

Utilities Engineer

Safety and Enforcement Division
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
505 Van Ness Ave

San Francisco, CA 94102




R.01
Draft EIR Comment Form

Proposed Las Pilitas Quarry Project

Date: 6/3/13

Name*: Ceiska Velasquez, North County Transportation Planner

Affiliation (if any):* San Luis Obispo Council of Governments

Address:* 1114 Marsh St.

City, State, Zip Code:* San Luis Obispo, CA, 93401

Telephone Number:* (805)788-2104

Email:* gvelasquez@slocog.org

Comment: Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the proposed Las

Pilitas Quarry Project. As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) and

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for San Luis Obispo County we review local

regionally significant projects for consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan

(RTP) or other regional plans, such as roadway corridor or trail plans.

The proposed Las Pilitas Quarry is located adjacent to State Route 58 and will create

1

vehicular trips on other regional facilities such as US 101 and EI Camino Real,

triggering the "regional significant” status for the project.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared by the County identified noise, air,

aesthetic and traffic impacts that are expected to be significant and not mitigable.

These comments relate only to the latter two.

The EIR mentioned that SR 58 is identified as a 'suggested scenic corridor™ in the

Conservation and Open Space Element of the SLO County General Plan. This Highway is

identified by the State as an "eligible™ State Scenic Highway, but at this point 2

there are not plans for pursuing designation at this time. Use of this route currently

does have high usage for scenic touring by automobile, motorcycle and bicycle clubs. |

*Please print. Your name, address, and comments become public information and may be released to interested parties if
requested.

Please either deposit this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave today, or fold, stamp, and mail.
Insert additional sheets if needed. Comments must be received by June 5, 2013. Comments may also
be faxed to (805) 788-2413 or emailed to mwilson@co.slo.ca.us.



Murry Wilson - Environmental Resource Specialist
Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 300
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
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Northern Chumash Tribal Council 001

A Native American Corporation - NorthernChumash.org
67 South Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 805-801-0347

Murry Wilson June 5, 2013
Environmental Resource Specialist

County of San Luis Obispo

Department of Planning and Building

(805) 788-2352

Re: Comments Las Pilitas Quarry Project

The Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) is a sovereign California Native American Tribal
Government, located at 67 South Street, San Luis Obispo California. NCTC is dedicated to the
preservation and protection of the Chumash Sacred Heritage in San Luis Obispo County. NCTC’s
Cultural Resource team members are experts in Chumash Cultural Resources preservation and
management. NCTC is the living Chumash Nation today, we are here today, we have always been here
and we are the experts on our culture and life ways, as it has been past down, since the beginning of
time, from elder to child, true knowledge.

The Salinas River from Santa Margarita, and its tributaries, to the Monterey county line is Chumash
Nation territory, as it has been told to us by our ancestors. Modern science has many false theories
about the Chumash and most of them are wrong as to the territorial Chumash/Salinan boundaries.
These modern day anthropologies and archaeologist have use animal breading patterns studies to make
the false statement that the Salinan territory was all the way down to the Cuesta Grade, this is
obscured, animal breading patterns are a horrible way to even begin to discuses human being territorial
issues, we the Chumash Nation have always known where our land is, and just because an American
marries a Canadian, they do not move the boarders. This land is incredibly Sacred, all along the Salinas
River and its tributaries are hundreds of Chumash villages, camps, gathering areas, ceremonial places
and living life ways, the area where the above referenced property is proposed is a Chumash Sacred
area, and must be treated as such.

NCTC is a stakeholder; NCTC was contacted back in 2010 time period concerning the first NOP, and
NCTC had concerns back then, see email between Jeff Oliveira and NCTC.

Hi Fred-

I hope your Wednesday is going good so far. I wanted to get back to you regarding your questions on
the scoping meeting notice you mentioned for this mining project in Santa Margarita. Your message
mentioned concerns about cultural resources and archaeological issues with a site so close to the
Salinas River and 1its tributaries. The site was surveyed for archaeological resources and no
evidence was found. I took a tour of the site yesterday and I can say that it is an inhospitable
environment. No water (the River doesn't actually cross the property), no good tool making rock
outcrops (only hard granite), no flat Land anywhere, no trees in the mining area and not a good
hunting area. However, this project will be going through the EIR process. The EIR consultant will
take another Look at cultural resources and determine if new studies are needed.

If you'd Like to come in and review any of the files, just lLet me know. If you have any questions
about the project and would Like to discuss it further, please feel free to contact me. Thanks
Fred!

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES &
FARMING



Jeff Oliveira
Environmental Resource Specialist Wed 7/7/2010 5:12 PM

NCTC was not noticed of this current NOP and as a stakeholder should have been, therefore the NOP
is flawed and should not move forward without proper noticing to all stakeholders. Under the UN
Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, indorsed by County of San Luis Obispo,
reemphasizing the living rights of the Chumash Nation and its Peoples, as a Race of Peoples, as a
recognized Tribal Government of the UN, NCTC does not give you permission to move forward
without proper notification of the most important Stakeholders, the Chumash Peoples. Notification to
the California Native American Heritage Commission is not proper notice, the commission sent you,
the county a letter with all the names of the Native American Chumash Tribal Government to contact,
the county did not notice these tribal government as directed by the NAHC.

The cultural resource report compiled by Heritage Discoveries Inc. in 2009 is less than six pages of
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading data that does not offer a complete scientific review of the proposed
project site. This site is connected to all the registered and unregistered California Native American
Chumash sites around the area of the proposed project, everything was used by our ancestors, all the
land was traveled upon, the Chumash did not have HAB (hot air balloon) technologies at that time to
hop from one spot to another, we live over all the land, all land was and is important to the Chumash.
Because the cultural resource reports is incomplete and subpar, NCTC as Cultural Resource
Management EXPERTS, NCTC is asking for a EIR, to have a full extended Phase I/II survey with
California Native American Chumash present.

The MND cannot move forward without the proper complete documentation, the MND is flawed and
must not move forward.

Sincerely,

Fred Collins
Tribal Administrator
Northern Chumash Tribal Council
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CENTRAL COAST SALMON ENHANCEMENT, INC.

Enhancing Fisheries while
Improving the Environment

June 4, 2013

Murry Wilson

Environmental Resource Specialist
Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos St., Rm. 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

RE: Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry EIR Comments
Dear Mr. Wilson,
Please accept the following comments on the Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry EIR.

Biological Resources

Regarding the reclamation process involving restoring sections of the hill-side as quarry
activities cease over time, what is the provision for guaranteeing that funding will be in place for
restoration activities? If the quarry operation fails as a business at any point in the project life-
time, there must be a mechanism to ensure that reclamation/decommissioning for areas where 1
mining has ceased can be paid for. If no such condition yet exists, | suggest a condition that
requires the company to provide commensurate restoration/decommissioning funding prior to the
start of use and excavation of subsequent sections of the mine so that restoration can be
accomplished by the county or a vendor in the event the mine owners cannot.

Does declaration of open space and concomitant oak preservation suffice as mitigation? | suggest ]
a condition of replacement of lost oaks at a 2:1 ratio as adequate mitigation. Further, the open
space mitigation is less than adequate. | suggest a condition of off-site mitigation through the 2
purchase of lands in the amount of 41 acres of equal or greater value to replace those disturbed,
to be placed into permanent conservation easement. —

While direct impact on the threatened South-Central California Coast Steelhead trout cannot be
addressed in this particular single project since the species is not directly affected, the larger
issue of extraction in and adjacent to the Salinas River remains unassessed and of critical
importance. With the County’ s RFP entitled The Salinas River Watershed Management Plan in
February 2010 not being acted upon, it is not possible to fully assess and confirm
oversubscription of vested mines and their future cumulative impact to instream and adjacent 3
contributory gravel availability for the recommended (National Marine Fisheries Service) 50%
by-pass. Attempting to review and approve mines in this vicinity without that wider assessment
in place makes cumulative impacts portrayed in this EIR invalid. Without a solid understanding
of exactly how much of this material is replenished every year during the rainy season, how
much actual mineral extraction the larger watershed system can support and how the use of the
watershed systems will be monitored to ensure that downstream impacts to neighboring v

229 Stanley Avenue, Arroyo Grande CA 93420
Phone: 805-473-8221 Fax: 805-473-8167 www.centralcoastsalmon.com



CENTRAL COAST SALMON ENHANCEMENT, INC.

Enhancing Fisheries while
Improving the Environment

properties (i.e., headcutting and erosion) are avoided, reviewing individual extraction projects is
irresponsible and not well-founded.

According to the County’ s aforementioned RFP:

“...Asaresult, it was determined that a comprehensive resource inventory and assessment of the
Salinas River, its tributaries and associated watershed would be a valuable tool. In addition, the
County has determined that to best manage this system, studies are needed to determine the
scientifically based limit for safe annual yield of material from the system along with the
identification of areas appropriate for extractive activities in consideration of other land uses in
order to encourage sustainable and renewable operations in the river system. In addition to
providing the County with a comprehensive understanding of the valuable local sand and gravel
resource, this plan would be intended to allow the County to calculate projected needs for river
resources and measure that against current capacity, and assess the best locations and methods
for resource development from the perspective of protecting public trust resources.”
(Emphasis added.)

According to a document prepared for a separate mine proposal, Preliminary Bedload Sediment
Budget for Salinas and Estrella Rivers, May 4, 2009, and attached here for the record, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife Senior Engineering Geologist Kit Custis urged the county to
move toward a cumulative effects analysis and environmental impact report to cover extractive
uses to better understand the existing bedload deficit of the Upper Salinas River.

If the county continues to act in evaluating Upper Salinas River extraction projects in a piece-
meal fashion, it does so in consideration of the liability for not protecting the public trust
resources the county apparently understands to be central to this discussion.

Note name change of California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).

Water Supply

Experience has shown that projects might intentionally underestimate proposed water usage for
expedient review and approval of the proposed project, only to subsequently request and submit
water EIR addendums requesting additional water which do not require CEQA public review.
Therefore, | request that a condition be added that expressly forbids additional water use requests
via water EIR addenda.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Sincerely,

Stephnie Wald, Watershed Projects Manager

229 Stanley Avenue, Arroyo Grande CA 93420

Phone: 805-473-8221 Fax: 805-473-8167 www.centralcoastsalmon.com
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June 5, 2013

mwilson@co.slo.ca.us

Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Department of Planning and Building

976 Osos St., Rm. 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

COMMENTS OF THE SIERRA CLUB ON THE DRAFT EIR FOR THE OSTER/LAS
PILITAS QUARRY

Dear Mr. Wilson,
We wish to point out problematic areas in two sections of the Draft EIR.
4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

MM BIO-6: Effect on California Red Legged Frog (CRLF) states that “Prior to authorization to
proceed with Phase 2 of the quarry, or any preparatory work that would impact the main
drainage located in the Phase 2 area, the quarry operator shall retain a qualified biologist to
conduct a habitat assessment and/or protocol survey for CRLF in accordance with guidance
published by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service current at the time. If CRLF is determined to be
present, the quarry operator shall either modify the project design and implementation to avoid
any take of the species, or obtain the appropriate permit or authorization from USFWS to allow
any specified take of the species.”

This constitutes piecemealing and deferred mitigation. Such a habitat assessment or protocol
survey should be completed as part of this project’s environmental review process and prior to
the issuance of the Conditional Use Permit. If the CRLF is determined to be present, the EIR
should specify exactly how the project design and implementation will be modified so as to
avoid any take, and analyze how such modifications will affect the impacts and mitigations for
the project as a whole, not defer this potential mitigation measure to a future date and
unspecified means.

4.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

A fundamental flaw in the EIR’s traffic impact estimates and proposed mitigations lies in the
choice to use the estimated 273 trips per day average, rather than peak traffic, as stated at 2.3.3:




“It 1s also possible that for specific projects, these average numbers of trips per day may be
exceeded for short periods. Up to 800 truck trips per day may be anticipated for a large project.”

Even using the lower number from the estimated average rather than the appropriate maximum
figure for truck trips per day, mitigations for these impacts are deferred, inadequate, or do not
address the potential impacts they purport to mitigate.

The EIR states:

The project will generate heavy truck traffic during the morning and afternoon, which
could interfere with traffic and pedestrian activity at the Santa Margarita Elementary
School. This is considered a potential significant impact that can be avoided with
appropriate scheduling of truck activity associated with the project.

The Applicant Proposed Measure APM LU-1a reads in part:

Prior to any commercial production or sales at the quarry, the Applicant shall prepare and
submit a Traffic Control and Management Plan (TCMP) which be updated and resubmitted
annually no later than July 1 of each year. The TCMP shall ensure that trucks arriving at or
leaving the quarry reduce conflicts with peak pick-up and drop-off and bus
arrival/departure times at Santa Margarita Elementary School.

The proposed measure constitutes deferred mitigation, which is not permissible under CEQA. At
a minimum, the proposed measure should demonstrate how, with a potential schedule of up to
800 truck trips per day, it would be physically possible to schedule this volume of traffic so as to
avoid peak pick-up and drop-off and bus arrival/departure times at the school. Lacking this, the
EIR offers no plan or evidence of the feasibility of a plan that would mitigate this significant
impact let alone cause it to be “avoided with appropriate scheduling.” Lacking this specificity,
this measure is not acceptable as mitigation. Moreover, the EIR’s promise of avoidance of this
potential significant impact becomes instead a promise of “reduce[d] conflicts” in the Applicant
Proposed Measure, a standard that is not quantified and is thus impermissibly vague.

The EIR states that heavy truck traffic has “the potential to be incompatible with surrounding
land uses that generate pedestrian traffic, such as the Santa Margarita Elementary School and the
downtown business district.” Rather than “potential,” it appears that the creation of such
incompatibility is a certainty. Nor are the proposed flashing crosswalk motion sensors, 2-way
radios issued to crossing guards and the issuance of printed admonitions to drivers to obey the
speed limit relevant to the ostensible purpose of the Applicant Proposed Measure, i.e. alleviating
“the potential land use incompatibility of the project relative to the Santa Margarita community”
represented by heavy truck traffic at this location.

We would also suggest the EIR evaluate the potential land use incompatibility of heavy truck
traffic relative to the activities planned by the Santa Margarita Ranch — i.e. restaurants, wine

tasting, etc.

The EIR states:




On the right angle turn of SR 58 at J Street, although future traffic from the Santa
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may cause a significant
impact due to its contribution towards unsafe conditions at this location, the proposed
quarry traffic will involve slower moving trucks. The project may not improve the
situation at this turn, but it should not exacerbate it.

The EIR here conflates the issues of the car traffic of a subdivision with heavy truck traffic of an
industrial site. The EIR should note the different safety and hazard issues presented by these two
different types of traffic, beyond the fact that trucks are “slower moving.” The EIR should
provide an estimate of what percentage of trucks, based on traffic volume over the life of the
project, are statistically likely to be involved in accidents, experience brake failure, or fail to
make the right-angle turn at SR 58 and J Street, the safety impacts presented by a truck laden
with explosives or toxic chemicals involved in this accident scenario, and the adequacy of the
project’s proposed $5 million to cover general liability for same.

Such statistical analysis should also be used to recalculate what the project should pay as its fair
share of the Cumulative Contribution to 2030 Traffic Volumes at MM TRAFFIC-4.

The EIR concludes that with mitigation, “cumulative traffic impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable.” The same conclusion is reached with regard to scenic vistas, cumulative
effects on aesthetics and visual resources, emissions of Reactive Organic Gases, Nitrogen Oxides
and PM 10, and construction and traffic noise levels. This means that if it were to certify the EIR,
the County would need to make a finding of overriding considerations to support a claim that the
project’s benefits outweigh its significant environmental impacts. As most of the project’s
benefits redound to the applicant, with any economic benefits to the county obtainable from a
similar project that could be sited elsewhere without the significant and unavoidable impacts and
land use incompatibility relative to the Santa Margarita community which this project presents,
there is no support for such a finding.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns,

Andrew Christie
Chapter Director
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Mr. Murry Wilson
SLO County Planning and Building

Sent Via Email mwilson@co.slo.ca.us

June 4, 2013

Re: Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR

Dear Murry,

North County Watch is a 501 3c non-profit Public Benefit corporation. We are an all-volunteer
organization committed to sustainable development in and around north San Luis Obispo

County.

We are submitting comments on the Draft EIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND PUBLIC SERVICES

This project would create a hazard to people or the environment through routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials as a result of an accidental release of hazardous
materials.
The project could create a risk to the public or to the environment through the
inadvertent explosion or release of explosive materials during transportation or use on
the property. This is considered a potential significant impact that can be mitigated. 4-
7.9

It is not clear to us how the risk to the public has been mitigated to less than significant.
Hazardous materials will be transported within the business and residential community of Santa
Margarita and past the elementary school, including explosives. The DEIR states: An 1
inadvertent explosion of blasting material or accidental release of material during
transportation could create a potentially significant risk to the public or environment. 4-7.9.
Yet we can find no measures offered to mitigate this potentially significant impact. v
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If, as the Project description states, no explosives will be stored on site and the permit will be
allowing blasting up to 20 times a year (nearly twice a month), then the public can assume that
the transportation of explosives through their community and past the elementary school will
be occurring at some frequency (20 times or 104 — see discrepancy regarding frequency below)
during the year. If this is not the case, then explosives will be stored on site.

We do not see how MM HAZ-1a which relates to the qualifications of an explosives delivery
company will mitigate the risk of the transportation of explosives through the residential areas
and past the school in Santa Margarita. Please explain. Also, should an “inadvertent explosion”
occur in the community, a general liability policy of only S5 million dollars is inadequate.
Further, this mitigation puts the entire liability on an as yet undisclosed third party — the
explosives delivery company which could conceivably declare bankruptcy in the event of an
accidental explosion that caused significant damage. The applicant should be required to post a
bond for the life of the project that would cover the liability.

MM HAZ-1a: Risk of Explosion or Release of Explosive Material -Transportation. In
accordance with the Blast Plan and as required by federal, state and local regulations,
the Blaster and/or explosive delivery company must show evidence of compliance with
the following requirements:

Copy of drivers current CDL with HAZMAT endorsement,

Current USDOT HAZMAT Certification of Registration,

Maintain a current California HAZMAT Transportation License,

Current enrollment in a drug screening program according to USDOT CFR Title 49
regulations, and

Maintain a general liability insurance policy for explosive transportation for not less
than $5,000,000.

The risk management pertaining to the public’s protection from accidental explosions during
transportation is dependent on the driving record and skills of a single individual driver not
under the control of the county or the operators of the quarry. How is the risk mitigated?

Has the project been referred to the California Highway Patrol for review for application for a
valid Hazardous Material Transportation License? Such License, issued by the CHP, is required
by law and regulations of the State of California Vehicle Code Section 3200.5 for transportation
of either: hazardous materials shipments for which the display of placards is required by State
regulations; or hazardous materials shipments of more than 500 pounds, which would require
placards if shipping greater amounts in the same manner. Additional requirements on the
transportation of explosives, inhalation hazards, and radioactive materials are enforced by the
CHP under the authority of the state Vehicle Code. Transportation of explosives generally
requires consistency with additional rules and regulations for routing, safe stopping distances,
and inspection stops, (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 6, Article 1, Sections
1150-1152.10).
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The Project will require the transportation of explosives. It would be negligent to approve a
project before the conditions of a Hazardous Materials Transportation License has been
addressed whether or not the License is issued to the project owners or the delivery service.
Additionally, though the project states that no fuels will be stored on site, fuels will be delivered
to the site for the re-fueling of operating equipment and the transportation of those fuels is
part of the project and needs to be reviewed and licensed. The Air Quality chapter suggests
that the use of LNG as an alternative fuel may be an option to mitigate emissions impact. The
storage or transportation of LNG would trigger a re-circulation of the EIR if it is not addressed
now.

In the end, the risk pertaining to the public’s protection from accidental explosions during
transportation is a significant un-mitigable impact of the project.

Although the project description states that blasting will occur approximately 20 times a year,
Chapter 4-7 Haz and Hazmat states that blasting would occur as often as 2 times a week. Two
times a week is 104 blasting events:

It is anticipated that blasting would occur up to two times a week and only during
daylight hours. According to the applicant’s Blast Plan (Gasch Associates 2009), blasting
material will not be stored on-site but will be transported to the site by the contractor
on an as needed basis. A blasting notification program will be implemented to notify the
County and neighboring property owners before blasting events. (4-7.9)

The Blast Plan made no specific mention of the frequency of blasting. Please clarify the
frequency of blasting.

In a letter dated December 8, 2009, in Appendix B, from Gasch (preparer of the blast plan) to
Ken Johnson, Mr. Gasch states: Ultimately, the blaster-in-charge is responsible for all aspects
and results of carrying out the blasting program. How will the conditions of approval
specifically regulate the actions of the blaster-in-charge.

The Blast Plan notes the presence of a petroleum pipeline at 200 feet from the blasting site but
no mention is made of the Coastal branch of the state water pipeline which also crosses the
property and is subject to damage caused by vibration. Have potential impacts to the pipelines
from the project been analyzed? How does the EIR address potential impacts to pipelines on
the property and how will they be mitigated?

1.2. Adjacent Structures and Facilities

The site is bordered by vacant land. The closest residence is approximately 300
feet southeast of the southernmost corner of the mine. This structure is a single
family dwelling. The Calf Canyon to Cuesta Pipeline crosses south and southeast
of the Site. It is as close as 200 feet, but averages around 350 feet from the
planned working area.
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4.2 of the blasting plan states: The Blaster-in-Charge will submit a plan of the details of the
planned blast. To whom will the plan be submitted and who will be reviewing the plan pre-
blasting?

Section 5.1. Blast Site Preparation states: The blast site shall have unobstructed access for
emergency services, mining equipment, and vehicle entry. All hazards, such as, loose boulders,
under-cuts, and trip and fall hazards, shall be noted or resolved before drilling begins. How will
the applicant assure unobstructed access for emergency vehicles and accommodate possible
gueueing of trucks on the site and on Highway 58? How will the conditions of approval assure
unobstructed access?

The blast plan states: “Based on the San Luis Obispo County vibration regulations (Title 22 —
Land Use, Chapter 22.10, section 22.10.170-Vibration) the site and its operations are exempt
from county standards....” but makes no mention of state or federal regulations that might
impact petroleum and state water project pipelines. Are the pipelines on the property exempt
from state and federal regulations regarding impacts from vibrations generated by blasting? Is
the potential for impacts to the pipelines a Health and Safety issue?

The Blast Plan makes no reference to what procedure will be followed if winds exceed 25 mph
before a planned blast is completed. How will this be handled?

The DEIR claims that there will not be any cumulative effects associated with the nearby
operation of the Hanson quarry. However, additional blasting episodes per year will result in a
cumulative impact on the town and nearby residents that cannot be mitigated.

Although the project states that no fuels will be stored on site, fuels will be delivered to the site
for the re-fueling of operating equipment and the transportation of those fuels and explosives
are part of the project and need to be reviewed and mitigated. The EIR should inform the
public of the estimated gallons of fuel, types of fuel and number of fueling trucks that will be
associated with the project.

EVACUATION PLANS

The project would expose people and structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. As many as 80 truck a minute (peak demand) could be queued up
anywhere from Highway 101 to the construction site. The site only has the capacity to queue
20 trucks. Peak truck traffic could impair implementation of, or phycisally interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan resulting from fire or release
of hazardous materials, or other natural diasters such as Dam failure (the project is adjacent to
the Salinas River and downstream of Salinas Dam), earthquakes, flooding.

Do the comments from Cal Fire address this issue of evacuation and the significant increase in
truck trips (up to 800 trucks daily at peak [2-9]) on Highway 58. In a 10 hour day, 800 trips is 80
trips an hour or one truck every 40 seconds. This volume of traffic represents the worst case
but CEQA requries that the worst case be addressed. Where and how many trucks will be
queued up has a direct impact on evacuation plans for any emergency.

Page 4 of 23
North County Watch P.O. Box 455 Templeton, CA 93465
501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation (77-0576955)

10



Has the SLO County Emergency Operations Plan been consulted for guidance, procedures, and
county policies pertaining to emergency planning and responses? Given the constraints of
Highway 58 east of Santa Margarita and town itself, emergency plans that may be pertinent to
the Project are Dam Failure Evacuation plan; Hazardous Materials Emergency plan; Earthquake
Response plan, Storm Emergency plan.

Will the project be required to prepare, for public review, an Emergency Evacuation Plan that
addresses emergencies such as fire, hazardous material release or spills, accidental explosions,
dam failure, and flooding?

The project could create a risk to the public or to the environment through the inadvertent
explosion or release of explosive materials during transportation or use on the property. Will
the Hazardous Waste Business Plan be available for public comment and review?

The project does not include on-site fuel storage; vehicle and equipment refueling will
be conducted by service trucks. Other small volumes of hazardous materials and wastes
will be stored on-site in compliance with applicable regulations. These might include
hydraulic fluid, lubricants, pesticides and similar common substances. Depending on the
amounts of wastes generated and stored, the quarry operator or service contractor will
be required to register as a hazardous waste generator, and may also be required to file
a hazardous waste business plan and comply with other regulations such as those
related to training requirements and emergency response planning. The detailed
requirements are set by federal and state laws and regulations, and administered by the
County Environmental Health Division of the Public Health Department, which serves as
the Certified Unified Program Agency. Table 4.7-2 presents more detailed regulatory
requirements. 4-7.10

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

DWR and the Central Coast Water Authority were not contacted regarding this project
regarding the state water pipeline that traverses the project. The DEIR should be referred to
these agencies for consultation on the project and the Blast Plan in regard to ground vibrations
and vibration predictions.

The Blast Plan (Appendix B) includes specifications for the use of explosives and blasting,
limiting ground vibrations and air-overpressure levels, records requirements and safety
and warning programs, and vibration predictions based on project parameters. 4-7.10

The CPUC should be consulted regarding the potential for rail/truck collisions in light of the
potential for 80 trucks a minute — one truck every 40 seconds — at the grade crossing at
Highway 58. Even the average of over 200 hundred truck trips a day is a significant impact and
safety issue at the grade crossing that cannot be mitigated to less than significant. There are no
possible road improvements that could mitigate the impact. Has the CPUC been consulted on
this issue?
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Has the CPUC been consulted on the impact of vibration from blasting within 200 feet of a
petroleum pipeline?

The project is in a high fire hazard area. The DEIR mentions additional water storage on site.
What size is the additional water tank? |s a Fire Management Plan available for Public review?

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act of 1985, also known as the
Business Plan Act, requries businesses using hazardous materials to prepare a plan that
describes their facilites, inventories, emergency response plan, and training programs. Is the
Business Plan available for public review and comment?

Hazardous Waste Control Act is implemented by regulations contained in title 26 of CCR, which
describes the required aspects for the proper management of hazardous waste: identification
and classification; generation and transportation; design and permitting of recycling, treatment,
storage, and disposal facilities; treatment standards; operation of facilities and staff training;
and closure of facilities and liability requirements. These regulations list more than 800
materials that may be hazardous and establish criteria for identifying, packaging, and disposing
of such waste. Does the project comply with the Hazardous Waste Control Act?

Has the proejct been referred to the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials
Management Regulatory Program — County Environmental Health Services?

Has the project and the recycling project been referred to the California Department of Toxic
Substance Control?

Has the project and a Hazardous Material Business Plan been referred to the California Office of
Emergency Services? Basic information on hazardous materials handled, used, stored, or
disposed of (including location, type, quantity, and the health risks) needs to be available to
firefighters, public safety officers, and regulatory agencies and needs to be included in the
business plans in order to prevent or mitigate the damage to the health and safety of persons
and the environment from the release or threatened release of these materials into the
workplace and environment.

Courts require that anyone looking at the DEIR understand what is happening. The DEIR fails to
give sufficient detail for the public to understand the risks associated with the use of hazardous
materials and explosives related to the project. Commentary such as the following does not
inform the public as to whether the operator or service contractor will be required to register
as a hazardous waste generator. The DEIR generally consists of lists of federal, state and local
regulations but little direction on how those regulations might apply to the project or be
enforced through various plans in order to reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Depending on the amounts of wastes generated and stored, the quarry operator or
service contractor will be required to register as a hazardous waste generator, and may
also be required to file a hazardous waste business plan and comply with other
regulations such as those related to training requirements and emergency response
planning. The detailed requirements are set by federal and state laws and regulations,
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and administered by the County Environmental Health Division of the Public Health
Department, which serves as the Certified Unified Program Agency. Table 4.7-2 presents
more detailed regulatory requirements. 4-7.10

The public, through the EIR, should be informed on what wastes might be generated and stored
and whether the quarry will be required to register as a hazardous waste generator. The DEIR
generally consists of lists of federal, state and local regulations but little direction on how those
regulations might apply to the project or be enforced through various plans or conditions of
approval in order to reduce the impacts to less than significant.

TOXIC SUBSTANCES ASSOCIATED WITH THE RECYCLING OF CONSTRUCTION PRODUCTS

Common sealants on ashphalt include high levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH).
PAHSs cause tumors in some fish, disrupts the reproduction of aquatic organisms, and causes
some water-bottom species to avoid sediment altogether. Health risks to humans include
inhalation of PAH contaminated dust, dermal contact with millings, and other toxins, including
silica. [see end notes 1, 2, 3 and 5].

The New Jersey EPA has the following information on the health risks associated with asphalt
millings and dust [see end note 4]:

ASPHALT MILLINGS DEFINITION

The definition most commonly used for asphalt millings is the fine particles (generally
from dust to less than an inch or so) of bitumen and inorganic material that are produced
by the mechanical grinding of bituminous concrete surfaces.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HAZARDS

The bitumen binder used in asphalt paving applications contains a relatively large
concentration of a family of organic compounds which can have the potential to pose
human health and environmental concerns in certain circumstances especially when
asphalt material is ground into very small particles that easily blow off of or wash from
the surface. These compounds, known as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are
specified as targeted pollutants by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
and are present in asphalt at much higher levels than the criteria established by DEP
guidance for general use in a loose fashion on land. Asphalt millings used alone without a
paved top surface have the potential to significantly migrate from the roadway through
the actions of water, wind, and physical displacement and possibly contaminate
surrounding soils and/or surface water sediments. Traffic traveling on the unpaved
asphalt millings would generate dust containing the compounds referenced above and the
dust would be a major migration route of the asphalt millings to the surrounding
environment.

The DEIR contains no analysis of the health risks and environmental impacts from millings and
dust from run off from stockpiled asphalt, asphalt dust created from crushing asphalt, or
assessment of the toxins contained and potentially released through the recycling process.
These deficiencies need to be addressed. The saga of the Kaweah Crop Dusters enforcement
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issue at the Ca. Dept. of Toxic Substance Control is a case study in the kind of toxins that can
unintentionally contaminate asphalt.

Contaminated run-off from the project site will impact the Salinas river habitat:

The quarry site is drained by three surface water features including the Calf Canyon
Creek (far northeastern corner of the property), Moreno Creek (southern portion of the
property) and the Salinas River (southwestern portion of the property). The quarry itself
is not located in the 100-year floodplain of the Salinas River. The majority of the
groundwater resource for the project is located in the southern part of the site in the
quaternary alluvium deposits located adjacent to the Salinas River. Granitic rock (Kgr) is
not a good source of groundwater. 4-7.1

The county certified an EIR for the Biorn Diani project in 2008. The Biorn Diani project included
an asphalt recycling component. The EIR stated that concrete dust and rubble may increase the
PH of water percolating to the alluvial aquifer following storm events (5.14 16).

If the recycling for this project is likely to include the crushing of any concrete products, and we
expect that will be the case, the DEIR does not address the issue of the impacts from runoff for
the asphalt products or the cement products. The asphalt and concrete rubble must be stored
in @ manner to prevent runoff. The Biorn Diani project required a detention basin that “would
be designed to accommodate run-off generated at the...plant site by a 10-year storm. The
purpose of this facility is to control storm water runoff (BD EIR5.14-23). Extensive Sediment
and Erosion Control Plan (SECP) mitigations were required (BD EIR 5.14 26-27).

AIR QUALITY

The DEIR claims that it based its modeling on flat terrain for a worst case scenario. A
comparative modeling with complex terrain such as exists at this site would be appropriate and
give the public a more accurate view of the potential impacts. If the consultant is making an
assumption that the flat terrain modeling would render the worst case scenario, what is that
assumption based on? In a mountainous area, why would the consultant assume that the
receptors are generally at lower elevations? Shouldn’t the actual location of the receptors that
will be impacted by this project be the basis for the modeling? The modeling is flawed and
should be redone based on the actual location of receptors not on unsupported assumptions
regarding location of receptors. In regard to the dispersal of dust (PM 10), the EIR should
include the factual basis that supports the assumption that “plumes will travel along the
ground”.

Dispersion modeling was performed assuming flat terrain. Flat terrain is a conservative
assumption for this project because the receptors are generally located at lower
elevations than the sources and the emissions points are close to the ground. Thus,
plumes will travel along the ground between sources and receptors which is
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conservatively modeled as flat (i.e., the actual distance is greater with terrain than a
straight line and complex terrain promotes vertical mixing). 4-3.18

The DEIR suggests that the use of liquid natural gas on site may be possible to lessen AQ
impacts.
The use of alternative fuel, such as compressed natural gas, or other measures may also
be possible, but these would have to be developed by the applicant and accepted by the
SLOAPCD.4-3.23

If the use of compressed natural gas is a possibility, the impact of the transportation and
storage of compressed natural gas must be analyzed in the EIR as it would trigger a number of
hazardous material standards.

Determination of on and off site mitigations for emissions should be subject to public review
and comment prior to approval of the CUP. The Construction Activities Management Plan
should be available for review and comment by the public prior to approval of the project.

The exclusion of the Santa Margarita Ranch cluster subdivision in consideration of cumulative

impacts based on its distance of 2 miles from the project site seems arbitrary. The SMR
subdivision was determined by APCD to have significant impact on Air Quality.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

South-central Coast California Steelhead are an endangered species and are present in the
Upper Salinas River. The Salinas River is adjacent to the project and borders the project site.
Although steelhead are not present in the drainage of the site, contaminated runoff from RAP
dust and sediment from the site could potentially enter the Salinas River and impact the
endangered steelhead and this impact should be addressed and mitigated. (4-5.30-1)

It was not possible to tell when the biological surveys were conducted nor if the studies
extended over 2 seasons.

OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

The DEIR fails to analyze and mitigate for the impacts from the project to Open Space
Resources. Rural Lands are considered to be in the inventory of open space and Open Space
zoning and the project must mitigate for impacts resulting from the loss of open space.
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RECYCLING FACILITY

Is the applicant applying for a CUP for a recycling facility?

Sincerely,

T

Susan Harvey, President
(805)239-0542
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END NOTE 1
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END NOTE 2

Page 12 of 23
North County Watch P.O. Box 455 Templeton, CA 93465

501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation (77-0576955)



END NOTE 3

September 29, 2005

Ms. Gail Ottolino, Manager

St. Louis County Planning Department
St. Louis County Government Center
41 South Central Avenue

Clayton. MO 63105

Dear Ms. Ottolino:

At Monday evening’s Planning Commission hearing on asphalt waste (PC 83-05), Mr. Morgan
asked several witnesses if they had any studies or documentation on the health hazards
associated with asphalt production or RAP. I just can’t imagine how all of the representatives of
the asphalt industry could have forgotten that under the Hazard Communication Standard (HCS).
29 CFR 1910.1200, mandates that “the hazards of all chemicals produced or used in the
workplace are evaluated and that the information is transmitted to employers and employees.” In
other words, OSHA requires them to keep Material Safety Data Sheets on file for all chemical
products that they produce. store, use or distribute. I have included three fairly recent examples
of MSDSs for recycled asphalt product and limestone-based asphalt with the latest health and
safety information on those products for your staff to review.

Mr. Morgan also asked me if I would provide the staff with any reports that I may have on the
health risks associated with asphalt production. On the enclosed CD 1 have provided twenty-nine
(29) different reports, fact sheets, regulations and articles with more than 870 pages of health and
environmental research. findings, recommendations and warnings from various agencies and
industry representatives on the hazards related to asphalt, asphalt waste. hydrogen sulfide (H5S).
particulate matter and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) — three very common by-
products of asphalt production. These reports come from a variety of independent agencies like
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
the CDC’s Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. the National Institute for
Occupational Health and Safety. the National Park Service, the New Jersey Department of
Health and Senior Services. Environment Canada. the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources, the University of Missouri, the University of North Carolina, the Virginia
Department of Health and the Martin Marietta Corporation.

I have included hard copies of excerpts from some of these reports to highlight the
environmental and health hazards posed by RAP and asphalt processing. As one example, the
APAC MSDS on recycled asphalt pavement states: “Removal of hardened asphalt concrete,
or other types of asphalt recycling asphalt work can produce dust. Dust may irritate nose,
throat, and airways, and may cause coughing, sneezing, and shortness of breath. Prolonged or
repeated breathing of quartz-contained dust may result in progressive and permanent lung
disease (silicosis) which may cause death from respiratory and/or heart failure.” It also states
that “The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) and the National Toxicology
Program have determined that there is sufficient evidence in humans for the carcinogenicity of
inhaled crystalline silica in the form of quartz or cristobalite.”

The MSDS goes on to state that “There is some evidence that breathing respirable crystalline
silica or the disease silicosis is associated with an increased incidence of significant disease
endpoints such as scleroderma (an immune system disorder manifested by fibrosis of the lungs,
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END NOTE 5

New Jersey EPA
http://www.state.nj.us/dep/dshw/rrtp/asphalt.htm

Asphalt Millings Guidance
Document
Revision Date: 05/15/02

A. ASPHALT MILLINGS GENERAL INFORMATION
This guidance document outlines the New
Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection's (DEP or Department) guidance for
use of asphalt millings (bituminous concrete).
The guidance document is intended only as a
guide to help the reader understand the need for
controlled use of asphalt millings in some
forms of use and does not replace any
regulations in any context. Asphalt millings
may be: recycled pursuant to existing
regulations at N.J.A.C. 7:26A-1.4(a)1 for
recycling directly into new asphalt without
Department approval; reused directly for road
construction in some situations without
Department approval; and, used for beneficial
uses pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.7(g) with site
specific Department approval as discussed
below.

B. ASPHALT MILLINGS DEFINITION
The definition most commonly used for asphalt
millings is the fine particles (generally from
dust to less than an inch or so) of bitumen and
inorganic material that are produced by the
mechanical grinding of bituminous concrete
surfaces.

C. WHAT ARE ASPHALT MILLINGS?
Asphalt millings contain approximately five to
seven percent asphalt, which is used as a binder
for the quarry materials (stone, rock, sand, silt)
that make up the load-bearing portion of a
bituminous concrete surface. The asphalt
millings are produced by grinding a bituminous
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concrete-paved surface which results in the
generation of fine particles of bitumen and
inorganic material that made up the road
surface.

SOURCES AND QUANTITIES OF ASPHALT
MILLINGS

Sources of asphalt millings include highway
departments and local contractors hired to
conduct road improvements. Quantities of
asphalt millings from a particular operation can
vary greatly from a few tons to hundreds of
thousands of tons and quality will vary
dependant on the original asphalt character,
age, weather and other site-specific conditions.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HAZARDS
The bitumen binder used in asphalt paving
applications contains a relatively large
concentration of a family of organic
compounds which can have the potential to
pose human health and environmental concerns
in certain circumstances especially when
asphalt material is ground into very small
particles that easily blow off of or wash from
the surface. These compounds, known as
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are
specified as targeted pollutants by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),
and are present in asphalt at much higher levels
than the criteria established by DEP guidance
for general use in a loose fashion on land.
Asphalt millings used alone without a paved
top surface have the potential to significantly
migrate from the roadway through the actions
of water, wind, and physical displacement and
possibly contaminate surrounding soils and/or
surface water sediments. Traffic traveling on
the unpaved asphalt millings would generate
dust containing the compounds referenced
above and the dust would be a major migration
route of the asphalt millings to the surrounding
environment.

BENEFICIAL USE OF ASPHALT MILLINGS
Several uses of asphalt millings are fully
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appropriate in accordance with regulations for
recycling and beneficial use and, therefore,
asphalt millings may be used as follows below.
The use of loose unbound asphalt millings on
land and roadway surfaces without the
placement of a paved top surface is not
generally appropriate, and asphalt millings are
not considered clean fill. In order to prevent
sediment contamination, asphalt millings
should not be used where runoff to surface
water features would be possible. Asphalt
millings may be used, provided the appropriate
conditions are followed.

1. Asphalt millings may be taken directly to
and used by road asphalt manufacturing plants
for direct incorporation into asphalt
(bituminous concrete), pursuant to the
recycling exemption for such use at N.J.A.C.
7:26A-1.4(a)l.

2. Asphalt millings may be used as sub-base
material if:

*The asphalt millings are placed directly
beneath, and fully contained by, a paved road
surface of either bituminous asphalt or Portland
cement concrete.

*The use of asphalt millings follows the New
Jersey Department of Transportation (DOT)
requirements mentioned below and other site-
specific criteria as determined and approved by
the DEP for use of asphalt

*The use of the asphalt millings follows the
DOT 1996 Standard Specification for Road and
Bridge Construction Subsection 202.12
concerning roadway sub-base construction and
depth requirements for roadway embankments,
which is prudent guidance for appropriate use
of asphalt millings that were not recycled back
into asphalt. Subsection 202.12 specifies using
excavated bituminous concrete, in the lower
portion of Zone 3 embankments and not placed
within 600 millimeters of the final sub-grade or
less than one meter above the highest seasonal
high groundwater table. Such use should
adequately prevent the asphalt millings from
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entering the surface water and groundwater
features in most instances. in road construction.

This use would be considered direct recycling
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.1(a)l and would
not require authorization as a Beneficial Use
Project from the Department pursuant to
N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.7(g) if performed to construct
or repair a needed vehicle surface that meets
DOT and/or local construction requirements.

3. Asphalt millings may be used as surfacing
materials if an appropriate binder is applied to
keep the asphalt millings in place. Liquid
asphalt (tack) may be used to bind the asphalt
millings in surficial applications. This may be
less expensive than applying finished asphalt or
concrete to meet the sub-base requirements
described above and meets the need to fully
contain and bind the particles to prevent wind
and water erosion.

This use would be considered direct recycling
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.1(a)l and would
not require authorization as a Beneficial Use
Project from the Department pursuant to
N.J.A.C. 7:26-1.7(g) if performed to construct
or repair a needed vehicle surface that meets
DOT and/or local construction requirements.

http://water.usgs.gov/nawqa/asphalt sealers.himl

http://water.usgs.gov/nawqa/asphalt sealers.himl

http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/phs69.html
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hemarrhagic tracheltis, pleural emorrhage, and dystrophic hesions of the llver, sidn hyperkeratosis, gastric
ulcers, and lurg and Edney kesions, teratogeness, cancinogenesis {in the liver, pharmyx, lungs, skin, and
thiyrodd 1, ard fetotoxicity. Suppression of thymus -dependent cellular immunity, particularty Inoyoung animals,
may conmtribute fo thelr death, Developing mammalzn feiuses ane espechally sensiive o 2,3,7 8-TCODD, and
matermal exposure results in increased frequencies of stilibirths. Among e births, axposure to 2,3,7 8-TCDD
produces teratogenic affects such as cystic kdney, cheft palate, and spinal column deformities; dioxin
poisoning also produces decreased liber sime at birth, iIncreased numiber of stilboms, and nedwced survival
and growth of young in both the Fl and F2 generations (first and second generations of offspring—e.g.,
children and grandchildren of animals exposed toa chemical ). Higher dose level in monkeys for extendied
periods (Le., 500 ppt in dets equivalent to aboat 00001 wi/'kg body weight daily for 9 months) coused death
163%: ) or, among surdvors, abortlon, chioreons, nall loss, scaly and dry skin, and progressive vweakness.,
Meost treated monkeys remalned fairy alert to esternad stimull untll just pricr to desth. On removal from the
500 pot 23,7, 8-TCDD diet and transier to an uncontaminated dist, 3 severaly affected monkey bBecame
pregnant and gave birth to a well-developed Infant after an unesentful gestation. This suggests that some

2,3,7.2-TCDO damaging effects are mot permanent.
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Mr. Murry Wilson
SLO County Planning and Building

Sent Via Email

June 5, 2013

Re: Additional Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR - Recreation
Dear Murry,

North County Watch is a 501 3c non-profit Public Benefit corporation. We are an all-volunteer
organization committed to sustainable development in and around north San Luis Obispo
County.

We are submitting additional comments on Recreation the Draft EIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry.

4.10 RECREATION
4.10.1 Existing Conditions
Existing Conditions as described in this DEIR are incomplete.

Public recreation plans and facilities in the unincorporated areas of San Luis Obispo County are
the responsibility of two different agencies, each with their own planning documents. One is the
County Bicycle Plan produced by the county Department of Public Works. This Plan must be
included and addressed in this DEIR.

The other document is the County General Plan Parks and Recreation Element (PRE) produced
by General Services Agency County Parks, which we believe has not been addressed completely.

Tourism had a direct influence in the development and adoption of the 2006 Parks and
Recreation Element. Tourism needs to be addressed in the DEIR for its contribution to
recreational demands. As stated in the PRE on page 8:
“Tourism is the county’s largest industry, contributing $1billion to our local economy each
year and providing over 16,000 jobs. The tourist trade also generates approximately $60
million in sales and hotel taxes for local government. About twelve percent of the county’s
workforce is engaged in tourism.”
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This data came from the San Luis Obispo County Visitors & Conference Bureau at the time the
PRE was prepared.

A proposed trail corridor along the Salinas River is identified in the PRE. This condition has
been correctly identified. However the importance and recreational impact of this corridor has
been overlooked. See section 4.10.2 for discussion.

Existing conditions must also include recreational demand caused by changes to nearby Santa
Margarita. Santa Margarita will be experiencing significant growth when the 2008 approved
Santa Margarita Ranch agricultural cluster subdivision is constructed. This will bring
approximately 110 new households to the area. Future plans for the Ranch are based on tourism
and tourist services. These latter plans were tentatively and conceptually approved, as part of the
certification of ag cluster residential project EIR by the Board of Supervisors.

4.10.2 San Luis Obispo County Plan and Policies

In our opinion the DEIR Table 4.10-1 Policy Consistency Analysis — Recreation imparts no
useful information on which to perform a CEQA analysis.

This DEIR must include the plans and policies for Class I, II and III bike lanes that can be found
in the county Bicycle Plan. Pertaining to Class I bike lanes, county Public Works, county Parks
and Recreation Agency, and SLOCOG often work cooperatively.

Concerning the Salinas River corridor, there are two applicable Park and Recreation Element
goals and objectives. As previously stated tourism is an important economic engine in the
county. Visitors are included in the recreation goal that extends to a countywide trail system of
which the Salinas River corridor is a part.

Recreation Goals, Objectives and Policies

GOAL #2: Recreation that serves the County’s residents and visitors, various
age groups, varying economic situations and physical abilities.

GENERAL RECREATION:
Trails
OBJECTIVE C: Provide a viable multi-use trail system which is protective

of private property interests and public resources, and
consistent with Chapter 8 Parks and Recreation Project
List.

The Salinas River is also recognized as a natural area to be preserved and enhanced as
opportunities arise. The entire corridor is included in the various sub-area tables as potential
natural area including the one cited in this DEIR.

Special Places Goal, Objectives, and Policies
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GOAL #4:  Natural areas preserved within the County that protect unique and
sensitive resources.

OBJECTIVE F: Provide natural areas consistent with Chapter 8 Parks and
Recreation Project List, and/or the County’s Agriculture and
Open Space Element.

4.10.3 Regulatory Setting — no comment

4.10.4 Assessment Methodology
Again, we believe Table 4.10.1 Policy Consistency Analysis — Recreation imparts no useful
information.

The methodology is micro when a macro approach should have been taken. If the existing
conditions were expanded as we suggest and the PRE goals and objectives cited as we suggest, a
more meaningful assessment would have been achieved.

4.10.5 Significance Criteria — This is a statement of fact not requiring a comment.

4.10.6 Project Impact and Mitigation Measures

Increased User Demand

While the proposed project will not increase household demands for recreation, existing
approved project(s) such as the 110-house Santa Margarita Ranch cluster sub-division will. The
Ranch has numerous recreation facilities; while privately owned, they are open to the public.
These by their very existence increase public demand for local recreation.

The DEIR assessment for user demand is also flawed because it has failed to take into
consideration (countywide) tourism, the county’s largest industry. Consideration of the project
site and its sub-regional location is not sufficient. The Salinas River corridor is better viewed on
a countywide map showing the county trail system. The county map shows Salinas River
corridor trails connecting cities and towns and how this backbone river trail corridor branches off
to connect to parks and other destinations.

The DEIR has not assessed the impact of current projects in the vicinity. One is the Garden
Farms to Santa Margarita trail — this is a generous property owner easement donation and a
section of the Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail, Anza Trail for short. Another is the Salinas
River Corridor Master Trail Plan project funded by a $350,000 grant — this encompasses 35-
miles from Santa Margarita to San Miguel with SLOCOG as lead agency with the cities, county,
CalTrans, National Park Service and others.

Besides the examples cited above, a continuous trail from Santa Margarita Lake to Nacimiento
Lake is largely in the Salinas River corridor. Entirely in the river corridor is a continuous trail
from Santa Margarita Lake to the Monterey County line. Both are in the county PRE.
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Effect on Access to Trails, Parks or Other Recreation Opportunities

None of the Rural Land uses mentioned under this topic in the DEIR are incompatible with a
public trail. However since the project site is located adjacent to and near numerous large lot
residential properties, there is a reasonable possibility these residents and friends might enjoy a
nearby trail.

Cumulative Effects

It is clearly evident that some time in the foreseeable future, less than twenty-five years, there
will be numerous sections of public trail along the Salinas River open to the public. Therefore
North County Watch encourages County Parks to require a trail easement as a condition of
project approval and that easement is placed in the county trail easement inventory without any
conditional restrictions (such as time limits or other land uses) per current county procedures.

We also recommend additional mitigation for quarrying and other long-term destructive
activities on or near the project site. The mitigation should be incorporated into the state
required and locally reviewed and approved Reclamation Plan along with a required endowment.
Such mitigation might establish restoration of the mined area to include a publicly accessible
Salinas River Natural Area as well as funds for long-range maintenance. Said area would be
calculated and identified to compensate for the impacts identified in the entire DEIR.

North County Watch Summary

In our opinion, the CEQA assessment of impacts to recreation is incomplete. We encourage
County Planning to require these deficiencies be remedied and that the Recreation section of the
DEIR be re-circulated.

The deficiencies are:

1. Failed to include County Bike Plan and Class I, II, and III bike lanes in existing conditions

2. Failed to adequately detail existing conditions on which to analyze recreation impacts
(reasons stated above)

3. Failed to cite the appropriate PRE goals and objective in which to perform an analysis

4. Failed to incorporate approved project(s) in the project site area, mainly in Santa Margarita

5. Failed to evaluate the demand for recreation related to tourism in Santa Margarita and project
vicinity

6. Failed to evaluate the importance of the Salinas River trail corridor and Salinas River natural
area designation

Sincerely,

Py

Susan Harvey, President
(805)239-0542
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DEIR

Kathy Longacre to: mwilson 06/04/2013 08:42 AM

Cc: Dorothy Jennings, Curtis Black

June 4, 2013

Kathy Longacre, co-chair SLO County Trails Committee (TAC)
Advisory to SLO County Parks and Recreation Committee

At the joint meeting of the SLO County Bicycle Committee (BAC) and TAC
on 5/14/2013 the first item discussed was the DEIR of the Oster/Las Pilitas
Rock Quarry.

After the short presentation from the representative of the project and
much discussion TAC is very concerned for the following reasons:
® number of vehicle trips (representative said maximum 273 which
calculates out to 1 truck every 2.5 minutes during hours of
operations) from 6 am to 5 pm M-F
® size of the vehicles- truck with trailer-
e 3 very tight and dangerous curves along route
e narrow shoulder if any, and no options for adding a bicycle lane
The operations of this proposed quarry will negatively affect a very popular
bicycle route with no way to mitigate it in the areas affected.

The representative from the Oster/Las Pilitas Rock Quarry said that they
would be willing to help with other areas that BAC or TAC could
recommend but it was discussed that improvements to routes or trails
outside of the affected area would not compensate for the dangerous
conditions on the proposed route.

Kathy Longacre, TAC
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Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council
Sub-committee Report on the
Draft EIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry
Members: Butch Pope, John Beccia, David Blakely and Su Andros
The following are questions, requests and concerns raised by the sub-

committee as relates to the DEIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

1. The recommended re-vegetation of the project suggests using ‘“mostly”

native plants. It is a concern that 100% native plants are not being used 1
and that the upkeep and maintenance of that vegetation are not called
out. ]

2. In addition to the users of Hwy 58 there are 12 residences that are | 2
affected by the visual impact of the quarry. |

3. 4.1-12 We are concerned that the quarry address any nighttime glare to | 3
protect against local glare. _

4. Make a condition of approval that the hours of operation be determined | 4

and then codified into the EIR.

5. 4.1-13 Of significant note: As this area is designated for extraction it is
reasonable to expect other quarries could be constructed. The 5
accumulation of re-vegetated slopes and graded slopes could have a
major cumulative visual impact.

6. As a way to mitigate visual impacts the committee ask for clarification
on some of the grading plans starting on page 6-6 be discussed. The 6
way the quarry is graded can affect what the public can see.

1l

Transportation and Circulation

1. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has jurisdiction
over railroad crossings (RRX). The committee feels that the CPUC 7
comments should be incorporated into the EIR.

2. 4.11-3 Of concern, is the ability of trucks to avoid “offtracking” on the
roadway starting at the quarry site all the way to just past the ¢“J” 8
street’s 90 degree turn.

3. 4.11-4 If two semis are in the “J” street 90 degree turn at the same time
is there an ability to transit safely through?

L
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4. 4.11-24 It is imperative that the mitigation measures here be strongly

codified in the EIR. The need to make sure trucks are not queuing up
on SRS58 at the quarry entrance or queuing/ idling off site in Santa
Margarita as they wait for the quarry to open.

. 4.11-25 The cumulative effects on traffic at the intersection of SR58 and

El Camino Real can become onerous over the years as population
increases put more stress on the intersection. It is strongly felt by the
committee that whether the intersection is signalized or not, a back up
of traffic will put a strain on the residential streets. It cannot be
stressed enough that even without the proposed quarry, anecdotal
evidence suggests, cars and trucks alike avoid RRXs that are down.
They also avoid backed up traffic from the approach to the SR58 and
ECR intersection. They avoid it by using the east — west streets in Santa
Margarita to facilitate transit through the area.

. This Committee would like a full discussion of the Haul Road
mentioned on figure 6.8-1. It could partially mitigate some of the
transportation concerns.

1. Creating, maintaining and enforcing (respecting) a quiet zone through

the Santa Margarita area. The committee would like to see definitive
mitigation measures. How is the quarry going to enforce the zone and
what are the consequences for non-compliance? Will there be a
suspension period? We would like to see the enforcement plan codified
in the table on 4.8-16

. Will the quarry blasting sirens be aimed or directed towards the
quarry? 4.8-25

. Committee suggests that the mitigation measures mentioned in chart
4.8-22 2b be the established plan or criteria for daily operations at the
quarry.

. Did the study consider the truck noise generated in the staging area at
the quarry? The trucks have a hill to pull, which creates noise. Is there
room to stage up away from the highway.

L
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Air Quality

1. 4.3-24 1t is suggested that any funds collected from SLOAPCD for fines
or fees be kept in account for use here in Santa Margarita for local
mitigation measures.

2. SMAAC requests further clarification and explanation of paragraph 3
on 4.3-24

1L
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Babak Naficy
Law Offices of Babak Naficy
1504 Marsh Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Ph. (805)593-0926
Fax (805)593-0946
babaknaficy@sbcglobal.net

June 5, 2013

SENT VIA EMAIL & REGULAR U.S. MAIL

Murry Wilson

Department of Planning

County of San Luis Obispo

San Luis Obispo, California 93401
mwilson@co.slo.ca.us

RE: Las Pilitas Quarry Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Wilson:

I submit these comments on behalf of Margarita Proud in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”) for the proposed Las Pilitas Quarry. For the reasons that are set forth below, the
DEIR is incomplete or otherwise does not comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The County therefore must revise the DEIR as indicated and
resubmit the revised draft for public review and comment.

Project Objectives

Project objectives must disclose the underlying purpose of a project in order to guide the selection of
alternatives that would be evaluated by the EIR and the lead agency. CEQA Guideline (“Guideline”™)
§15124(b). Many of the Project Objectives listed in the DEIR are inappropriate because they do not
relate to an “underlying purpose” of the Project. For example, the DEIR uncritically lists as an
objective of the Project, protection of “significant mineral resources from land uses that threaten their
availability for future mining.” It is difficult if not impossible to see how a quarry, in and of itself,
would prevent land uses in neighboring properties that could be incompatible with mining.

This purported objective amounts to an admission that sand and gravel mining is inherently
incompatible with other land uses, including the existing rural residences that surround the Project
site. Moreover, the objective of protecting mineral resources (presumably on-site) from incompatible
land uses is vague and difficult to understand as it is not clear what land uses would be incompatible
with mining. Finally, influencing land use in the project’s vicinity (presumably be preventing
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incompatible land uses, including but not limited to rural residential and related uses) is not an
appropriate project objective. The DEIR must be revised to exclude this purported project objective
or to explain why it is appropriate.

The stated project objectives are inconsistent with the project description. According to the DEIR,
due to the “type of product proposed, and the nature of the granite material to be mined, the applicant
is not proposing to wash any of the material that is processed.” AR 2-9. The “type of product
proposed” presumably refers to “concrete-grade aggregate,” the production of which, according to the
DEIR, is a project objective. DEIR 2-2. Yet, according to the applicant’s May 1, 2013 letter to Water
Resources Advisory Council, the DEIR’s reference to concrete grade aggregate is “confused” because
it was based on old project description, which assumed the Project would produce PCC grade
aggregate. Contrary to the Applicant’s characterization, however, because the DEIR refers to the
production of concrete grade aggregate as a project objective, which in light of the Project applicant’s
admission, is clearly untenable. The DEIR therefore must be revised and recirculated in order to
clearly state the Project’s objectives.

Project Description

According to the DEIR, “[t]he applicant is requesting a 25- to 58-year timeframe for the mining
operation and phased reclamation of the mined site.” This time-frame is unnecessarily vague and
indefinite. The difference between 25 and 58 years is 33 years. As the potential land-uses and traffic
volumes are likely to be change significantly in 58 years, the Project approval should be limited to a
much shorter period, eg. 30 years.

As explained above, according to the DEIR, the Project will produce concrete and PCC-grade
aggregate. The DEIR further claims that owing to the “and the nature of the granite material to be
mined, the applicant is not proposing to wash any of the material that is processed.” This statement
clearly implies that it would be possible to produce concrete-grade aggregate without washing. As the
Applicant’s own letter admits, however, it is impossible to produce unwashed concrete-grade
aggregate. It is therefore entirely unclear why the DEIR claims the Project can produce concrete-
grade aggregate without the need for washing when the applicant itself admits this cannot be done.
The DEIR must therefore be revised and recirculated to make clear that the Project would not be
producing concrete-grade aggregate, and that if the applicant ever decides to change the project
description to produce higher quality aggregate, it would be required to undergo specific and further
environmental review.

Air Quality

The DEIR’s analysis of the potential mitigation measures for addressing the Project’s emission of
ozone precursors (ROG+NOx), which the DEIR admits would be significant, is inadequate. In fact,
the DEIR admits that the Project would exceed both the daily (25 pounds per day) and annual (25
tonns per day) emissions thresholds as set by the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District
(“SLOAPCD”). DEIR 4.3-21. Despite this admission, the DEIR fails to adequately consider the
feasibility of off-site mitigation, which the DEIR admits would be needed to augment the largely
ineffective potential onsite mitigation measures.

Regarding mitigation of ozone precursors, the DEIR first considers but ultimately rejects as
ineffectual most on-site mitigation measures, such as deployment of electrical equipment. 4.3-23 to
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24. The DEIR states that “portable aggregate processing equipment could be operated by grid-
supplied electrical power rather than by diesel engines or generators” but dismisses this potential
mitigation because its feasibility could not be established.

The DEIR briefly considers other potential mitigation measures, such as restrictions on the
simultaneous use of heavy equipment, but again fails to consider the feasibility of this option.

The DEIR then considers off-site mitigation because it concludes that the Project’s operational
emissions would exceed the SLOAPCD’s threshold. Off-site mitigation may include “specific
emissions reductions achieved through retrofit activities to improve energy efficiency, improvements
or funding to increase the use of transit or alternative transportation, ...”

The DEIR includes only a cursory consideration of the cost of off-site mitigation. 4.3-24.
(“approximate cost of [mitigation] would range from 30 to 50 cents per ton of aggregate produced
over the 25 year lifetime of the project.” ) The DEIR fails to include an analysis of the economic
feasibility of off-site mitigation:

The economic effect of this additional cost is not clear, and it may depend on whether
or not similar air emissions charges are imposed either directly or indirectly on other
aggregate sources. The details of this type of analysis and the determination of specific
emission reduction measures and costs are matter for consultation between the
applicant and SLOAPCD. At this time, it is assumed that the additional mitigation
measures beyond those typical measures associated with quarry projects . . . would not
be implemented.

It is the legislative policy of California “that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed
if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects....Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v.
City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1028-1029 (“LA Unified”). To implement this
policy, CEQA requires that agencies “mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of
projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so.” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b);
Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. Of Supervisors, (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 360
(“the EIR must propose and describe mitigation measures that will minimize the significant
environmental effects that the EIR has identified.)”

The DEIR’s analysis of mitigation measures to address the Project’s ozone precursor emissions is
woefully inadequate and violates CEQA. The DEIR is deficient in that it does not include a thorough
discussion of potential mitigation measures, including a discussion of the feasibility of each
mitigation measure considered.

The DEIR is deficient and violates CEQA also because it impermissibly defers the formulation of off-
site mitigation measures for addressing the Project’s emission of ozone precursors. Deferral of the
formulation of mitigation measures is permissible only if early formulation of the mitigation measures
is impractical, and the agency adopts specific performance criteria to guide the future formulation of
mitigation measures. Sacramento Old City v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.4th 1011, 1028-9,
CEQA Guideline §15126.4(a)(1)(B). Here, there is no evidence that formulation of mitigation
measures, with or without consultation with the SLOAPCD, was not practical. But even it was
impossible to formulate precise mitigation measures at this stage, the DEIR could have included a

3




more thorough discussion of potential mitigation measures, and included a commitment to complete
mitigation of the impact by imposing a standard or performance criteria. As it is, the DEIR makes no
concrete recommendations regarding off-site mitigation (which it admits would be necessary to
address the project’s impacts) and assumes no additional mitigation beyond “typical measures”
associated with quarries would be recommended. As such, the DEIR violates CEQA because it does
not propose or make a commitment to full mitigation of the impact.

The DEIR violates CEQA also to the extent that it does not analyze the economic feasibility of off-site
mitigation. Pub. Res. Code §21061.1 defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social, and technological factors.” “CEQA does not authorize an agency to proceed with a project that
will have significant, unmitigated effects on the environment, based simply on a weighing of those
effects against the project’s benefits, unless the measures necessary to mitigate those effects are truly
infeasible.” City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th
341, 368-369. (Emphasis added.) Here, the DEIR merely states that off-site mitigation could cost
between 30 to 50 cents per ton, but fails to explain the basis for this calculation. It also incorrectly
assumes, moreover, that the life of the project is 25 years, when as we state above, the DEIR claims
the life of the project could be anywhere between 25 and 58 years. The DEIR violates CEQA to the
extent that it does not analyze the feasibility of off-site mitigation, and compounds the problem by
concluding that the Project’s ROG+NOx emissions would be “significant and not mitigable.” 4.3-24.
This conclusion is not supported by any substantial evidence or adequate explanation.

Air Quality: PM10/fugitive dust

As with the discussion of ROG+NOx, the DEIR’s discussion of PM10/fugitive dust is inadequate and
in violation of CEQA. The DEIR admits that these emissions must be considered significant because
they exceed the SLOAPCD’s threshold of significance, but makes no attempt to quantify the proposed
mitigation measures or to considerable additional measures to reduce the significance of these impacts
to a less than significant level. As with ROG+NOx mitigation measures, the DEIR impermissibly
defers consideration of additional mitigation measures without a commitment to reducing the impact
to less than significant: “additional mitigation measures may be required for the control of fugitive
dust and PM 10, these can be developed in consultation with the SLPAPCD.” 4.3-28. As explained
above, deferral of the formulation of mitigation measures in this manner violates CEQA because the
EIR has not established any performance criteria (such as compliance with the SLOAPCD standards),
and has not adequately considered the feasibility of potential mitigation measures, and has not made a
commitment on behalf of the County to fully and adequately mitigating the Project’s air quality
impacts.

Diesel particulate matter (DPM)

The DEIR admits that Project DPM emissions will likely be above the threshold of significance, and
cause an unacceptable increase in cancer rates, yet concludes that with the imposition of Mitigation
Measure (MM) AQ-1a, this impact will be “minimized” (4.3-30) and would be reduced the threshold
of significance of an increase cancer risk of 10 in one million. 4.3-32. This conclusion, however, is
not supported by any adequate explanation or analysis. The DEIR must be revised in order to disclose
the purported relationship between the proposed mitigation measures and the expected reduction in
the cancer risk.

A
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Biological impacts

The DEIR does not include an adequate discussion of potential impacts on biological resources and an

analysis of mitigation measures. The DEIR fails to adequately describe the potential biological
resources on-site because of the limited surveys conducted. The brief botanical survey in October
2009, and again in May and July 2011were not timed to adequately assess the presence of spring
flowering plants. The evidence further shows that the authors did not survey for all potentially
present species. The pond turtle, for example, could be present in the on-site pond, but the DEIR
admits that the condition and management of the pond was not known. Likewise, the DEIR’s
discussion of potential impacts on bats shows that no surveys were conducted to detect the presence
of bats or suitable roosting sites. 4.5-36.

The DEIR’s discussion of mitigation measures is likewise inadequate. In reference to the impact on
rare plants, the DEIR states that because the site does not appear to contain any federally protected
plants, any impacts on rare plants would be adequately mitigated by the preservation of open space as
required by MM BIO-1. 4.5-34. Yet, the DEIR does not seem to track the County’s threshold of
significance, according to which Project impacts on “unique or special status species or their habitat”
or a reduction in the “extent, diversity or quality of native or other important vegetation” could be
considered significant. See. 4.5-33. The County’s threshold of significance does not support the
DEIR’s assumption that only impacts on federally protected species are to be considered significant.
Accordingly, the DEIR’s emphasis on the absence of federally protected species is misplaced; the
DEIR must be revised to include a discussion of whether the Project’s impact on unique or special
status species or their habitat amounts to a significant and adverse biological impact within the
meaning of CEQA.

The DEIR’s bald assertion that preservation of 69 acres of on-site habitat will adequately mitigate the
impact on the loss of sensitive or rare plants is not supported by substantial evidence or adequate
analysis. There is no discussion, for example, of the presence or absence of the same type of plants
that are likely to be lost due to the implementation of the Project, such as Shining Navarreits, La
Panza Mariposa Lily, etc. See, 4.5-33. An EIR “must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's
bare conclusions or opinions.” Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.

The evidence, moreover, does not support the conclusion that MM BIO-1 would be feasible because
BOP-1 does not require an endowment to support the management of the proposed preserve.
Feasible means “means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.
CEQA Guideline §15364. Without an endowment or other revenue stream to support the long-term
management of the habitat, there is no evidence to suggest the habitat would be adequately managed.

Despite admitting that suitable habitat for both native and migratory birds and sensitive bat species
exists on the project site, the DEIR does not include adequate surveys for these species. 4.5-35 to 36.
The DEIR contends that the Project’s impact on these species would be less than significant because
the imposition of MM BIO-4 and BIO-5 would avoid direct loss of these species. Ibid. The DEIR
fails, however, to propose any mitigation measures to address the indirect impacts to these species in
the form the loss of habitat and harassment (i.e. from noise, dust, vibration etc.) caused by the
implementation of the Project. The DEIR must be revised to analyze the Project’s indirect impacts on
these species, require mitigation measures if the impact is deemed to be significant.
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Finally, the DEIR does not include a discussion of the project’s potential impacts on stealhead trout, a
federally protected species, and other native fish and water-dependent residents of the Salinas River
such as the red-legged frog. Although the DEIR claims the Project will not directly affect the Salinas
River (which traverses the project site), the DEIR fails to consider the Project’s indirect impacts,
which could result from withdrawing an estimated 7 acre feet per year (see discussion of water supply
below) from the river underflow, as well as potential discharge of contaminated storm-water runoff,
dust, and other impacts that may be expected when a large industrial facility such as the proposed
mine is placed adjacent to a major water body.

Water Supply

The DEIR does not include an adequate discussion of project’s impact on water supplies. The DEIR’s
claim that the Project would use far less water than previously established on the project site is not
supported by substantial evidence, which to the contrary, supports the conclusion that the project
would use considerably more water than any documented water use in the recent in the past. The
DEIR is deficient also to the extent that it fails to adequately analyze the project’s potential impacts on
other nearby drinking water wells, which like the project well, draw on the Salinas River underflow.

The DEIR violates CEQA also because it does not explain the basis for assuming that the Project
would use only 5,500 gallons of water per day. This assumption must be explained in reference to
common industry standards. [ request access to any information or documents in the Project file that
the County contends supports this assumption, including but not limited to any calculations, studies,
case studies, etc.

The DEIR contains a discussion of past water use at 4.13-4. According to this discussion, the two
residences on site have historically used between 1.5 and 1.7 acre feet per year (AFY). The DEIR
assumes a figure of 2 AFY for the purpose of its discussion, but by rounding up, the DEIR
impermissibly overstates the Project’s historical water use by a factor of between %33 to %18. The
DEIR must use the documented baseline water use for its analysis not a substantially larger rounded
number.

The DEIR also claims that the site contains two other “water storage facilities” with a combined
storage of 0.7 AF. The presence of these storage facilities does not, however, establish additional
water rights or evidence greater historical water use. The DEIR also claims that the Statements of
Diversion and Use (“SDU”) “indicate that approximately 94 AFY has historically been diverted for
temporary storage . ..” Ibid. The DEIR appears to be confused about the significance of this ponded
water. According to SDU No. 15136, the water in this pond was stored for emergency use only, it
was never actually consumed on the project site. See, Supplemental Statement of Water Use No
S015136 for 2006-8, attachment A to these comments. The baseline water use on the site, therefore, is
1.5-1.7 AFY, not 94 AFY as the DEIR suggests.

Despite this evidence, the DEIR claims the Project water use would be “lower than the water used in
previous agricultural activities on the property, and much lower than the potential use indicated in the
Statements of Diversion and Use.” 4.13-11. The DEIR’s claim that agricultural water use on site has
been historically greater than the anticipated 7 AFY is not supported by any evidence presented in the
DEIR or the DEIR and the Water Supply Assessment (“WSA”) on which it relies. If evidence of
relevant agricultural water use exists, [ ask to be provided with a copy of all such evidence as soon as
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possible.

The DEIR and WSA seem to confuse the concept of water use and water rights. It is undisputed that
the water stored in the 92.7 pond was not historically consumed for any agricultural or other purposes
on site. The evidence shows, moreover, that the full 92.7 acre feet was never diverted on an annual,
which DEIR apparently assumes. The DEIR does not refer to any evidence or discussion of the
amount of water that was diverted on an annual basis. Even if the evidence supported the DEIR’s
claim that the project applicant has a “right” to 92.7 AFY (a claim that Margarita Proud very much
disputes), it still does not follow that the applicant has established a baseline level of water use equal
to 92.7 AFY. The DEIR must be revised accordingly.

The DEIR also seems to ignore the fact that historically, the ranch used water from Moreno Creek, but
the mine now proposes to withdraw water from the Salinas River. The applicant has not established
or even suggested it has historically withdrawn water from the Salinas River, so this would be a new
use. The DEIR must be revised to address this issue. See, 4.13-13.

The DEIR must be revised also to include a discussion of the potential impacts of the Project’s
expected water use on the water supply (i.e. Salinas River) and nearby water users who rely on the
same source of water for their own use. The DEIR never considers the Project’s potential impact on
nearby residents who rely on their water wells for domestic water use. The reported well test (4.13-
11) did not measure the draw down on nearby wells. Before making claims about the Project’s
potential impact on nearby residents’ ability to use water wells for domestic purposes, the County
must perform adequate tests to determine the impact of pumping from the project well on nearby
residents’ well(s). The pumping test must also measure the draw down and include a record of the
recovery time. The DEIR’s conclusion that the existing well can operate at the rate of 25 gallon per
minute (4.13-11) is not reliable unless the well test shows this level of production can be sustained
continuously. The well test relied on by the DEIR only lasted 4 hours. The DEIR’s conclusion that
the Project has a reliable source of water supply is not established by the available evidence.

Traffic and Circulation

The DEIR’s analysis of Project impacts on traffic and circulation is inadequate and must be revised
because the Project’s expected impacts on local intersections and safety is grossly understated.

The DEIR underestimates traffic impacts in part because it uses an average daily estimate of truck
traffic, but the estimated daily truck traffic will likely be regularly exceeded during heavy
construction season. The DEIR discloses that for large projects, daily truck trips may exceed 800, but
does not include any analysis of seasonal variations, which may result in daily truck trips that exceed
the expected 273 during summer construction season. 2-9.

Likewise, the DEIR offers no explanation or evidence to justify the assumption that the delivery of
concrete materials for recycling will result in only 75 truck trips. The overall net increase in the
number of daily truck trips could easily exceed 75 if the DEIR’s assumption that %50 of concrete
delivery trucks will haul back processed aggregate proves to be wrong. The DEIR must supply
evidence and explanation to support this assumption, and include a condition (as mitigation) that
limits the number of delivery trucks.

As explained in the June 5, 2013 peer review and comments of traffic consultants, Arch Beach
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(“Archer”), the DEIR grossly underestimates Project traffic by failing to take into account the
difference between truck and passenger car traffic. On average, trucks displace three passenger cars,
such that each project-related truck will have a traffic impact that is equal to three passenger cars. As
explained in the Highway Capacity Manual (cited by Archer), in order to accurately assess traffic
impacts caused by this Project, the traffic study must multiply the number of Project-related trucks by
a factor of three (passenger-car equivalent or PCE factor) and reassess the Project’s impacts based on
the PCE-adjusted numbers. As explained in the Archer Beach comments, the Project’s PCE-adjusted
traffic impact is much larger than the DEIR’s estimate, which means the Project will result in
significant direct and cumulative adverse traffic impacts.

Following adjusting the traffic study as explained by Archer, the DEIR must reassess the Project’s
impact on the intersection of El Camino and Estrada. The DEIR must be revised to show that the
Project would result in a significant degradation of the level of service (LOS) at this intersection, and
require adequate mitigation accordingly. See, Archer comments at 6-7. The DEIR must be revised
also to include an adequate queuing analysis. Archer’s analysis shows that the addition of truck traffic
from the Project would significantly exacerbate an existing problem of queuing exceeding storage
capacity, which results in vehicles queuing on railroad tracks on Estarada Ave. See, Archer at 8. The
DEIR must evaluate the proposed mitigation measures (by Archer) for feasibility and require as a
condition of approval all measures that are determined to be feasible.

The DEIR must be revised also to accurately reflect and analyze the hazardous conditions that would
be created as a result of trucks accessing the site through a driveway on Highway 58. The DEIR
assumes that under “normal” conditions, the proposed driveway access on Route 58 would function
adequately without any improvements. 4.11-23. This statement, however, is not supported by any
evidence, such as a detailed study of expected delay caused by trucks waiting to turn into the
driveway or those leaving the site. It would appear that especially during peak hours truck, access to
and from the site would cause considerable traffic delay both east and west of the site. The delay and
slow moving trucks will likely create an unsafe condition on Route 58, which according to the
County’s significance criteria, should be considered a significant impact. See, 4.11-15. The DEIR
must be revised to adequately address this problem. This analysis must be conducted in light of
expected heavier-than-average summer season truck traffic.

After conducting an adequate analysis of potential delay, the DEIR must consider potential mitigation
measures, including but not limited to a dedicated left turn lane (traveling east) and a west bound
dedicated truck lane.

Finally, the DEIR must be revised in order to correct the DEIR’s contention that the Route 58 ramp to
Highway 101 has lower than average accident rates. 4.11-9 to 10. Figure 4.11-6 clearly indicates that
this ramp has an accident rate that is 3 times greater than state average.

Land Use

The DEIR does not include an adequate discussion of the Project’s consistency with the existing rural
residential uses in the Project’s immediate vicinity. The discussion at 4.14-6 suggests that Project
impacts on neighboring residences, such as parking traffic, dust, etc., “have been appropriately
addressed . . .”. The DEIR suggests that the only significant impact that could not be mitigated to a
less than significant level is noise. This is not the case, as the DEIR in its current iteration does not
include adequate mitigation measures to adequately mitigate the adverse impact associated with the
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emission of dust, PM10, ROG+NOx, and diesel particulate matter.

The DEIR’s discussion of Land Use compatibility must also be revised to address the applicant’s
stated objective of “protecting significant mineral resources from land uses that threaten their
availability for future mining.” 2-2. The DEIR’s discussion of land use must address how this
objective would be met, and the effect it might have on the continued development of rural residential
land use and agricultural practices it the project’s vicinity.

CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the DEIR must be revised and recirculated.

Sincerely,

/s/
Babak Naficy, for Margarita Proud

—
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June 5, 2013

Murry Wilson

Environmental Resource Specialist

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) COMMENTS
DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas/Hwy. 58 Quarry Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan

Dear Mr. Wilson,

Margarita Proud is a non-profit community organization that represents a diverse group of San Luis
Obispo county residents committed to the future livability and safety in and around Santa Margarita, CA.
We support responsible planning principles that result in economic and aesthetic well being for the entire
community by promoting wise use of our natural resources, stewardship of the Salinas River, safe
transportation corridors that retain our rural appeal, the legal rights of private property owners, and
meaningful participation in the local decision making process.

We have been closely following the application and subsequent environmental review process for the
proposed Las Pilitas Quarry since application was made for a Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation
Plan in 2009. The highly industrial operations currently proposed are simply not a good fit for the
proposed site or the character and future livability of Santa Margarita.

An EIR is intended to be a full disclosure informational document which provides the public and decision
makers with detailed information about the effect a proposed project is likely to have on the environment.
Of considerable importance to an affected community is that mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce
impacts be effective and enforceable.

The EIR will become a tool decision makers will rely upon accuracy of to make well informed decisions
for generations. For this reason, it is imperative that every effort to create such a document be exercised
as this process moves forward.

We have limited our comments to the Sections listed but understand that underlying assumptions
introduced as part of a specific impact analysis often carry over into several other impact areas.

We trust that observations and comments made in one impact area will be translated globally through the
entirety of the document as appropriate.

P.O. Box 769, Santa Margarita,Ca. 93453  www.margaritaproud.com




Sections submitted in pdf format and via hand delivery

Cover Letter

Section 2.0 Project Description

Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Section 4.3 Air Quality

Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Section 4.8 Noise

Section 4.11 Transportation and Circulation
Section 4.14 Land Use

Section 6.0 Project Alternatives

The comments submitted represent a good faith effort to achieve a full disclosure document and reflect
the diversity of our Board of Directors and the members of the sub-committee that drafted comments for
our Board’s final approval. We trust all other stakeholders in the process will do the same.

Sincerely,
The Board of Directors, Margarita Proud DRC2009-00025 Subcommittee members

Dave Ballantyne

P.O. Box 769, Santa Margarita,Ca. 93453 ~ www.margaritaproud.com
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DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 2.2 Project Description Comments

Section 2.0 Project Description
Comments

pg. 2-1, The proposed Las Pilitas Quarry surface mine and related disturbance areas would occupy
approximately 41 acres of a 234-acre property located approximately three miles northeast of
Santa Margarita on the north side of State Route 58 just east of the Salinas River. Access to the
property is directly from SR 58, which is a two-lane state highway extending from US Highway 101
(four miles to the west) to the easterly county line. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 show the project location
and vicinity.

Comments

* The precise location of the entrance into the access road is important as the logistics and
workability of project details and operations are being discussed throughout all sections of this
DEIR document.

» The proposed quarry entrance is located at Post Mile (PM) 5.08 on Hwy. 58.

* There are mile markers along the entirety of 58. Mile zero is at the 101 interchange. Mile
marker 5.0 is located on east side of Structure 49 0237 (Salinas River Bridge). The entrance as
proposed is 430’ (.08/10 of a mile) east of mile marker 5.0.

* State Route 58 is a two lane rural arterial route.

* Reference to US Highway 101being 4 miles to the west is unclear. Four miles from where?
Mile markers indicate 101 is approximately 5.08 miles from the entrance to the proposed project
site.

pg. 2-2, More information regarding the project vicinity and surrounding lands is in Section 3.0,
Environmental Setting; and a specific discussion of Land Use is in Section 4.16 of this EIR.

Comments

* Refer to our detailed comments in Section 4.14 regarding Land Use.

pg. 2-2 2.2 Project Objectives

Section 1.3 presents a more detailed discussion of the project objectives along with an
introductory background discussion of the aggregate industry and how the project relates to the
identified objectives. As a brief summary of that discussion, the objectives are presented in the
following points:

Margarita Proud 2.0-1




DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 2.2 Project Description Comments

A. Develop significant mineral deposits in a manner that protects sensitive natural resources and

existing adjacent uses, and is consistent with other County general plan goals and policies.

B. Protect significant mineral resources from land uses that threaten their availability for future

mining.

C. Develop known concrete-grade aggregate reserves in the local production-consumption region

in accordance with previous planning and coordination with the California Department of Water

Resources, state policy, the County EX1 Combining Designation, and applicable regulations.

D. Provide an additional source of aggregate material in the local production-consumption region,

with a permitted production of up to 500,000 tons/year for approximately 30 years, consistent

with state policy, the County EX1 Combining Designation and applicable regulations, and in a

manner that supports independent contractor and other local use groups.

E. Contribute towards increased recycling of construction and demolition debris to help achieve an

overall goal of 75 percent recycling for this type of waste material.

F. Locate a concrete-grade aggregate quarry as near as practicable to use areas in the San Luis
Obispo-Santa Barbara Production-Consumption region, and with minimal reliance on local
streets to gain highway and freeway access.

2.2 __Comments

* The project objectives will be important for future discussions within a number of impact areas.
» Whether or not the project objectives are changed will be an important consideration in
evaluating project alternatives. The DEIR should provide a clear and comprehensive description
of all possible project objectives in order to objectively assess each potential impact areas. This
should include any potential uses that could be added to the project in the future. Post hoc
addition of activities to the proposed project, or “piece-mealing”, is inconsistent with CEQA
procedures.

» Much effort is spent in this document to communicate the existence of an EX1 Combining
Designation. While the combining designation exists in the Las Pilitas Area Plan, it’s importance
to this site is not entirely applicable due to the many existing residential uses adjacent to the
proposed site. The DEIR fails to identify that the proposed project site meets criteria that would
exclude this location as a suitable Aggregate Resource Area (ARA) under California State
Geological Survey definitions.

« Simply put, a mining application proposal at this specific site location comes too late. Refer to
our detailed comments in Section 4.14 Land Use, including parcel inventories and permitting
history.

* This will be an important consideration as the process moves forward. Clearly, the presence of
an EX1 Combining Designation provides no special protection from the Conditional Use Permit
process specifically designed to evaluate compatibility on a project by project basis. As such,
reference to the EX1 Combining Designation should be removed from any and all further
discussions, descriptions and related EIR materials.

Margarita Proud 2.0-2




DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 2.2 Project Description Comments

Deposits that meet the specifications for concrete aggregate (also known as Portland
Cement Concrete, or PCC aggregate) are among the scarcest and most valuable
construction aggregate resources. Construction aggregate includes materials that meet
specifications for concrete aggregate, but also includes lower grade materials that are used

n products such as base’ SUb_base’ and fill. (Source: Ca. Dept. of Conservation Special Report 215)

* The DEIR does not adequately define the quality and type of mineral resources at this specific
site location and how those relate to the project objectives.

pg. 2-2 2.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

2.3.1 Overall Description

The applicant is requesting a 25- to 58-year timeframe for the mining operation and phased
reclamation of the mined site, with a maximum annual production of 500,000 tons, a portion of
which will be recycled asphalt and Portland cement concrete. The project will result in the
disturbance of approximately 41 acres on two parcels that total approximately 234 acres in size.

Comments

* “Recycled” asphalt and concrete is being sought through a waiver to LUO 22.30.380.

* The waiver process is found within LUO 22.30.020(D).

* The letter requesting a waiver (filed on September 20, 2010) by project applicant is not
included in the DEIR.

* The request for the waiver and the impacts associated with the additional processing and
shipping must be included in the DEIR.

* The portion of material to be processed and sold as “recycled” asphalt and concrete aggregate
products has not been defined.

* More importantly, the input threshold (amount of “recycled” material being taken in) is not
adequately defined. This information is needed in order to determine a reliable assumption for
trip counts. The reliability of the truck trip count affects all impact areas, and will also be a part
of the CalRecycle permitting requirements at the state level.

pg. 2-5 Operational Details
A portion of the high quality material will be sorted for use in the manufacturing of building
materials and sold for specialty applications, including aggregate for AC pavement.

Comments

* This intent would seem to align with the project objectives.
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pg. 2-6 Recycling
Asphalt and concrete debris from construction sites would be brought to the site for recycling.

Comments

* Recycling has not been defined.
* Processing associated with recycling has not been defined.
» A waiver to the Land Use Ordinance Waiver is being sought to permit a use not currently an
allowable use within the Rural Lands land use category (see previous comment at 2.3).
« Details necessary for accurate categorization within Regulations: Title 14, Natural Resources
Division 7, CIWMB, Article 5.9 Construction and Demolition and Inert Debris Transfer/
Processing Regulatory Requirements (Section 17381.2 Regulatory Tiers Placement for CDI
Debris and Inert Debris Processing Operations and Facilities) need to be further defined:

(a) Clearly, the EA Notification Tier is the minimum permitting requirement given the
language within 1.4.2 of the DEIR and the intent to process incoming material.

(b) While this operation would be subject to Article 5.9 and additionally not
considered eligible for the Excluded Operations Tier (Section 17382), a more objective definition
on proposed debris volumes is needed to determine whether a Registration Tier or Full Solid
Waste Facility Permit would be required. The amount of “Type A Inert Debris” to be
processed in a day remains undefined, and will determine whether this would be a processing
facility or a processing operation as defined in 14 CCR 17381 (m)(0).

(c) Material Production Facility as defined in 14 CCR 17381 (r) is another possible category
potentially defining this operation, but a more detailed description of operational objectives and
procedures is necessary in order to make such a determination.

* \olume of debris from construction proposed for importation and processing has over-reaching
considerations across the entire spectrum of impacts. Air quality, noise, transportation, land-use
compatibility, and other impact areas are directly affected by how accurately this is defined.

* The sequencing of materials processing has not been defined. Will material be stockpiled and
stored on-site prior to or after being processed for re-sale?

 The millings and residue from concrete and asphalt crushing likely should be considered
hazardous waste, as well as associated construction debris.

* Appropriate and legal disposal of residue into an approved disposal site and the associated
impacts does not appear to have been considered adequately in the DEIR. EPA has clear
guidelines for the processing of hazardous asphalt.

* Asphalt millings in particular, as well as exhaust particles, tire wear residue, and motor oil
(contaminates associated with concrete and asphalt resulting from demolition), contain increased
concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PHAS) which are targeted as pollutants by
the EPA. These hazardous materials, and their cumulative impacts have not been adequately
disclosed or discussed in the DEIR

At what point do millings and contaminates accumulated on an in-place roadway render the
removed material no longer appropriate to categorize as “Type A Inert Debris”?

Margarita Proud 2.0-4
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* Residual materials migration through the actions of wind, water, and physical displacement to

contaminate surrounding soils and surface water sediments has not been adequately addressed in

the DEIR.

« This component of the project has not been given the separate and thorough consideration
warranted.

« This is a highly industrial processing activity and has not been adequately evaluated in the
DEIR for compatibility with the surrounding Residential Rural land use category.

pg. 2-7 2.3.2 [Equipment Inventory
Comments

 The Equipment Inventory provided does not appear sufficient to serve an operation as large as
the proposal.

» What is the origin of the equipment inventory?

» Was it created and verified against inventories of similar quarries of the same output scale?

« Refer to our comments in Section 4.3 Air Quality

Margarita Proud 2.0-5
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pg. 2-8 & 9 2.3.3 Trip Generation and Truck Traffic
Comments

* Truck trips associated with the delivery of explosives and fuels have not been quantified or
included.

* There is no maintenance facility on site. Will this be achieved through mobile services?

* There is no objective evidence presented to support the assertion that “backhauling would result
in no net increase of truck traffic.” Data from existing, comparable operations should be
presented to support, or refute these claims.

* Likewise, no concrete verification to support the assertion that a 50 percent backhauling
assumption would constitute a “conservative or reasonable worst case assumption” has been
provided.

* Accurate quantification of the amount of material being hauled into the facility for crushing is
critical to generating reliable trip counts.

» Were the operations of other pavement recycling facilities in the region researched in an effort
to gain the perspective ultimately adopted in the DEIR? If so, that data should be cited,
including locations and duration of data sampled, and included in the DEIR.

* The application for waiver to LUO 22.30.380 has not been addressed

» What is the permitted amount of input being sought through the waiver to LUO 22.30.380?

* The proposed volume for importation of construction debris is not cited within the applicant’s
letter of request for waiver to LUO 22.30.380. Where does this number originate?

* Any number of variables can affect the trip count calculation.

* The delivery (importation) of up to 1500 tons of recycled material per day appears as a value
in 2.3.3. We have been unable to locate this number in other locations within the DEIR or the
project application. Refer to Section 4.14 Land Use for more comments on waiver application.
* 250 days per year and 20.2 tons per truck load and operating hours from 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday are provided as the underlying assumption values.

 Assuming, for now, that we accept 75 additional truck trips per day as a “conservative”
estimate, there are still many ways the trip count could increase.

1. Applicant has stated that winters will have long periods of inactivity due to market cycles
associated with inclement weather. This would likely create a higher level of activity during
favorable weather.

2. Any combination of adjustments to the tonnage amount of broken concrete and asphalt
hauled in, increasing the backhaul assumption, etc. would also increase the trip counts.

3. The truck trip count could substantially increase if the amount of concrete and asphalt
being hauled in is increased.

4. 500,000 annual tons is the permitted amount of material that can be shipped out.

5. No percentage values have been assigned to output of mined material vs. output of
imported and processed material.

Margarita Proud 2.0-6
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6. No absolute amount is cited in the project description for the daily acceptance amount.

7. We recommend the addition of an absolute amount as part of any conditions of approval.
8. This makes it not possible to determine an accurate THROUGHPUT amount.

9. An accurate truck trip count cannot be determined without the total overview that knowing
the volume of what is going to come in and what is going to go out provides.

10. Adjustment of assumption values would create more significant impacts than the 273
truck trips currently being used.

11. Additional transportation impacts created by reaching storage amount and time limits for
processed and non-processed (recycled) material at peak demand times for mined material
have not been addressed.

12. Every impact area within the entire EIR is affected by an increased trip count.

13. Refer to Section 4.11 Transportation and Circulation for additional comments regarding
Mitigation Measures.

pg. 2-9 It is also possible that for specific projects,these average numbers of trips per day may be
exceeded for short periods. Up to 800 truck trips per day may be anticipated for a large project.

Comments

* ”For short periods” is a subjective description and should be clearly defined to adequately
identify and evaluate related impacts.

* ”A large project” is a subjective description and should be clearly defined to adequately
identify and evaluate related impacts.

* 1T 800 truck trips is being presented as a reasonable worst case scenario, why is an average of
273 being used for the purpose of evaluating impacts?

* Refer to Section 4.11 Transportation and Circulation for additional comments regarding
Mitigation Measures.

pg. 2-9 2.3.5 Water Consumption and Wastewater

Due to the type of rock product proposed, and the nature of the granitic material to be mined, the
applicant is not proposing to wash any of the material that is processed. The primary use of water
by the project will be for dust control.

Comments

* The absence of washing processed aggregate is not aligned with the project objectives and
conflicts with the intent to produce product suitable for use in PCC (Portland Cement Concrete)
grade aggregate.

Margarita Proud 2.0-7
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» More information is required regarding the types of products and specifications of what is
being processed from the asphalt and concrete debris being imported onto the site. Superpave
and other specialty products require washing the ingredients.

* A consumption value for these operations has not been established.

pg. 2-9 Exposed granitic surfaces in the quarry would not generate much dust, but stockpiled soils
and the action of mining equipment on quarry roads will require periodic watering to control dust.
On a regular basis during dry weather, the water use for dust control will amount to about 4,000
gallons per day. The need for dust control will be minimized through paving the entire access road
length within the property, up to and around the scale house.

Comments

* No objective data or peer reviewed source has been cited to support “exposed granitic surfaces
in the quarry would not generate much dust “.

* “Much” is a subjective description and should be clearly defined to adequately identify and
evaluate related impacts.

» How have assumptions for amount of dust generated from quarry operations been arrived at?

* Has data gathered from other operative quarries been incorporated into these assumptions?

» Where does the 4000 gallon per day estimate originate?

* Has data gathered from other similar quarrying operations been incorporated into this estimate?
* Refer to our comments in Sections 4.3 Air Quality, and 4.13 Water Quality and Supply.

Pg. 2-10 The use of dust control additives approved by the County Air Pollution Control District
will help to minimize the volume of water necessary for this purpose in other areas. An existing
well on the property near the Salinas River will supply water for dust control.

Comments

* No description or specifications for dust control additives has been provided.

* Refer to Section 4.13 Water Quality and Supply for additional comments regarding Mitigation
Measures.

24 USES OF THE EIR

We understand that the County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building has
prepared this EIR as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The EIR is an informational document to provide descriptions of the environmental effects of the
proposed quarry. It may be used by the County decision makers, other agencies, and members of
the public in reviewing and considering the project.

Margarita Proud 2.0-8
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We trust that the work of Margarita Proud’s sub-committee to review and comment on this
document will be duly considered at this time in the process. We appreciate the Department of
Planning and Building’s efforts, as the lead agency, towards understanding the community’s deep
concerns regarding this project proposal and the information within this DEIR document. It is
only through such a project by project cooperative process that the community’s input can truly
help staff achieve the agency’s greater mission of “Helping Build Great Communities” and
“Promoting Wise Use of Land”.

Margarita Proud 2.0-9
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Section 4.1 Aesthetics/Visual Resources
Comments

pg. 4.1-1 Surrounding Land Uses

Comments

* There are at least a dozen residences to the south of the project on 58 and Digger Pine Road as
illustrated in Figure MP4.14-2.

* The increasing elevation southward from the proposed quarry on Digger Pine Road places the
proposed quarry directly in the view of these residences. This impact has not been adequately
addressed in the DEIR.

* The Surrounding Land Uses introduction to this section is the only section within the DEIR that
identifies anything more than a few, several, or some residences on Parkhill Road.

* Although the surrounding uses are defined and described by the lead agency, San Luis Obispo
County Department of Planning and Building, there is no standard, or uniform description, of
these uses by the various consultants.

Figure MP4.1-3 Figure MP4.1-4 view from north side of
residence @ 070-154-019

Margarita Proud 4.1-1
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Figure MP4.1-5 Overview taken at Figure MP4.1-6 Looking north along
070-154-022. ridge parallel to Digger Pine Road.

pg. 4.1-3 Regulatory Setting

Comments

* This section begins with a description of the EX1 Energy and Extractive Resource Combining
Designation, a topic well covered in other sections of the DEIR.

* The existence of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation provides no special
protection from the fundamental purpose of planning to address compatibility between uses or
any compatibility considerations ordinarily applicable to a CUP application.

» Combining designations are applied in addition to other requirements within a particular land
use category

* The existence of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation does nothing to
circumvent the intention of the COSE.

* As indicated initially in Section 2.0, reference to the EX1 Combining Designation lacks
relevance and should be removed from any and all further dicussions, descriptions, and related
DEIR materials.

Margarita Proud 4.1-2
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pg. 4.1-4 Policy Consistency Analysis

Comments

* Table 4.1-1 addresses several COSE Visual Resource Policies

* No specific timeframe is provided for arriving at consistency to VR 2.1

* No specific timeframe is provided for arriving at consistency to VR 2.2 22

o|Is there a specific timeframe associated with the intent of COSE policy in these areas?

* VR 3.1 thru VR 5.2 are preliminarily determined as Not applicable to project specific analysis.
« If goals and objectives are not applicable when specific projects are before us, when will 23
they be applicable and how will they be implemented?

* VR 7.0 is presumably relative to security lighting as no nighttime operations are being

proposed.

* We suggest a minimum, a locked entrance gate in lieu of lighting to mitigate impacts of
nighttime security lighting, given the rural nature of the surroundings. 24
* Ideally, considering the proximity to residential uses, the entire proposed site boundary
would be secured with a barrier (i.e., fencing or solid barrier) to mitigate any need for
security lighting.

* MN 3.3 - Refer to comments in section 6.0 regarding Need for additional aggregate sources.

| L

| L

» We strongly support and encourage adhering to the language. intentions of, and policies

within th n Lui i nt n Element.
According to the COSE, The intent of the visual resource goals, policies and implementation 25

strategies is to protect the visual character and identity of the county while respecting private

roperty rights, in order to: 1) maintain a sense of place recognized by residents, 2) preserve
scenic landscapes that are highly valued by residents and visitors, and 3) maintain a high
quality visual environment that enhances tourism, real estate values and economic growth. The
visual resources chapter guides the appropriate placement of development so that 1) the
natural landscape continues to be the dominant view in rural parts of the county, and 2) in
urban areas, visual character contributes to a robust sense of place.
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Pg. 4.1-7 - The primary visual resource considered in this analysis is the SR 58 corridor, and the
associated views of steep hillsides covered with natural chaparral vegetation that contribute to the
identification of this area as a suggested scenic corridor in the COSE.

Figure 4.1-2a DEIR depiction of exisiting conditions

Figure 4.1-2c DEIR depiction of proposed quarry
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Comment - Figure 4.1-2c
* The precise location (PM) of this photo rendering is not denoted.

* We would place it at approximately PM 4.3, just southwest of the Digger Pine Rd. juncture.
* The camera lens and it’s lower than eye level position creates the illusion that a shoulder in the 26
road exists. The width of the shoulder at this location is equal to the width it appears to be
tapering to (towards the vanishing point of the perspective) two tenths of a mile in the distance. J
Shoulders generally do not exist along the proposed haul route.

* No background methodology or description of tools used in developing renderings is offered in

the DEIR. | 27
* The cumulative visual impacts of the entire operation, the double hopper gravel haulers, fuel ]
trucks, equipment haulers, explosive deliveries, and other industrial vehicle activity related to 28
industrial operations associated with a quarry of this scale.

* Figure MP4.1-8 originates at Digger Pine Rd. (PM 4.5), about one quarter of a mile east of the
rendering within the DEIR. Shot from eye level, this photo and the subsequent rendering placed
on it accurately illustrates the topography of the road and the visual impacts of the proposed
quarry at this location.

29

Figure MP 4.1-8
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Comments MP 4.1-8 (pg. MP4.1-5)

» The visual impact and blight on the rural character resulting from the relentlessly constant
presence of an average of 273 truck trips daily is equal in magnitude to the scar on the

mountainside to which every eastbound traveler would be subject to for up to the next 58 years.
* This would be in addition to the visual impacts and blight already imposed on the region by the
operations and traffic associated with the existing Hanson Quarry

* Blight and compromise of our rural character has not been applied to the significant visual
impacts already identified as a result of the proposed quarry operation?

Q\

— >

Figure 4.1-3b DEIR depiction of proposed quarry at Phase 1B

Margarita Proud 4.1-6
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Figure 4.1-3c

Comments - Figures 4.1-3b and ¢ (Phase 1B and Phase 3B)

1. Phase 1A has the greatest visual impact.
» The mountaintop is slowly being nibbled away at that stage.
» By skipping this phase, the mountaintop has disappeared without the impacts associated
being portrayed.
2. Area of fill on entrance road is shown fully re-vegetated.
 This will take many, many years to achieve and may never look as natural as is being
shown here.

» The visual scars and dust associated with the entrance road will be around for a long time.

» The entrance road itself is the only paved area.
3. Area of fill on entrance road is shown fully re-vegetated.
 This will take many, many years to achieve and will never look as natural as depicted.

» The visual scars and dust associated with the entrance road will be around for a long time.

4. The engineered drawings depict cuts as if a bulldozer can perform surgery on the mountain.
» The over-disturbance amounts to significantly more than predicted or this drawing
illustrates.
» The blends into the surrounding, yet to be disturbed, areas will not be clean nor will they
be aesthetically pleasing and have not been depicted.

Margarita Proud 4.1-7
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» They will be around for many, many years before any re-vegetation will provide any
cover.

» The impacts of this activity are of aesthetic significance as noted in the DEIR.

» The totality of the impacts of de-nuding the mountaintop introduces impacts into Section
4.5 Biological Resources, and Section 4.15.1 Cultural Resources, that have not been
adequately identified or addressed in the DEIR.

The Entrance Road

* The entrance road is windy and steep. Major sections of it are at a 10 percent grade.

* The entrance road is incapable of serving the staging function it has been assigned on pg. 2-9 of
the DEIR; If it is necessary for rapid delivery of aggregate in conjunction with specific contracts,
however, there are several areas within the project site that can accommodate short-term parking
of trucks. In the early phases in completing Phase 1A, there will be some area in the vicinity of the
scale house where about six trucks could be parked. In addition, the paved access road within the

project site could accommodate another 20 trucks along the entrance lane. As Phase 1A is
completed, the flatter areas around the scale house will be larger, and more trucks could be staged

in this area.

Figure MP4.1-9

Margarita Proud 4.1-8
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Figure MP4.1-10

Figure MP4.1-11

Margarita Proud
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Comments - Figure MP4.1-10 and 11

* Figure MP4.1-10 is the upper section of the entrance road from Match Line -STA. 14 + 50 to
the scale house, and Figure MP4.1-11 is the lower section from Hwy. 58 to Match Line -STA. 14
+50.
* Multiple factors, including line of sight off Hwy. 58 and a specific location to cross the Coastal
Branch of the California Aqueduct, constrain the entrance road placement into a less than ideal
location.
 The accumulation of trucks caused by actively staging in the uphill inbound lane of the entry
road brings up a number of logistical issues.

- The approximately 700’ length snakes through several 90 degree bends at steep incline.

- Trucks cannot pass one another in the sharp turns due to the geometry of off-tracking.

- The entrance road, as currently designed and submitted, will not accommodate 20 trucks as

stated in the DEIR.
* Specific and detailed descriptions (i.e., drawings), showing the location of the 20 double-
hopper gravel haulers trucks to demonstrate the carrying capacity of this staging area must be
included in the EIR. Such drawings should consider adequate spacing for safe starting, stopping
and movement of these 20 queued vehicles, many of them presumably loaded with “materials for
recycling”
* Impacts associated with the deficient staging plan and steepness of the access road will affect
trucks idling in and out of town, air quality, noise (compression/jake brakes down hillside) , and
circulation issues.
» How will these additional impacts be accounted for?
* An additional aspect of the insufficiency of staging being overlooked is the blight on the rural
character of Santa Margarita.
* The applicant must clearly demonstrate its ability to operate fully within the boundaries of the
proposed project.
* The surrounding community should not bare the burden (i.e., trucks staging in any area other
than the proposed project site) for inadequacies associated with a proposed project.

Additional Comments Section 4.1

1. Although Visual Impacts on Hwy. 58 have been classified as significant, the impacts have not
been adequately presented visually.
2. Two perspectives are insufficient to visualize the entirety of the impacts.
* Visual renderings reveal non-visual impacts often overlooked when expressed only in
words.
3. Visual renderings provided in the DEIR do no include the presence of trucks as part of the
viewshed analysis.
4. The highest elevation of the mountaintop on the proposed quarry site is over 1475’.

Margarita Proud 4.1-10
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* Due to this elevation, the cut is visible from a number of other corridors not included in the
DEIR.

* No objective evidence has been provided to demonstrate this proposed project would not be
visible from the US 101 corridor; when in fact, our analysis suggests that it will. The EIR must
address these inconsistencies.

Figure MP4.1-12

Margarita Proud 4.1-11
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Section 4.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Comments

Background Details

1. The Traffic Impact Study originally prepared by TGP Consulting Inc. (2009) was
commissioned by the project applicant before the need for an Environmental Impact Report had
been definitively established.
» Early in the application process, processing the application with a Negative Declaration was
being considered.
2. The Traffic Impact Study was completed before the scoping process took place.
* The Planning Department had previously provided written warning to the applicant with
specific instructions not to conduct their own studies prior to determination of EIR scope.
3. It is unclear whether the applicant, TPG Consulting, or the Department of Planning ever
intended the document developed to become part of an EIR.
» Consultants preparing the original applicant provided studies conducted their work under
the direction of the applicant, not the county, as the lead agency.
4. URS Corporation bid to prepare an EIR was done with the knowledge that applicant provided
studies existed.

pg. 4.11-1 The proposed rock quarry would be located on the north side of SR-58, just east of the
Salinas River approximately three miles of northeast of the Santa Margarita Community.

Comments

* As noted in Section 2.0 Project Description, the precise location of the entrance into the access
road is important.
* The quarry entrance as proposed is located at Post Mile (PM) 5.08 on Hwy. 58.

Margarita Proud 4.11-1
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pg. 4.11-2 Table 4.11-1 lists the average daily traffic volume on the W Pozo Rd. section of the haul
route at 1112, and the section of Hwy. 58 east of Santa Margarita as 925.7

Comments

* These are the sections of Hwy. 58 where introducing the types of vehicles associated with this
project proposal would create significant impacts to public health and safety.

* Currently, aside from the temporary solar construction projects, this stretch of Hwy. 58
experiences minimal traffic from the types of vehicles the proposed project would introduce.

* The ability of the geometric design of this portion of the haul route between the proposed site
and Pozo Rd. to allow for the safe and orderly movement of large double gravel haulers has not
been adequately addressed. Additionally, problems with the structural stability of the surface and
base have also become apparent since the temporary solar projects began and are not addressed
at all in this DEIR. (See comments in Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 42
* Adding the calculated average of 273 double gravel trucks per day to the existing baseline
volume of 925 amounts to an 88.54% increase in average daily traffic volume. (273 x 3
(passenger car equivalent) = 819 trips).

» Assuming the baseline remains at 925, the addition of 800 double gravel truck trips per day as
anticipated for a large project, amounts to a 259.46% increase in daily traffic volume (800 x 3
(passenger car equivalent) = 2400 trips).

« If the baseline numbers and generated truck trips are accepted as accurate (because the traffic
impact study is fundamentally flawed if they are not), this is a significant increase that has not
been adequately addressed throughout the study.

pg. 4.11-3 The tractor/semi trailer/full trailer hopper trucks commonly used in the aggregate
industry (“doubles”) are capable of navigating the steep curvy portions of SR58 without

offtracking.

Comments

* The methodology used to arrive at this conclusion has not been adequately defined in the
DEIR.
- Provide the field data and calculations verifying this statement in technical appendices.
» A number of methods exist to accurately quantify off-tracking at any given location where the
width of the road, the radius, and specific vehicle dimensions are known 43
- See comments re: 90-degree curve at J Street discussed in more detail below.
* Field Observation has been employed by ATE and put forth as justification for several
conclusions presented.

1 San Luis Obispo County 2012 (traffic counts from the Dept. of Public Works)

2 Caltrans 2012 is the listed source of this information.
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- Community members have been gathering data from “field observations” since construction
began on the solar projects on the Carrizo.
- These observations provide data that illustrate an inability for double hopper gravel trucks
and other large vehicles to safely navigate portions of Hwy 58. (Also see comments re: 90-
degree curve at J Street discussed in more detail below.)
* There are a number of areas, even on some of the relatively straight sections, where crests and
dips prevent a safe line of sight.
* Figures MP4.11-2 thru 6 provide a few examples of the many public safety concerns that have
not been adequately addressed in the DEIR.
- Geometric justification must be developed at various PM locations prior to endorsement of
Hwy. 58 as a suitable industrial transportation corridor.
* The impacts to public safety are potentially significant along the entire haul route.

pg. 4.11-3 continued Field observation by ATE found that there are brief periods of the day when
SR 58 traffic operations are affected by school traffic on Estrada Avenue and H Street.

Comments

* No details of what “field observation” consisted of are provided in the DEIR.

» While it’s true that the school traffic is not constant, the presence of trucks intensifies the
potential for conflicts and needs to be adequately addressed.

* There are times throughout the entire day that traffic associated with the school is present.
* Mitigation that eliminates this section of the road from the haul route is the only means of
effectively mitigating this serious threat to public safety. (refer to Additional Mitigation
Measures to 4.11)

pg 4.11-4  Truck traffic volumes on SR 58 in the project vicinity originate primarily from local
sources (the existing rock quarries in the area, rail associated businesses and other heavy
commercial centers in Santa Margarita)

Comments

* “Vicinity” has not been defined in this context. Does vicinity typically suggest nearby?

* List “heavy commercial centers” in Santa Margarita with special attention to any that travel
sections of Hwy. 58 nearby to the location of this proposal.

* There are no stops or depots on the rail corridor within Santa Margarita. List “rail associated
businesses” in Santa Margarita with special attention to any that travel sections of Hwy. 58
nearby to the location of this proposal.

* Is there any current truck traffic near the proposed project site related to permanent ongoing
operations (i.e. not for irregular deliveries or construction)?

Margarita Proud 4.11-3
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SR 58 Curve on | Street

In the eastern corner of Santa Margarita, SR 58 makes a 90-degree turn from Estrada Avenue at |
Street and continues towards the northeast. The addition of traffic to this segment and curve of SR
58 from the proposed Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision was
identified as a significant and not mitigated impact in the EIR for that project (San Luis Obispo
County 2008, Final Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch 2008: ES-32, ARCS
Impact T-1). The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision was approved in 2008, and proposed
111 dwelling units along SR 58 southeast of Santa Margarita. Virtually all of that project traffic
would use SR 58, and the increase of 1,154 ADT was considered a significant impact on the
operation of traffic through the 90- degree curve on SR 58, in part because of the higher than
average accident rate along SR 58 nearby (San Luis Obispo County 2008, Final Environmental
Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch 2008:4.12-9). The Santa Margarita Ranch Final EIR
identified mitigation measures for this impact including installing radar feedback signs and
advisory speeds on each approach to the 90-degree curve on SR 58 near | Street (San Luis Obispo
County, Final EIR for Santa Margarita Ranch 2008:4.12-25, and Conditions of Approval for Tract
2586, Condition 3.1. on page 13). The original mitigation measure also included widening both
sides of SR 58 along this segment to provide four-foot shoulders and/or bike lanes in accordance
with County standards; but at the time the project was approved this widening requirement along
with other improvements within the Caltrans right-of-way was determined to be infeasible (San Luis
Obispo County, 2008, Santa Margarita Ranch CEQA Findings: page 55).

* No definition of infeasible as it applies to this mitigation measure has been provided.

* Who made the determination that mitigation for the benefit of public safety was infeasible?

* Is infeasible being used to pre-determine a financial evaluation for an applicant’s benefit? Is it
appropriate in the context of an EIR to assign consideration to the profit margin of a private
business entity when defining mitigation to maintain public safety?

» Given the impact was already clearly identified within an EIR for a project now approved, if a
PCE of 3.0 or greater were applied to a reasonable worst case truck count, the J Street curve must
be identified as a significant impact within this DEIR.

4.11.1 pg. 5 Level of Service for Roadways

Comments

* LOS is not an appropriate metric as employed, and fails to address the fundamental safety
concerns expressed by residents in over 200 scoping letters.

* More applicable metrics need to be applied for the conclusions to be meaningful to the specific
problematic conditions of a rural route never suited to incur this level of truck traffic. The
concern of residents who actually know and use the road is that SR58 was never designed or

Margarita Proud 4.11-4
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intended to serve as an industrial transportation corridor. This seemingly obvious deficiency
failed to be adequately addressed.

* The traffic impacts disclosed in the DEIR and Traffic Impact Study are understated by not
using a passenger car equivalency (PCE) factor. Application of a PCE factor for project trucks
significantly increases traffic and elevates the significance of the associated impacts.

pg 4.11-17 (Table 4.11-8) Revised Project Trip Generation

Comments
Table A - Project Trip Generation Comparison
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Daily In QOut Total In QOut Total
Employees 495,000 TPY 10 5 0 5 0 5 5
Trucks 273 19 19 38 15 15 30
e  PCE adjustment for trucks (3.0) 819 37 57 114 45 45 90
Total w/ PCE 829 62 57 119 45 50 95

Single-Family Residential

Trip Generation =325 +40 -9 +31 -30 +6 -24

* As shown in Table A (submitted as part of a peer review of the TIS by Arch Beach Consulting),
the actual trip count with inclusion of PCE is 829.
* This table assumes that Section 2.3.3 Trip Generation and Truck Traffic (pg.2-9) is an accurate
foundation. Much of 2.3.3 relies on unsupported underlying assumptions.
* No evidence to support the applicant’s “belief” that there would be no net increase in truck
traffic has been provided in support of the backhauling assumption.
* No evidence to support the assertion that a 50 percent backhauling assumption would
constitute a “conservative or reasonable worst case assumption” has been provided.
* Provide comparison data from truck logs of other pavement recycling facilities in the region
and elsewhere to support assumptions.
» There are a number of variables that can affect the trip count arrived at in 2.3.3 of the DEIR
without changing the underlying assumption values of 250 days per year and 20.2 tons of
material per truck load or the stated operating hours.
1. 1500 tons of recycled material per day appears as a value in 2.3.3.
* This figure does not appear in other locations within the DEIR.
* This figure is not defined in the application for waiver to LUO 22.30.380.
» What is the origin of this figure?

Margarita Proud 4.11-5
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» Where in the project application is this figure defined?
2. The input side of the “recycling” operation has not been adequately described, but
assuming we accept the 75 additional truck trips per day as a “conservative” estimate, other
factors equally affect the total.
* Applicant has stated that winters will have long periods of inactivity due to market
cycles associated with inclement weather. This would likely create a higher level of
activity during favorable weather.
» Any combination of adjustments to the tonnage amount of broken concrete and asphalt
hauled in, increasing the backhaul assumption, etc. would also increase the trip counts.
3. Additional transportation impacts created by reaching storage amount and time limits for
processed and non-processed (recycled) material at peak demand times for mined material
have not been addressed.
4. Further adjustment of assumption values as described and otherwise would escalate the
trip count well beyond 829.

5..An increased trip count has a global effect on the entirety of this DEIR as it affects a
variety of key impact areas.

(pg. 2-9 Project Description) It is also possible that for specific projects,these average numbers of
trips per day may be exceeded for short periods. Up to 800 truck trips per day may be anticipated

for a large project.

Comments

* This scenario would create 293% more truck trips than using the figure of 273 arrived at in
2.3.3. The cumulative level of increase in impact significance would likely be much greater than
that.

* If 800 truck trips is being presented as a worst case scenario, why is an average being used for
the purpose of evaluating impacts?

* Practical mitigation solutions include making the necessary improvements to the existing
highway in order for it to function properly or developing an alternative haul route utilizing
privately built and maintained roads.

* Associated factors being overlooked within this DEIR are impacts upon rural character all these
trucks introduce and the impacts that passenger vehicles create by taking alternative routes to
avoid being behind trucks. H and | Streets are obvious short-cuts that would increase traffic
impacts within residential settings.

pg. 4.11-22 SR 58 Curve on | Street:

Margarita Proud 4.11-6

48

49



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.11 Transportation and Circulation Comments

The issue of truck traffic from the proposed Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry, and its potential effect on
the SR 58 and other roadways, was considered by reviewing agencies during the scoping period
for this EIR and during preparation of the EIR itself. Although residents and others have raised a
concern about the safe operation of trucks through the 90-degree curve, for several reasons the
quarry related truck traffic represents a less than significant effect relative to traffic operations at
this curve location. For these reasons (1-4 below), the effect of the project related truck traffic on
the safe highway operations at the 90-degree curve are considered less than a significant impact:

1. The radius of curvature for the roadway at this location is adequate to accommodate large
trucks within the travelled lanes, with possible use of the paved shoulder by some trucks,
without “offtracking” outside of the travelled lanes (see Figure 4.11-5).

Comments

» Off-tracking is defined as the difference in the paths of the inside front wheel and of the inside
rear wheel as a vehicle or combination negotiates a curve. Another commonly used definition is
the difference in the paths of the centerline of the front and rear axles.
» Caltrans provides a similar definition; “off-tracking is the tendency for rear tires to follow a
shorter path than the front tires when turning”. Or further explained, when a tractor trailer (or
any vehicle with a trailer) turns, the tires of the trailer do not follow the same course as the tires
on the truck, but instead follow the turn radius of the truck (power unit).
* The “tendency” is clearly a well studied and defined geometric relationship that is possible to
predict with accuracy.

* No clear definition or calculations quantifying the extent of off-tracking at various PM

locations along the currently proposed haul route have been provided in the DEIR.

» Calculations at numerous problematic locations need to occur and be part of the EIR.

Figure MP 4.11-7

Margarita Proud 4.11-7
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Calculations and methodology utilized to arrive at “the radius of curvature for the roadway at

his | jon i e e mm large trucks within the travelled lanes” has not n
defined:

*Without the results of some combination of off-tracking equations, development of a scale
model, field observation, algorithmic computer simulation, etc., the conclusion as presented is
inadequate.
* For turns of 120 degrees or less, the clean geometric relationships that exist make it possible to
readily quantify off-tracking. The Western Highway Institute (WHI) off-tracking formula3 and
others provide relatively straightforward methodology.
» Applying more than one method of analysis has the most likelihood of accurately predicting
reasonably foreseeable events. Of the alternatives, field observation is probably the easiest to
pair with geometric equation.
* As noted, many in the community have valuable field data (video and photographs)*
documenting an ongoing “field observation” that has been occurring daily since construction
began on the solar projects on the Carrizo.
» Data gathered by residents is an essential feature of CEQA. In fact, the California Supreme
Court® has stated that members of the public hold a “privileged position” in the process and often
are able to compile much more thorough information than what limited time and local
knowledge allows outside consultants.
« Although the large truck traffic volumes are far less for the solar projects®, Figures MP4.1-10
thru 13 provide a few examples of what residents are currently experiencing at J Street.
* Figure 4.11-5 as presented provides no mathematical justification for the projected lines
drawn.
* It does serve to illustrate how out of scale and poorly designed events associated with this
project proposal are within the context of a neighborhood and the rural character preferred by
residents and communicated within the Santa Margarita Design Plan (refer to 4.14 Land
Use).
* The treatment given to this core safety issue fails to adequately address the long term level of
impacts that would be introduced by approval of this project as proposed. The community finds
this unacceptable.

3 Transportation Research Record N1052, Symposium for Geometric Design for Large Trucks
4 Samples of this library are presented within these comments.
5 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd District Agricultural Association (1986) 42Cal. 3d 929

6 ATE prepared and provided the Traffic Management Plans (TMPs) for the solar projects currently
underway. It is assumed logs exist.

Margarita Proud 4.11-8
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R1

R2

Definition of Off-tracking
Figure MP 4.11- 8

Figure MP 4.11-9 PM 1.9

com

The geometry of off-tracking dictates the path a truck and trailer
bination will follow, is predictable, and is physically pre-determined.

Margarita Proud
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* Figure MP 4.11-10 thrul3 clearly illustrate geometric relationships that are predictable.

* Driving skills do not overcome geometric constraints.
* Figures MP 4.11-10 and 11 are nearly identical units driven by separate drivers (from separate
trucking companies) that follow a nearly identical path of travel.
* Although 10 and 11, are the types of equipment haulers we’ve been seeing frequently
associated with the solar projects, they appear to track very similarly to the double gravel trucks
that would be generated by this proposal.
* The photos were taken over a two year period and were made possible because of the solar
projects occurring on the Carrizo.
» Random study over a long period of time by individuals without financial interest in the
outcome should be considered reliable and useful field observation.
* It should also be noted that the solar projects are not generating anywhere near the volume of
truck traffic on the section of Hwy. 58 this project proposes to.
» What were relatively infrequent events during field observation associated with a temporary
construction project would be happening every couple of minutes for the next 28-58 years.

2. The truck traffic volume from the proposed quarry would contribute approximately 38
peak hour truck trips.

Comments

* At an average rate of one truck every 1.57 minutes, it is reasonably foreseeable that multiple
trucks will often be running end to end through the J-Street curve during peak hour and
otherwise.

* Trucks passing through the curve simultaneously in opposing directions during peak hour (east
and westbound) is also reasonably foreseeable during peak hour and otherwise.

* Figures MP4.11-14 thru 16 illustrate multiple gravel trucks running in succession to
temporarily serve the solar construction projects.

* The far lower truck count to the solar plants and the far greater distance (elapsed time of trip
cycle) further support the likelihood that this event will frequently occur at peak hour and
otherwise as a direct result of this project proposal.

* Potential for accidents and fatalities not occurring at peak times has not been given adequate
consideration.

» Consideration of reasonably foreseeable events is not adequately considered, nor is the weight
proportionately allocated to each of these events disclosed in arriving at the conclusion that a less
than significant impact to the safety of nearby residents, pedestrians, bicyclists, or the motoring
public exists.

Margarita Proud 4.11-10
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3. Truck traffic is generally slower than the passenger vehicles from residential uses.

Comments

» Slower traffic ahead increases congestion.

» Passenger vehicles will re-route through the residential neighborhoods existing on H and |
Streets due to this event.

 The impacts associated with this event have not been adequately considered or analyzed.

* This impact needs to be addressed in detail in the Traffic Control Management Plan. H and |
Streets will need to be declared off-limits to trucks and the measures to achieve this must be
effective and enforceable.

4. Truck drivers have an elevated driving position providing better forward vision when
compared to most passenger vehicles.

Comments

* Better forward vision associated with an “elevated driving position” could be an advantage
under certain circumstances.

* Introduction as further justification for the conclusion presented for the J-Street curve is oddly
placed and lacks relevance.

* Evaluation within the context of the geometry of that passage would be necessary in order to
begin to determine whether an elevated driving position offsets the public safety concerns being
expressed.

» What values for the relationship between the proportional difference in a driver’s elevation and
any increase in visibility, the stopping distance of a 72’ long, 80,000 Ib. gravel truck relative to
that of a passenger vehicle, etc. have been used?

pg. 4.11-23 Access, Parking, and Internal Traffic Under normal operations, no more than a few
trucks are expected at the quarry site at any one time. Intersection analysis indicates that under
both existing and future conditions, the proposed driveway access on SR 58 will function
adequately without additional highway widening, dedicated turn lanes, or other improvements.

Emergency service in the area is provided by Cal Fire from the Parkhill Road station, which is about
1.5 miles east of the project site. The proposed access drive would provide a paved road with two
12-foot travel lanes suitable for use by emergency vehicles if necessary. It would not alter or
interfere with access to the existing residences and ranch structures elsewhere on the property.
Thus, the project effects relative to emergency access would not be significant.

Margarita Proud 4.11-11
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Specific construction projects or contracts may require larger volumes of aggregate material in
shorter times, and these occurrences may lead to a larger number of trucks at the site
simultaneously. The particular concern in this regard is the queuing or parking of trucks in nearby
areas prior to the quarry opening in the mornings, or if sufficient parking is not available on-site. In
addition to designated employee parking, the project design shows sufficient flat area in the vicinity
of the scale house and office for parking six large aggregate trucks, without interfering with the
loop road through the processing and stockpile area where trucks would be loaded. If trucks were
also to be lined up on the paved access road, another 20 trucks could be accommodated. Thus,
the issue related to off-site parking would be associated with early morning truck arrivals prior to
the quarry opening. Potential disturbances to residential neighborhoods from off-site truck
parking could occur if trucks arrive before the quarry opens, but it can be minimized through
appropriate scheduling and operational controls at the quarry. The quarry operator can identify
suitable off-site parking areas, or exclusion areas where parking of heavy trucks should not occur,
and provide this information to all truck drivers dealing with the quarry. Such a procedure should
also include publicizing the information to the community and providing communication points to
receive complaints in response to illegal truck parking.

Comments

* No evidence to support the statement that no more than a few trucks are expected at the quarry
site at any one time 1S provided.
* Observation of operations at the nearby Santa Margarita and Rocky Canyon Quarries
indicate that trucks back up many more than a few at a time routinely.
» What measures will be in place to ensure that queuing of trucks would not occur in a similar
manner to what is routinely observed at other local quarries?
* Early in the project, left-turn channelization (left-turn lane) was present at the entrance into the
project.
» What happened to this critical safety feature?
» Was Caltrans included during preparation of the DEIR on this critical public safety feature
of the project?
* Entrance Road as designed does not adequately accommodate staging (refer to the Engineered
Drawings 08-23, sheets 2 & 3 of 20, Appendix B, and reproduced in Section 4.1 (Aesthetics/
Visual Resources).
* Physical constraints make it not possible to stage anywhere near 20 trucks along this access
road.
* This is before discussion of what constitutes a reasonably foreseeable need for staging.
* The other two existing local quarries have much greater ability to stage internally within
their operations, but even so, we see staging occurring wherever space exists.
* Access for emergency vehicles is at odds with fouling the inbound lane with trucks awaiting
entry into the loading and scale area. (4.7 Hazards)
» What mitigation is being proposed to address delayed emergency response in this
scenario?
Where exactly will trucks be staged? An answer to this question must be provided in the EIR.
The impacts associated with the insufficient staging currently identified need to be quantified and
mitigated.

Margarita Proud 4.11-12
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* Not identifying staging at this time in the process amounts to project segmenting and is not
acceptable because it avoids the CEQA public review process.

Figure MP 4.11-17
Rocky Canyon trucks staged in a county park nearby to the quarry

Figure MP 4.11-18
Truck staged @ PM 3.2 turnout waiting for others in fleet

Margarita Proud 4.11-13
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pg. 4.11-25 The project is about one-half mile from the existing Hanson Santa Margarita Quarry.
Both quarries are within the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation, as shown on Figure
3-1. In this region, the EX1 Combining Designation is placed over the La Panza Granitics, a large
area that is classified as MRZ-2 by the California State Geological Survey (1989:9). Since this
Combining Designation is specifically intended to preserve mineral resources and protect mineral
extraction, it is reasonable to expect that future quarries will be approved and constructed in this
area.

Comments

* The existence of the Hanson Santa Margarita Quarry comes with existing impacts that
community members are aware of and that must be incorporated into all baseline data for
evaluating the impacts of this proposal.

» The EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation is discussed in Section 4.11 as it has
been in numerous other sections of this DEIR.

» Combining designations are applied in addition to other requirements within a particular land
use category.’

* The relevance of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation to the Transportation
and Circulation Section and other areas of the DEIR is not clear.

* As noted in Section 2.0 and other Comment Sections, the EX1 Combining Designation should
be removed from any and all further discussions, descriptions, and related EIR materials.

* The existence of the Hanson Santa Margarita Quarry and it’s current application for expansion
remove the need for additional aggregate supply in this area for some time to come.

» Removing aggregate from the location being proposed by Las Pilitas Resources will only be
made possible in the future by introduction of a suitable industrial transportation corridor.

* The purpose of an EIR is not to predict the future, but to evaluate the impacts of what is being
proposed and measure them cumulatively with existing and approved projects.

Additions/Revisions to Mitigation Measures for 4.11

MM Traffic-1a for Impact Traffic-1a
* No methodology for determining the applicant’s fair share of the cost of these
improvements has been provided. No definition of a “suitable financial guarantee” has been
provided.
* Have the necessary additional factors for heavy large trucks been applied?
* Has the more than 5000 times of additional road wear a gravel truck exerts been factored
in?

7 How to Use the LUE & LUO System, SLO County Department of Planning and Building pg. 2

Margarita Proud 4.11-14
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MM Traffic-1b for Impact Traffic-1b

* This MM will need to be re-visited when the appropriate vehicle count is determined and
inserted into the methodology utilized to arrive at the original conclusion.

MM Traffic-2a for Impact Traffic-2a

* This MM will need to be re-visited when the appropriate vehicle count is determined and
inserted into the methodology utilized to arrive at the original conclusion.

* An applicant proposed MM of avoiding school times creates the need to evaluate the
additional traffic created at other times by doing so. Also, the elementary school is only one
component of the activities that take place on weekdays.

* Appropriate mitigation is an alternative haul route that does not pass the elementary school.
* If for any reason, the proposed haul route is maintained, the applicant must install a
pedestrian bridge at the Elementary School Crossing.

* It is unacceptable to the community for safety to not be the over-riding consideration.

MM Traffic-2b for Impact Traffic-2b

* This MM must be funded before issuance of any use permits.

* This MM will need to be re-visited when the appropriate vehicle count is determined and
inserted into the methodology utilized to arrive at the original conclusion.

* Additional features of the Margarita Design Plan should be implemented as the need for
traffic slowing and calming measures increases with an accurate trip count.

MM Traffic-3a for Impact Traffic-3a

* The MM at the access shall include a left-turn lane (left-turn channelization). The impacts
at this location were considered significant by Caltrans.

MM Traffic-3b for Impact Traffic-3b

e Sufficient evidence that Internal Traffic and Parking exists has not been provided. (For a
detailed graphic representation of the proposed access road , refer to Section 4.1 Aesthetics
and Visual Resources)

* The impacts associated with staging are significant and are not confined to only early
mornings. When a project is underway, the same trucks will come and go all day as many
times as the job requires. The inability of the site to safely accommodate that level of
activity will be present at all times of the day. Jobs being nearby (local) magnifies the
problem due to reduced length of time for trip cycles.

* MM Traffic-3b is completely inadequate on several levels even should the erroneous
assumption that 20 trucks can accumulate on the access road is accepted.

¢ Mitigation must be effective and enforceable, therefore independent monitoring shall be
required.

Margarita Proud 4.11-15

| L

61

62

63

64

65



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.11 Transportation and Circulation Comments

* The Traffic Control Management Plan must be defined and included in the DEIR.
Developing it at a time after public comment period has expired is not acceptable and will
not conform to CEQA guidelines.

* The Planning Dept. has no special capability in either traffic control management or
validation of controls, but cannot escape it’s responsibility for ensuring adequacy of the
Traffic Control Management Plan program. Any TCMP shall be managed by an independent
consulting firm.

* The public must also be informed of what the mitigations are and for how long they will be
maintained and by whom they will be enforced.

MM Traffic-4 for Impact Traffic-4

* The applicant’s “fair share” for these improvements seems drastically low for the severity
of the impacts being created.

* How was the applicant’s fair share determined?

* Because of the similarity of impacts, we recommend that the DEIR be revised to
incorporate similar impact and MM statements as found within the EIR for the SMR
Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision.

MM’s not listed

* A maximum number of daily truck trips entering and exiting the project site.

* Alternative haul route not utilizing any portion of Hwy. 58. (Figure MP 6.0-1, Section 6.0
Comments, provides one such example)

* No jake (compression) brakes along any portion of the haul route or along project entrance/
access road.

Additional Comments - Section 4.11

1. Hwy. 58 is a popular route for bicyclists, yet the DEIR fails to address the significant impacts
to the safety of cyclists that would be introduced.
2. Hwy. 58 is a popular route for motorcyclists yet the DEIR fails to address the significant
impacts to the safety of motorcylists that would be introduced.
3. Hwy. 58 was never designed or intended to function as a de-facto industrial transportation
corridor.
» We cannot support the use of Hwy. 58 as a transportation corridor for this proposed
operation.

Margarita Proud 4.11-16
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. There needs to be a left-turn lane into the project entrance traveling east as travelers come off
the bridge.

* Caltrans did not respond to the NOP, and does not appear to have offered adequate input at
the administrative phase of the DEIR document.

. There needs to be an extended exit lane out of the project entrance westbound.

. The westbound line of sight from PM6 to PM5 needs further evaluation with verified field
dimensions. From Parkhill Rd., there is a dip in the road that prolongs the inability to see
oncoming traffic around the blind corner.

. Level of Service (LOS) is not an appropriate metric capable of quantifying the impacts to

public safety on a rural haul route (with a Ca. Yellow Advisory already in place) that passes a

school, a park, a railroad crossing, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

. The DEIR and Traffic Impact Study failed to adequately address potential impacts and needed

mitigation measures at the at-grade railroad crossing at EI Camino Real/Estrada Avenue. The

EIR for the SMR Ag Cluster found significant impacts and provided appropriate mitigation.

. No consideration has been given to the operating value of Structure 49 0237 (Salinas River

Bridge). (Refer to the specifications in Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials)

Misc. Field Observations pgs. 18 - 24

Margarita Proud 4.11-17
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Figure MP4.11-2 Eastbound PM2.15

Figure MP4.11-3 Westbound PM 3.5
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Figure MP4.11-4 Eastbound travel @ PM 4.4 (view from east side of blind

Figure MP4.11-5 Westbound travel @ PM 4.4 (view from east side of blind curve)
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Figure MP4.11-6 Westbound travel @ PM 4.4
(viewed from west side of blind curve)
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J Street

Figure MP 4.11-10

Figure MP 4.11-11

Westbound at J Street, the power unit is over the centerline while the trailer is all the way into the
shoulder. Different day, different truck, different driver, almost identical outcome.
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75



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.11 Transportation and Circulation Comments

Figure MP 4.11-12

Figure MP 4.11-13
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Figure MP4.11-14 PM3.65

Figure MP4.11-15 PM3.4
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Figure MP4.11-16
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Section 4.13 WATER QUALITY
Comments

Background

« The original application included the intent to mine high quality aggregate to be washed and

sorted for use in the manufacturing of portland cement concrete (PCC), a concrete and

asphalt recycling facility, and hot-mix asphalt concrete manufacturing.

 Hot-mix asphalt manufacturing was removed from the current application for CUP/

Reclamation Plan after a Land Use Ordinance (LUO) Interpretation Hearing determined that

asphalt manufacturing was not an allowable use within the Rural Lands land use category unless

the raw materials originated on-site.

* The revised project description outlined in the DEIR reflects those original project objectives:

2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 1.3 of this EIR presents a more detailed discussion of the project objectives along with an

introductory background discussion of the aggregate industry and how the project relates to the

identified objectives. As a brief summary of that discussion, the objectives are presented in the

following points:

A. Develop significant mineral deposits in a manner that protects sensitive natural resources and

existing adjacent uses, and is consistent with other County general plan goals and policies.

B. Protect significant mineral resources from land uses that threaten their availability for future

mining.

C. Develop known concrete-grade aggregate reserves in the local production-consumption region

in accordance with previous planning and coordination with the California Department of Water

Resources, state policy, the County EX1 Combining Designation, and applicable regulations.

D. Provide an additional source of aggregate material in the local production-consumption region,

with a permitted production of up to 500,000 tons/year for approximately 30 years, consistent

with state policy, the County EX1 Combining Designation and applicable regulations, and in a

manner that supports independent contractor and other local use groups.

E. Contribute towards increased recycling of construction and demolition debris to help achieve an

overall goal of 75 percent recycling for this type of waste material.

F. Locate a concrete-grade aggregate quarry as near as practicable to use areas in the San Luis
Obispo-Santa Barbara Production-Consumption region, and with minimal reliance on local
streets to gain highway and freeway access.

Deposits that meet the specifications for concrete aggregate (also known as Portland
Cement Concrete, or PCC aggregate) are among the scarcest and most valuable
construction aggregate resources. Construction aggregate includes materials that meet
specifications for concrete aggregate, but also includes lower grade materials that are used

in products such as base' sub-base, and fill. (Source: Ca. Dept. of Conservation Special Report 215)

Margarita Proud 4.13-1
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Section 2.0 Project Description  2.3.5 Water Consumption and Wastewater

Due to the type of rock product proposed, and the nature of the granitic material to be mined, the
applicant is not proposing to wash any of the material that is processed. The primary use of water
by the project will be for dust control.

Comments

* Not washing any of the material being processed is not aligned with the project objectives and
conflicts with the intent to produce product suitable for use in PCC (Portland Cement Concrete)
grade aggregate.

» More information is required regarding the types of products and specifications of what is
being processed from the asphalt and concrete debris being imported onto the site. Superpave
and other specialty products require washing the ingredients. 76
» A consumption value for these additional operations has not been established.

* The concern is that water consumption will have no limits upon issuance of a use permit. We

support additional mitigation measures that meter water usage at proposed quarry and monitor
neighboring wells. J

pg. 2-9 Exposed granitic surfaces in the quarry would not generate much dust, but stockpiled
soils and the action of mining equipment on quarry roads will require periodic watering to
control dust. On a regular basis during dry weather, the water use for dust control will amount to
about 4,000 gallons per day. The need for dust control will be minimized through paving the
entire access road length within the property, up to and around the scale house.

Comments —

* No source or data to support exposed granitic surfaces in the quarry would not generate much
dust has been identified or provided.

» Where does the 4000 gallon per day estimate originate?

» How have assumptions for amount of dust generated from quarry operations been arrived at? 77
* Has data gathered from other operative quarries been incorporated into these assumptions?
* Refer to comments in Sections 4.3 Air Quality

Pg. 2-10 The use of dust control additives approved by the County Air Pollution Control District
will help to minimize the volume of water necessary for this purpose in other areas. An existing
well on the property near the Salinas River will supply water for dust control.

Comments

* No description or specifications for dust control additives has been provided. 78
e Surface runoff carrying suppressants is not adequately addressed.
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* Potential for contamination of water supply through introduction of suppressants has not been 78
adequately addressed.

pg. 4.13-3 Agriculture has been the dominant land use in the upper Salinas watershed. For the
most part, the agricultural uses include grazing and pasture land on relatively flat areas such as the
southern portion of the Oster property.

Comments

* No verifiable evidence for this description has been provided.

* The grazing and pasture area referenced does not consist of more than a few acres and is the
only potential irrigated ag use on the Oster parcel. Itis in full public view along Hwy. 58 and
nearby neighbors surrounding this area are not able to recall any time in the past when any
substantial irrigated use took place.

» What is the origin of the information contained in this description? 79
* The project proposal is for a quarry on parcels within the Rural Lands land use category.
Mining and quarrying would not be considered an ag use.

* Is their a purpose for outlining “beneficial uses” that mining and quarrying are not included
among? Is there purpose for outlining an ag use that never appears to have existed?

pg. 4.13-3 Table 4.13-2 Summary of CCamp Data for Site

Since the proposed quarry site near the Salinas River is located several more miles upstream from
the sampled point, and in an area that is more rural and less developed, it is reasonable to assume
that the surface water quality in the river near the project site is better than that shown above.

Comments

* No data has been provided to support this assumption.
» Monitoring must occur at the specific location where conclusions are drawn to be useful. 80

pg. 4.13-4 _ Current Water Use and Supply
Project Site. The existing water uses on the property support two residences and some agricultural

use — typically watering for up to 30-40 cattle, and a small orchard and garden and landscaping at
the main house. Estimated water consumption for recent years (when there has been no extensive

irrigation of corn or other field crops) is between 1.5 and 1.7 acre feet per year (afy), so a figure of
two afy is assumed in this discussion.

Comments
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* As stated above, there is not local knowledge of field crops ever occurring on this parcel nor
has any data that supports that claim been provided.

* If we accept 1.7 afy as an accurate estimate of current domestic use, the extremely low
consumption value (compared to other quarries) being put forth in 4.13.6 of 5 afy still represents
a nearly 294% increase in water consumption.

pg. 4.13-6 4.13.3 Regulatory Setting

The Federal Clean Water Act of 1972, and subsequent amendments, forms the overall structure for
maintaining surface water quality in the country. The act prohibits point source discharges to
surface waters unless a permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
is obtained from the U.S. EPA. For waters affected by broader pollutant issues, the CWA requires
the identification of impaired water bodies, in which pollutant concentrations will adversely
affect beneficial uses of the water. For these water bodies, Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for
pollutants from natural and man-made sources must be specified and implemented through
management practices and permit procedures.

Comments

* Overlooked has been the WAIVER for the hauling in and crushing of Concrete and Asphalt
debris, being referred to as “recycling”.

1. Applicant is asking for a waiver to LUO 22.30.380 in order to allow concrete and asphalt
recycling within the Rural Lands category on a site which does not meet the current
ordinance requirements for such activity. Aside from not conforming to the LUO, this
component of the project introduces significant adverse impacts on the riparian flow of the
Salinas River.
a) The millings and residue from concrete and asphalt recycling should be considered
hazardous waste and disposed of in an approved disposal site.
b) Recycling may not best describe the process, but in the way the term is being used, the
process consists of crushing and resizing of the product. The residual material from the
asphalt and concrete crushing operation will result in dust and small particulate matter.
c¢) Asphalt millings in particular, as well as exhaust particles, tire wear residue, and motor
oil (contaminates associated with recycled concrete and asphalt), contain increased
concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PHAS) which are targeted as
pollutants by the EPA.
d) These residual materials have the potential to migrate through the actions of wind,
water, and physical displacement to contaminate surrounding soils and surface water
sediments.
e) Any handling or processing of concrete and/or asphalt demolition debris on this
property should be prohibited.
2. The amount of broken concrete and asphalt material being permitted for intake has not
been adequately defined in the application.
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3. The amount of material from the “recycling” processing facility to be shipped out is
described as some portion of the total 500,000 ton annual output. No breakdown of projected
percentages for mined aggregate vs. imported concrete and asphalt for re-processing has been
provided in the DEIR. Project Objective (E) suggests that the input side for imported
material may be far greater than is currently being disclosed.

4. It is reasonably foreseeable that the specifications for some of the products that the 82
“recycled” offerings of Las Pilitas Resources, LLC, would find a market for would require
washing. Superpave as specified by Caltrans is one such product among other possible
options.

5. No assumption values for water use associated with the “recycling” facility being proposed

through a waiver to the Land Use Ordinance have been included in this DEIR. This
represents a significant oversight.

pg. 4.13-11  Increased Use of Surface Water

This issue relates to criteria “d” and “e” above dealing with changing the quality or movement of
surface or groundwater, and affecting other water suppliers. As presented in the Water Supply
Assessment for the project (see Appendix F) the proposed quarry will use about 4,000 gallons of
water per day for dust control, about 500 gallons per day for domestic purposes, and up to 1,000
gallons per day for irrigating revegetation as part of the mine reclamation, for a total of 5,500
gallons per day. This total is about 5 afy. Water for the quarry use would be drawn from a shallow
well about 80 feet from the Salinas River in the ranch compound of the property owner, identified
as “Well A.” A pumping test on Well A demonstrated its ability to provide a minimum of 25 gallons
per minute, which is more than sufficient for the proposed use. The water drawn from the well is
part of the subsurface flow in the Salinas River and is part of the riparian rights water that has been
used on the property for many years. Combined with the existing recent uses by the two residences
and ranch activities on the property (approximately 2 afy), the estimated total water use on the
property would be approximately 7 afy. Thus, the quarry project would more than triple the current
water use on the property. This amount is lower than the water used in previous agricultural
activities on the property, and much lower than the potential use indicated in the Statements of
Diversion and Use (over 94 afy). The total projected water use with the quarry project and current
uses (7 afy) is very much lower than the lowest base flows maintained in the Salinas River near the
project vicinity (about 800 afy).

Comments

 The water supply assessment is inadequate and fails to adequately address the following
pertinent information:

1. Well depth 83
2. Date of pump test (time of year)
3. Pump volumes

4. Pump rates
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* The reported four hour pump test is not adequate to demonstrate reliable production.

Water Consumption values

» When water use was scrutinized at the scoping and other early public meetings, applicant
claimed consumption amounts stated were just a worst case scenario and could easily be reduced
by using chemical dust suppressants, conservation, and by eliminating any washing of aggregate.
* These claims have now been incorporated into 4.13.6, the Water Supply Assessment, and the
revised project description in the DEIR.

» We have concerns that reducing water consumption estimates to unrealistically low levels
undermines meaningful environmental review.

* Our early research indicated that the initial estimate of 20,000 gallons a day (for dust control)1
was low when compared to similar quarry operations already occurring or being proposed.

* Currently, the initially very low “worst case” projection has been further reduced to 4,000
gallons daily for dust control and the applicant is not proposing to wash any of the material that
is being processed. What is the origin of this assumption value?

» Any washing of aggregate and the additional needs of a concrete and asphalt crushing facility
being sought through a waiver to LUO 22.30.380 would significantly add to assumption values.

Washing of aggregate

» Other quarries do not produce PCC grade aggregate without washing the product and it is
doubtful that an economically viable high grade aggregate could be produced without inclusion
of such a process.

* Upon review of Hydrology within several attached Environmental Impact Reports for similar
aggregate quarry proposals, it becomes clear that aggregate washing is typical (therefore,
reasonably foreseeable), uses water, and needs to be quantified before meaningful input on
associated impacts can be developed.

* At a minimum, a requirement of the Conditional Use Permit for this project should be metering
and monitoring of water consumption to prevent foreseeable impacts on the riparian flow of the
Salinas River in the future.

« Additionally, if product is to be washed off-site, the location and details of those activities will
need to be disclosed as part of the environmental review process in order to avoid “piece-

mealing”under CEQA guidelines.

* The following EIRs were examined for comparison:
a) The Hanson Quarry Expansion Hydrological Report (DRC2011-00098) is of considerable
interest because it is based on actual water use by an operative aggregate quarry located
nearby to the Oster/Las Pilitas proposal on Santa Margarita Ranch and that the Oster/Las
Pilitas applicants have publicly stated they will compete against. The Santa Margarita Quarry
(SMQ owned by Hanson) produces 700,000 annual tons and diversion of 300 acre feet of
water per year.
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b) The Liberty Quarry proposal was ten times the size of this proposal. While it’s possible
that actual usage may have been underestimated in the attached EIR, the Water Usage and
Demand Study in that document estimated water use at 360 acre feet per year.

c) Jesse Morrow Mountain in Fresno county proposes to extract 1.5 million tons/yr, 3 times
that of the Oster/Las Pilitas proposal. The anticipated water use identified in the attached EIR
for aggregate washing alone is 145 acre/feet/year.

d)The Roblar Road Quarry in Sonoma county proposes to extract 500,000 tons/yr, an amount
equal to the Oster/Las Pilitas proposal. In the attached EIR, total estimated annual demand is
8,881,965 gallons (divide by 325,851 gallons per acre foot = 27.26 acre/feet/yr)

* While each project obviously has specific circumstances that determine actual water usage, it
becomes evident that hard rock quarry operations all use significantly greater amounts than this
proposal is estimating.

* The applicants have stated providing competition to the Santa Margarita Quarry provides
ample confirmation that producing products that meet similar specifications (washed) is indeed
reasonably foreseeable, and in fact should be assumed in the criteria for determining the worst
case scenario for water consumption assumption values.

pg. 4.13-12 Cumulative Effects

The base flows in the Salinas River result from rainfall and runoff in its watershed upstream
from the project site and from periodic releases that are mandated by the SWRCB permit for
the Santa Margarita Reservoir. These releases are designed to ensure the protection of all
downstream surface and shallow subsurface water uses that existed prior to construction of
the dam and reservoir in the 1940s. The project will not significantly affect flows in the river,
and will not contribute a substantial fraction towards cumulative use of water from the
Salinas River. The Hanson Santa Margarita Quarry also uses water from surface and
underflow in the Salinas River.

Comments

* DEIR fails to adequately document daily, weekly and monthly river flows .
- This is pertinent information if the project water source is the Salinas River
* DEIR fails to provide Salinas River Dam release documentation.
- This is pertinent information if the project water source is the Salinas River
* DEIR fails to consider performance of similar wells on neighboring parcels.
» The DEIR fails to provide adequate documentation that the potential cumulative impacts
related to Water Quality and Supply are less than significant.
* There is no documentation that the water source for the identified well for the project is
provided by the Salinas River.
* There is no documentation to support that the water supply is reliable.
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Appendix F — Water Supply Assessment

pa. F-6 With respect to water quantity, no shortages are known for the project vicinity and areas
downstream, until those noted for the Paso Robles groundwater basin. Upstream from the Project
Site, in the Moreno Creek drainage along Parkhill Road, the County has noted that the water
supply is limited and represents a constraint to future development in that area (SLO County
2003:3-1).

Comments
* This statement is incorrect.
« Similar wells along the Salinas River on adjoining parcels experience water shortage issues,
especially during low rainfall years.
* No attempt was made to contact the neighboring parcel owner with the well in closest
proximity to the proposed project well.
* It appears that the project well is a shallow well similar to others in the vicinity.
- No documentation of depth or supply source is provided in the DEIR
* Shallow wells are the first to have problems in dry years.
* The project will require the most water during the times that well performance is in decline.

Additional Comments Section 4.13

* The project objectives to produce “concrete grade” aggregate do not align with stated water
consumption. This raises concerns that a good faith effort has not been made by the project
applicant to provide full disclosure of intended operational details.

* It is extremely important to review the project objectives in order to gain perspective on
reasonably foreseeable events.

* Early in the environmental review process provides the best opportunity to question the origin
and accuracy of assumption values provided for study.

* No MM WQ-3 for Impact WQ-3 exists. The impact being mitigated for, increased use of
surface water, must be accurately described and appropriately mitigated for.

*» No assumption values for water use associated with the “recycling” facility being proposed
through a waiver to the Land Use Ordinance have been included in this DEIR. This represents a
significant oversight.
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Section 4.14 Land Use
Comments

4.14.1 Introduction and Existing Conditions

pg. 4.14-1 - The Initial Study for this project (contained in Appendix A) included a preliminary
determination that the proposed quarry would be consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and
regulations, and that it would be compatible with surrounding land uses. That preliminary
conclusion was based on the review of environmental issues and on the input received from other
County departments and other agencies contacted through referrals during preparation of the
Initial Study. Since then, completion of the analyses of environmental issues described in the
preceding sections has identified several effects that are considered significant impacts that relate
to the issue of land use compatibility. These include aesthetics and visual resources, noise, and
cumulative traffic effects through the Santa Margarita community.

The quarry site is located less than one half mile east of the Salinas River. Moreno Creek is south of
the site on the opposite side of SR 58, Moreno Creek connects to the Salinas River southwest of
the site. The proposed quarry site is largely surrounded by undeveloped vacant land and some
scattered large lot residential parcels, with the Hanson Aggregate granite quarry located less than
one-half mile northwest of the site and scatter rural residential development to the south and
southeast of the project site.

Comments

* Because impacts only occur in the presence of receptors, existing land uses are at the core of
determining the severity in all impact areas.

* Considering it’s fundamental role as the foundation for all planning decisions. Land Use and
associated compatibility issues have received less than sufficient attention in the DEIR.

* It is imperative to begin any analysis of land use compatibility with accurate and descriptive
mapping of the area, with particular emphasis on existing land uses.

* The Initial Study contained selective mapping submitted by the applicant and a variety of errors
in it’s description of the area and surroundings.

* Original project mapping omits Parkhill Road, the Salinas River, Salinas River Bridge
(Structure 49 0237) and Digger Pine Road.

* The foundation for conclusions that follow “the proposed quarry site is largely surrounded by
undeveloped vacant land and some scattered large lot residential parcels” has not been
sufficiently verified through mapping.

* Insufficiently validated presumptions have been carried forward into other areas of the EIR.

* Figure 4.14-1(General Plan Land Use Categories) identifies Land Use Categories, the Salinas
River and the Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct but fails to provide a clear
representation of existing land uses in the vicinity of the proposed project.

Margarita Proud 4.14-1
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Accurate and representative mapping matters

* The primary goal of an EIR is to identify and mitigate impacts. Mitigation cannot occur until
identification of impacts has. 95
* Graphics that illustrate EXACTLY what is on the ground in the vicinity of the proposed project
are fundamental to evaluating compatibility, the core purpose of land use planning.

Suggested mapping .

» Parcel Mapping overlaid onto an Area Map needs to be developed and reviewed.

* A uniform table with columns that clearly list distances to nearby residences as well as their

property boundaries should be secondarily be developed. 96
- In order to be useful, the table should cross reference ordinances and elements within the
General Plan.
- The table should clearly delineate distances to the various pertinent points that would be
necessary to evaluate conformance.
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Comments on Figure 4.14-1

* Two concentrations of Residential Rural (RR) parcels existing within the Las Pilitas Area Plan.
* As illustrated, viewed as the cluster (village) that they are, they are directly adjacent to the
proposed quarry site and significantly impacted by operations.

* Nothing about this map would indicate that there are more than 60 individual parcels within
one mile of the proposed quarry’s scale house or how individual parcels are situated in
relationship to the proposed quarry operations.

* While an overview of Land Use Categories is a fundamental tool for initial review, breaking
these RR areas down to their constituent parcels is needed in order to gain an in-depth working
knowledge of the area being studied. A decision cannot be arrived at regarding suitability or
compatibility of a proposed use without knowing what exists on the ground.
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Comments on Figure 4.8-1

* Five nearby residences are identified on this map.

* No indication of how those residences were identified is provided.

 No parcel divisions are illustrated.

» Mapping fails to provide sufficient depth to gain an overview of compatibility issues.
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Overview of Figure MP4.14-2

» Margarita Proud has constructed a Parcel/Area map (Figure MP4.14-2) built from Parcel
mapping overlaid onto an Area Map.

» Margarita Proud has constructed a Parcel Inventory (Table MP4.14-1) that lists APN’s of all
parcels that show up within 5280’ (one mile show as dotted orange line) from the scale house
location at the proposed quarry.

* The intent of Figure MP4.14-2 is to more thoroughly understand the area most impacted by
industrial operations.

Suggested additions to MP4.14-2

* Increase scope to greater distance that identifies all receptors and their relative location to the
proposed project.
1. The parcel count increases significantly if additional parcels beyond the one mile line are
included.
2. It is reasonably foreseeable that impacts associated with air quality, noise, and water
supply project beyond the one mile mark, particularly in those residential areas to the east/
southeast (Parkhill Road) and south/southwest (Digger Pine Road).
3. The prevailing wind comes right up the Parkhill Rd. canyon from the NW. Many residents
have pointed this out throughout the process and within the over 200 letters that were
received during the scoping process. Residents more than 2 miles southeast of the proposed
quarry on Parkhill Rd. (near Parkhill Rd. church) report hearing the train daily. The rail
corridor is nearly 4.5 miles from CDF Station 40 on Parkhill Rd.
4. Extending the parcel inventory out to the two mile mark, especially on Parkhill Rd. would
provide much more accurate identification of receptors for 4.3 Air Quality, and 4.8 Noise as
well as better inform many assumption relating to 4.13 Water Quality and Supply.
* Detailed development of accurate mapping that can be used to develop more complete and
descriptive parcel inventories.
- This would be useful as part of an informational document for our decision makers that
endeavors to fully disclose all aspects of the project and the resulting impacts.
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Figure MP4.14-2 Parcel Map overlaid onto Area Map (orange = one mile (5280’) from scale
house @ proposed quarry operation.

100

Table MP4.14-1 Parcel Inventory

Inventory of parcels, the parcel size, if a building permit has been issued for the parcel since the
EX1 Combining Designation has been in place, associated land-use classification and other
location information within the one mile radius defined in Figure MP 4.14-2
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# Permit
APN Parcel issued LUC Location Notes
Size since
EX1

1 070-154-032 12 ac Not in EX1 RR adjacent to 070-141-070
2 070-154-009 5ac yes RR 6755 Hwy. 58
3 070-154-005 40 ac yes RL
4 070-142-017 26 ac yes RR SW corner Parkhill/58
5 070-142-032 14 ac yes RR NE corner Parkhill/58
6 070-142-016 2.4 ac yes RR adjacent to 070-141-071
7 070-142-026 3.3ac vacant RR adjacent to 070-141-071
3 070-141-059 > 40 ac yes RL adjacent to 070-141-071
9 070-142-027 27 ac yes RR Hwy. 58
10 070-142-033 10 ac yes RR 6450 Parkhill Rd.
11 070-142-015 23 ac yes RR 6445 Parkhill Rd.
12 070-142-024 14 ac yes RR 6428 Parkhill Rd.
13 070-142-020 11 ac yes RR 6395 Parkhill Rd.
14 070-142-025 14 ac yes RR 6352 Parkhill Rd.
15 070-142-022 10 ac yes RR 6375 Parkhill Rd.
16 070-142-021 10 ac yes RR 6355 Parkhill Rd.
17 070-142-019 10 ac yes RR 6321 Parkhill Rd.
18 070-142-007 10 ac yes RR 6324 Parkhill Rd.
19 070-142-008 19 ac yes RR 6318 Parkhill Rd.
20 070-142-009 <20ac yes RR Parkhill Rd.
21 070-142-011 6.5 ac yes RR Parkhill Rd.
22 070-142-065 14 ac no RR Parkhill Rd.
23 070-142-064 18 ac yes Parkhill Rd.
24 070-155-005 40 ac no RL Parkhill Rd.
Margarita Proud 4.14-7
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# Permit
APN Parcel issued LUC Location Notes
Size since
EX1

25 070-155-004 320 ac NA RL BLM Land

26 070-154-001 40 ac yes RL

27 070-154-024 39 ac yes RL

28 070-154-002 40 ac no RL

29 070-154-006 40 ac no RL

30 070-154-003 120 ac no RR

31 070-154-007 40 ac no RL

32 070-155-011 40 ac no RL

33 070-154-018 5ac yes RR 6795 Hwy. 58

34 070-154-017 5ac yes RR

35 070-154-019 13 ac yes RR 6835 Hwy. 58

36 070-154-022 14 ac yes RR Digger Pine Rd.

37 070-154-021 l4ac yes RR Digger Pine Rd.

38 070-152-033 16 ac yes RR Digger Pine Rd.

39 070-152-032 10 ac yes RR Digger Pine Rd.

40 070-152-022 10 ac yes RR Digger Pine Rd.

41 070-152-021 10 ac RR Digger Pine Rd.

42 070-152-005 6 ac RR Digger Pine Rd.

43 070-152-006 7 ac RR Digger Pine Rd.

44 070-091-023 now part of parcel 45

45 070-091-037 1697 ac NA AG Major Domo LLC (SMR)
Access road into Hanson
follows northern boundary
of this parcel.

16 070-154-033 17 ac NA RL/RR Kaiser (mining buffer
parcel) adjacent to Oster
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# Permit
APN Parcel issued LUC Location Notes
Size since
EX1

A7 070-131-020 79 ac NA RL Kaiser (mining buffer
parcel) adjacent to Oster

18 070-131-021 73 ac NA RL Kaiser

49 070-131-018 8 ac NA RL SMR LLC

50 070-141-008 5ac NA RL Kaiser (mining buffer
parcel)

51 070-141-006 40 ac NA RL Mission Lakes LLC (SMR)
Hanson Quarry operations

52 070-131-003 171 ac yes RL Dkf LLC (SMR)
Hanson expansion site

53 070-141-054 115 ac NA RL Mission Lakes LLC (SMR)
Hanson Quarry operations

54 070-141-072 80 ac NA RL Kaiser (mining buffer
parcel) adjacent to Oster

55 070-141-053 64 ac NA RL Kaiser (mining buffer
parcel)

56 070-141-001 160 ac no RL

57 070-141-041 363 ac no RL

58 070-141-061 404 ac no RL

59 070-141-060 40 ac no RL

60 070-141-049 50 ac no RL

61 070-141-039 360 ac no RL BLM Land

62

Margarita Proud 4.14-9

100



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.14 Land Use

pg. 4.14-4 & 5
4.14.5 Compatibility Criteria

4.14.6 Compatilbility with Land Uses immediately adjacent to the Project Site

Comments

* Table 4.14-2 (pg. 4.14-5) contains several inaccuracies:

1. North - 070-141-059 is a RL parcel with residences already existing.

2. South/southwest - Digger Pine Road is completely omitted.
- Table MP4.14-1 locates parcels within one mile of the proposed scale house.
- There are more parcels and homes up Digger Pine if the distance is increased.
- Digger Pine Road’s proximity to 58 and to the proposed site has not been adequately 101
addressed in this DEIR.

3. South/slightly southwest - Rural homes on Digger Pine Road in Residential Rural.

4. East/ slightly southeast - Rural homes on Parkhill Rd.
- Not vacant land, not grazing (no water).
- Table MP4.14-1 and Figure MP4.14-2 illustrate that several (more than two but not
many) does not accurately describe the depiction of this table.

5. West - This description is nearly accurate.
- Overlooked is that Hanson Quarry exists on SMR properties (main quarry is held by
Mission Lakes LLC, comprised of one or more of the SMR owners).
- As shown on Figure MP4.14-2, there are at least 5 parcels bordering Oster that are held
by Hanson as buffers to their mining operations.
-There is no mining currently or planned. The expansion Hanson has applied for moves 102
to the Northwest.
- It is a mis-representation to portray the western boundaries of the Oster parcels as being
adjacent to the Hanson Quarry.
- Bordering the Oster parcels to the northwest, west, and southwest are Hanson owned
parcels purchased specifically to be buffers from their mining operations (refer to table
MP4.14-1 for details and APN’s)

* Table 4.14-2 focuses on the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation in several areas,
hinting that the presence of EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation somehow ensures
compatibility with this specific project proposal.
- The stated purpose of this combining designation within the DEIR (pg. 4.14-5) is “to
protect existing resource extraction operations from encroachment by incompatible land uses
that could hinder resource extraction”. 1 03
- The entirety of LUO 22.14.050 reads:

A. Purpose and applicability. The Extractive Resource Area (EX1) combining designation is used to
identify areas of the county which the California Department of Conservation's Division of Mines
and Geology has classified as containing or being highly likely to contain significant mineral
deposits.

The purpose of this combining designation is to protect existing resource extraction
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operations from encroachment by incompatible land uses that could hinder resource
extraction. In addition, Framework for Planning - Inland Portion, Part | of the Land Use

Element contains guidelines which call for proposed land use category amendments to give priority
to maintaining land use categories which allow and are compatible with resource extraction.

B. Processing requirements. The following standards apply to proposed land uses within the EX1
combining designation which are required to have Minor Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit
approval by Section 22.06.030 (Allowable Land Uses and Permit Requirements), Article 22.04
(Standards for Specific Land Uses), or by planning area standards in Article 9.

1. All proposed mineral or petroleum extraction uses are subject to the requirements of
Sections 22.14.040 through 22.14.044 and 22.08.170 through 22.08.198.

2. Approval of any use other than mineral resource extraction may be granted only

when the finding is made that the proposed use will not adversely affect the

continuing operation or expansion of a mineral resource extraction use.

- The purpose of this ordinance is not to usher in mining proposals without regards to
existing surroundings, but to protect existing mining operations from encroachment by
incompatible uses.

- What is before you is a mining proposal, not an existing “resource extraction operation”.

- A mining proposal must prove itself to be compatible with existing surrounding uses and
demonstrate that the uses IT proposes are not likely to cause public health and safety
problems.

- The existence of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation provides no special
protection from the fundamental purpose of planning to address compatibility between uses.
- The existence of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation is not, and should
not be a consideration in the process underway to determine if granting a discretionary
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is an appropriate action for a site specific proposal.

- Section 4.14 would be the only section of this DEIR where the EX1 Extractive Resource

Combining Designation should have received any attention. Instead, the existence of an
overlay has been used throughout the DEIR in a seeming attempt to convert an inapplicable
piece of background land use information into an underlying assumption of importance.

Comparing Siting to Existing Quarries

» Comparing Figure MP4.14-2 to the siting of several quarry operations already existing within
the same sector of the same production-consumption region, Santa Margarita Quarry, and Rocky
Canyon Quarry, illustrates that the size of parcels and uses surrounding these existing facilities
are much better suited to their surroundings than the location currently proposed by Las Pilitas
Resources, LLC.

Margarita Proud 4.14-11
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Below are area maps and adjoining parcel inventories for Santa Margarita Quarry (Hanson),
(Figure MP4.14-4 and Table MP4.14-4), and Rocky Canyon Quarry (Figure MP4.14-4 and
Table MP4.14-5)

Santa Margarita Quarry

104

* Santa Margarita Quarry is operated by Hanson Aggregates on parcels 070-141-054 (Mission
Lakes LLC), 070-141-006 (Mission Lakes LLC), 070-131-018 (SMR LLC), and 070-131-019
(Kaiser).

* As previously discussed, Hanson owns the adjoining parcels to the south and east of their
operations. Those parcels are identified in Table MP4.14-1 and also asterisked (*) in Table
MP4.14-4.

* Extraction operations shall provide and be provided with adequate buffering and screening
from adjacent land uses.!

* This quarry is adjoined almost entirely by parcels it owns or leases, including the smallest of
these parcels, 070-154-033.

1 Ordinance 2498, An ordinance amending specific sections of the San Luis Obispo County LUO, Title 22
of the County Code, introduced at regular meeting of the BOS held on April 16, 1991
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104

Figure MP4.14-4

1. ElI Camino Real to Hwy. 101 (approximately equidistant to north or southbound on-ramps)
2. Entrance into Hanson Quarry - the 1.5 mile long access road provides a staging area and
places distance between mining operations and residential uses to the north and west.

Parcels adjoining Hanson Aggregates Quarry

* North - Large parcels in RL

» East - No mining occurs on multiple parcels * owned by Hanson along entire eastern perimeter
of Hanson’s mining operations. *Buffer parcels.

* South - Large parcels (519ac and 1696ac) parcels in AG.

» West - Large parcels in AG (same parcels as above) and RL (parcel expansion is currently
proposed on). Staging along Hanson’s access road is approximately 1.75 miles long.
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Parcels adjoining Hanson Aggregates Quarry

A.P.N. Parcel size Use Category
*070-141-053 64 acres RL
*070-141-072 80 acres RL
*070-141-008 RL
*070-131-020 40+ acres RL
*070-154-033 17 acres RL

070-091-037 1,696 acres Ag
070-091-038 519 acres Ag
070-131-003 171 acres RL
070-131-002 100+ acres RL
070-141-001 80+ acres RL

Table MP4.14-4

Hanson

Las Pilitas Resources

Permitted volume

700,000 annual tons

500,000 annual tons

Access route into plant

9240’

700’ (pg. ES-2)

Grade of access route

minimal

10% (Dwg. 08-23 Tartaglia)

Table MP4.14-5

Contrast in ability to accommodate truck accumulation and staging between Hanson
and proposed Las Pilitas Quarry

Margarita Proud

4.14-14
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Located 3 miles north of Santa Margarita Quarry, Rocky Canyon is adjoined only by large parcels within

Rocky Canyon Quarry

the RL and AG land use categories (Table MP4.14-5)

Figure MP 4.14-5

Parcels adjoining Rocky Canyon Quarry

A_P_N. Parcel size Use Category
034-431-045 100 acres Rural Lands
034-431-046 154 acres Rural Lands
034-431-047 145 acres Rural Lands
034-431-048 342 acres Ag
034-431-004 77 acres Ag
034-431-005 160 acres Ag
034-431-006 124 acred Ag

Table MP4.14-5

Margarita Proud
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pg. 4.14-7 The truck traffic generated from the proposed quarry (273 daily trips, on average)
could compromise the desired rural character of the Santa Margarita community, as expressed in
the adopted Santa Margarita Design Plan.

Comments

* Impacts directly contributing to inconsistencies with the rural character of the community have
not been adequately defined or addressed.

« It will be difficult to assess consistency with LUO Section 22.62.060 (C)(4)(d) without a
detailed evaluation of impacts that deteriorate rural character.

pg. 4.14-8 Truck traffic will occur only on SR 58, a state-owned and maintained highway. As
such, the County has no authority to limit truck trips along this route.

Comments

* Truck traffic will travel on Hwy. 58 as well as any other roadways encountered in getting to
delivery locations.
o If truck traffic will occur only on SR 58, this routes all truck trips through Santa Margarita to
101.
* This situation would introduce the need to re-visit the truck trip distribution assumption
percentages as presented.
* Will the occurrence of truck traffic only on SR 58 be possible to achieve given the Oster Quarry
Market Area? introduced as part of the DEIR?
1. Contrary to information provided to the public by the project applicant at the scoping
meeting that the main market would be Nipomo, “the aggregate market in the region of the
proposed Oster Quarry (project) was researched in order to evaluate how operation of the
project would affect supply and demand for aggregate in the region. The Oster Quarry Target

Market is shown in Figure 1 and consists mainly of U.S. Highway 101 corridor between the
City of San Luis Obispo and the northern County line.”

2. When did the market area change?

3. Who made the determination to change the market area and why?
* It is common knowledge that Hwy. 58 is a state owned and maintained highway.
* The county of San Luis Obispo has authority to deny a CUP application if it is determined that
the project would generate a volume of traffic beyond the safe capacity of all roads providing
access to the project, either existing or to be improved with the project. (LUO 22.62.060 (C)(4)
(e).
* The “project” is not under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, it is under the jurisdiction of the County
of San Luis Obispo.
e Project conditions can address any aspect of a CUP application deemed appropriate to address.

2 Sespe Consulting, Inc., Memorandum, October 28, 2011 (DEIR Appendix D)
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pg. 4.14-8 In general, large trucks have the effect of slowing down passenger vehicles in the
area. Maximum aggregate production from the Las Pilitas Quarry shall be limited to 500,000 tons
of aggregate per year, which will limit the number of trucks that will travel the haul route servicing
the quarry.

Comments

* As proposed, the haul route to the quarry would include Hwy. 58.

pg. 4.14-9 & 10 Applicant Proposed Measure LU-1
Comments

¢ A Traffic Control Management Plan must be defined and included in the DEIR. Developing it
at a time after public comment period has expired is not acceptable and does not conform to
CEQA guidelines.
* The Planning Dept. has no special capability in either traffic control management or validation
of controls, but cannot escape it’s responsibility for ensuring adequacy of the Traffic Control
Management Plan program.
- Any TCMP shall be managed by an independent consulting firm and overseen by the
permitting authority.
* Elementary School arrival/departure times are one component of activity to and from the
Elementary School.
* It is stated that truck traffic will not be active on the day of the annual Wildflower Ride.
- Proposed operating hours are 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.
- The Wildflower Ride historically occurs on a weekend.
* The first Wildflower Ride was in 1972.
* For over 40 years, the event has taken place on a Saturday.
* The next event is scheduled for Saturday April 26, 2014.
- Many other quarries operate on weekends and during night-time hours.
- Are there measures in place that would guarantee this applicant will not seek to expand
operating hours into weekends and nighttime in the future?
* No information on the origin of APM/LU-1b or any studies that concluded it increases public
safety have been provided in this DEIR.
- It is not possible to determine if this would be effective mitigation.
- This mitigation fails to maintain the rural character the community prefers and has
documented in the Santa Margarita Community Plan.
- Refer to Santa Margarita Design Plan (Highway 58-Estrada Avenue Corridor Enhancement
and Pedestrian Improvements) for appropriate mitigation at this location that has already
been designed with community input.
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¢ Downtown Improvements at Encina through Margarita Ave. as outlined in the Santa Margarita
Design Plan should be part of any mitigation measures intended to address the character of Santa
Margarita.
- Trip distribution as outlined in Figure 4.11-3 and the associated impacts of diverting the
haul route away from downtown Santa Margarita will need to be re-considered as the rural
character of the town is considered.
* APM/LU-1c is not effective or enforceable mitigation.
- Independent management of such guidelines must be in place prior to issuance of any use
permits.
- A clear and enforceable definition of emergency must be defined and included.
e APM/LU-1d is not effective or enforceable mitigation.
- A toll-free traffic hot-line operated by applicant is ineffective.
* The experience of local residents with a similar hot-line for the Carrizo solar projects
informs this statement.
* Those results inspire little confidence that a plan that proved ineffective for a temporary
3 year project would be effective for one lasting up to 58 year.
- An independently managed program shall be implemented that ceases quarry operations
upon report of an infraction until such time that appropriate corrective and disciplinary action
to prevent any further incidents has been taken.

Additional Comments - Section 4.14

* There are far more parcels being affected than recognized in the DEIR.

* Project Mapping and the mapping within the DEIR are inadequate.

* Impacts to the entire community of Santa Margarita have been left largely unaddressed in the
DEIR.

* The existence of the EX1 Extractive Resource Combining Designation provides no special
protection from the fundamental purpose of planning to address compatibility between uses or
any compatibility considerations ordinarily applicable to a CUP application.

» The performance standards of the Land Use Ordinance ensure compatibility of adjacent uses.
» The LUE and LUO are together a growth management system that directs the amount, type and
intensities of development into specific areas.

» Combining designations are applied in addition to other requirements within a particular land
use category.?

* The reason that you are unlikely to see a concrete batch plant next to your house is because of
the regulations contained in the LUO.4

* Land use compatibility is potentially a significant impact not adequately addressed in the
DEIR.

3 How to Use the LUE & LUO System, SLO County Department of Planning and Building pg. 2

4 How to Use the LUE & LUO System, SLO County Department of Planning and Building pg. 3
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Section 4.3 Air Quality
Comments

The accuracy of Section 4.3 is affected by numerous deficiencies originating in other sections of
the DEIR.

The following are among the deficient assumption values that will affect the ability to
accurately calculate air quality impacts:

Trip Generation and Truck Traffic (2.3.3)

* As discussed in Section 2.0 and others, the 50 percent backhauling assumption used to calculate
additional trucks associated with the importation of PCC and AC pavement for recycling is not
supported by data from comparable operations in the DEIR.

* Although the applicant “believes” that all trucks associated with the “recycling” facility, being
sought through a waiver to Land Use Ordinance 22.30.380, will arrive with concrete and asphalt
and will leave with aggregate, the sequencing of construction projects would not seem to support
that assertion.

* Accurate assumptions (quantification) of the amount of material being hauled into the facility
for crushing is fundamental data necessary for generating reliable trip counts.

* Accurate air quality impacts associated with project generated truck traffic cannot be
determined until fundamental background data has been accurately identified and provided.

Average or reasonable worst case truck trips

» The average number of trips has been the value applied for study.

* Itis generally agreed that there may be very few trucks on certain days or weeks, but that an
average will yield certain times when many more trucks than average will be present.

* Pg. 2-9 of the DEIR states that up to 800 truck trips per day may be anticipated for a large
project.

» Will air quality conclusions be affected by whether the truck trips come in large concentrations
or are averaged?

Total Site Disturbance

* Total site disturbance assumptions associated with mining operations, processing areas, storage
piles, facility maintenance, and other needs appear to be understated if other quarry operations
visited provide any indication.

Margarita Proud 4.3-1
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* The concern is that utilizing unverified assumption values has potential to undermine accurate
and meaningful review of a variety of impacts.

* Provide comparable field data from other similar quarrying operations to substantiate the site
disturbance assumptions being utilized.

* Not identifying all components of an entire project constitutes piecemealing under CEQA.

Portable Crushing Equipment
 The use of portable crushing equipment (pg. 2-5) is not typical for large scale (500,000 annual
tons proposed) fixed quarry operations. Among the questions this raises:

1. Is the Portable Equipment Registration Program of the California Air Resources Board
more or less restrictive than what would be required under SLO County APCD guidelines?

2. Will the “anticipated” maximum use periods be fixed quantities or will they be determined
by “market demand”?

3. Will it be possible to accurately predict the AQ impacts of a loosely defined fluctuating use
period?

4. Will it be possible to enforce mitigation measures without vaguely defined use periods
anticipated?

2.3.2 Equipment Inventory
» The estimate of the heavy equipment that will be used in the project (2.3.2 Equipment

Inventory) does not appear to be consistent with the objective of extracting 500,000 tons per
year.

» No methodology or background for how the equipment list was developed has been provided.
» Meaningful review depends on the use of reasonably foreseeable assumption values.

* Provide comprehensive inventory lists from other similar quarrying operations.

*A number of or reflect commonality with other maps found in other areas of the DEIR. While
Residences in the Project Vicinity (Figure 4.8-1) and Changes in Sound Level showing the
closest residences (Figure 12 within Noise Analysis prepared by Dubbink Associates) identify
the same five receptors as each other, they similarly downplay the existence of residences. Our
DEIR comments will include corrected mapping illustrating more than 25 additional residences
that should have been identified. We maintain that whether or not a parcel owner has publicly
voiced concerns should have no relationship to their sensitive receptor status.

Air Quality Receptors (AQRs Figure 4.3-1) @

* Accurate mapping of sensitive receptors has not been provided in the DEIR.

* 4.3-1 suffers many of the same deficiencies found in Figure 12 of Section 4.8.

* 4.3-1 does appear to identify the receptors located adjacent to proposed quarry but fails to
recognize additional receptors. Parcel 070-142-016 is likely the closest receptor for AQ impacts.

Margarita Proud 4.3-2
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* Mapping showing the the boundaries of parcels 070-141-070 and 070-141-071 with a line
around the perimeters at 1000’ out has not been provided.

* Preliminary revised mapping suggests a far greater number of sensitive receptors.

* Unless 1000’ represents a boundary that meteorological and atmospheric conditions are unable
to penetrate, the number of sensitive receptors continues to grow in the RR areas of Parkhill Rd.
and Digger Pine Road.

* Additionally, many of the receptor parcels have ministerial entitlements for secondary
dwellings not yet exercised. This eventuality further increases the number of nearby homes.

* The health of many families is at risk. This should not be considered insignificant.

Valley Fever Mitigation Measures are inadequate

* Potential exposure to valley fever (Impact HAZ-7) appears to rely on MM AQ-1b.

* While an AQ MM could potentially simultaneously mitigate for a Hazard, the measures must
be defined separately to be effective and enforceable independent of one another.

* MM AQ-1a is not sufficient to achieve either goal.

Silica Dust

* The presence of silica dust and potential risks of silicosis appear to have been left un-addressed
in the DEIR despite being raised by several residents nearby to the proposal in scoping letters.

* How has the presence of silica dust been addressed and mitigated in the DEIR?

Cancer Risk

* Figure 4.3-1 and Table 4.3-3 describe the increased cancer risks for receptors near the project.
» Exactly how will the proposed mitigation measures reduce the cancer risk to less than
significant.

* The presence of increased cancer risks poses serious long term health risks to nearby residents.
* Further clarification, development, and complete mitigation of this impact must occur.

Mitigation Measures Proposed

* The air quality impacts are understated due to flawed or inaccurate input data and need to be
revised accordingly.

 The mitigation measures throughout this section are inadequate relative to the severity of
impacts associated with air quality as currently described. Their inadequacy increases without
revisions reflective of the actual impacts yet to be identified.
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MP 4.3-1 Revised Air Quality Receptors in Project Vicinty
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Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Comments

pg 4.7-1

4.7.1 Existing Conditions Regional Setting
Comments

* Refer to mapping in Section 4.14 Land Use Comments for accurate representation of
surrounding land uses.
* The Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct crosses the southern portion of parcel APN
APN 070-141-070 (behind the existing residence) before coming onto parcel APN 070-141-071
and running northeast parallel to the area being proposed for quarry operations for the entirety of
that parcel.
* Nearby residents have serious concerns about the proximity of the aqueduct to proposed
blasting operations.
* It does not appear that adequate consideration has been given to the impacts of events
resulting from rupture of a 54” pipeline such as major flooding, associated adjacent waterway
damage, etc.

pg 4.7-1

The site vicinity is underlain by Cretaceous-aged granitic rock (Kgr) as mapped by Hart (1976) and
Dibble (2004). In some locations, the Kgr is overlain by quaternary alluvium. Granitic rock does
not normally contain naturally occurring asbestos.

Comments

» Mapping exists that suggests this. Data from test results verifying that naturally occurring
asbestos is not present on this specific site have not been provided.
* Provide all pertinent field data for specific site conditions.

Comments
MM Haz-1a for Impact Haz-1a

* No methodology or background information on how $5,000,000 was determined to be a
sufficient or adequate liability insurance policy.

Margarita Proud 4.7-1
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* Have historic events resulting from these types of accidents been researched and considered as
part of determining the adequacy of this amount?

* Has an accident event resulting from a truck transporting explosives colliding with a passenger
or cargo train been considered as part of determining the adequacy of this amount?

* Has an accident event resulting from a truck transporting explosives colliding with a passenger
vehicle, gravel or other large truck, or school bus been considered as part of determining the
adequacy of this amount?

* The project is not proposing storage of explosive material on-site. Frequency of transportation
increases probability of transportation related incidents.

* The potential ineffectiveness of this mitigation measure poses an unnecessary safety hazard to
Santa Margarita.

* Appropriate mitigation is an alternate haul route for all traffic to the proposed site.

MM Haz-1b for Impact Haz-1b

* MM assumes explosives will be stored on site. The DEIR states that no explosives will be
stored on site.

* |n order to ensure this MM is effective and enforceable, independent monitoring must be
required.

Hazard Impacts not Addressed or not Adequately Addressed in DEIR

Bridge

» Structure 49 0237, the 323’ long Salinas River Bridge, classified as a minor arterial (rural)
route, has an operating rating of 59.8 tons. It is reasonably foreseeable that this rating would be
routinely exceeded by industrial activity requiring large numbers of trip cycles utilizing trucks up
to 75’ in length loaded to the legal capacity of 80,000 Ibs.

* It is also foreseeable that vehicle malfunctions, traffic accidents, congestion getting into the
constrained quarry access, and any number of other events, could back multiple trucks on the
bridge structure that become dead weight. Vehicles moving across the bridge do not exert the
same forces as dead loads do.

Aqueduct

Trucks

* Using current truck trip calculations (pg. 2-8), more than 65,000 trucks will cross over the
aqueduct beneath the access road into the quarry each year for the next 28-58 years.

» Staging of as many vehicles as possible in the incoming (uphill) lane is planned.

Margarita Proud 4.7-2
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* It is foreseeable that vehicle malfunctions, onsite accidents, congestion due to the constraints of
a steep road with several swithbacks, and any number of other events, could cause trucks to rest
atop the aqueduct for extended periods of time.

* This event has not been adequately addressed.

* Drawings, engineering, and input from DWR (owner of the aqueduct) are not included as part
of the DEIR.

* The impacts (flooding, significant environmental degradation, etc.) associated with a rupture in
the aqueduct have not been considered adequately.

Blasting

* Blasting is occurring in close proximity to the aqueduct.

* The same concerns regarding impacts associated with a rupture existing around truck activity
exist around blasting.
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A

Petroleum Pipeline

. . . o . - 135
» Mapping denoting location of petroleum pipeline in the vicinity and proximity to the quarry
proposal has not been provided in the DEIR.
Wear and tear on roadways B
* The cost to taxpayers nor the hazards associated with cumulative wear and tear that the
proposed truck trip count of 68,250 gravel truck trips annually introduces onto our roadways has
not been adequately addressed in the DEIR.

136

Figure MP 4.7-2 Road wear and tear
Field Observation of solar traffic to the Carizzo

* The cost of damage to private vehicles imparted through road hazards created by trucks
routinely operating at the legal load limit of 80,0001b. should not be shouldered by the
victims of such destruction.

* Delayed emergency response vehicle times and increased probability of collisions
(swerving to avoid holes) should be considered a hazard.

Valley Fever MM Haz-7 for Impact Haz-7

* The level of significance of the risk has not been adequately identified.
* MM is ineffective and definitely not enforceable. 137
* Describe mitigation measures specific to the impact and separate from MM’s in other impact
areas. Separate issues need to be addressed separately.
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Additional Comments - Section 4.7 ]

» What mitigation measures are in place to ensure operations cease during high wind periods?
» What will define a high wind period?

» An external wind guage displaying current wind speeds should be mounted in a visible location 138
(near project entry) to display current conditions during all operative hours.

 Will the same wind limits for ceasing operations be in place for blasting?

 Will the same wind limits for ceasing operations be in place for in progress blasting? What
happens if explosives have been placed and wind speeds increase prior to detonation?
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Section 4.8 NOISE
Comments

Section 4.8 is based in part on the original Noise Analysis prepared by David Dubbink
Associates and in part on independent review performed by URS Corporation. Section 4.8 begins
with: A noise analysis was prepared by David Dubbink Associates (March 2010) and submitted
with the application material for this project, and is included as Appendix E of this EIR. The
analysis and discussions in this section of the EIR are based in part on this analysis, and on an
independent review and update of some results to reflect updated traffic projections performed by
URS Corporation.

There appears to have been no formal or methodical peer review, or at least none is presented

within the DEIR. Portions of the DEIR that rely on the original, applicant funded analysis and

subsequent analyses is not defined. A detailed line by line accounting of what
is being accepted, what is being discarded, and what is being updated should be provided.
The assertion provided by our subcommittee members in scoping comments regarding the
inadequacies of the David Dubbink Associates Noise Analysis in only reinforced by further
review in this DEIR. This applicant funded, and directs "analysis" should not have been carried
forward into the DEIRand should be replaced with independent analysis conducted under
direction from the contractor. This speculative analysis lacks fundamentally reliable and
accurate baseline measurements. The validity of the DEIR Noise Analysis and associated
conclusions described in Section 4.8 are compromised by it’s incorporation.

Framework

» The goals of the San Luis Obispo County Noise Element! are:
1. To protect the residents of San Luis Obispo County from the harmful and annoying effects of
exposure to excessive noise.
2. To protect the economic base of San Luis Obispo county by preventing incompatible land uses
from encroaching upon existing or planned noise-producing uses.
3. To preserve the tranquility of residential areas by preventing the encroachment of noise-
producing uses.
4. To educate the residents of San Luis Obispo County concerning the effects of exposure to
excessive noise and the methods available for minimizing such exposure.
5.To avoid or reduce noise impacts through site planning and project design, giving second
preference to the use of noise barriers and/or structural modifications to buildings containing
noise-sensitive land uses.

» The Noise Element is directed at minimizing future noise conflicts whereas a noise ordinance
focuses on resolving existing noise conflicts.

1County of San Luis Obispo General Plan; Noise Element; Chapter 3 - Goals and Policies

Magarita Proud 4.8-1

139

140



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.8 Noise Comments

Background Details

1._The Noise Analysis originally prepared by David Dubbink Associates in March of 2010 was

commissioned by the project applicant before the need for an Environmental Impact Report had

been definitively established.

2. It is unclear whether the applicant, Dubbink Associates, or the Department of Planning ever

intended the document developed to become an integral part of an EIR.

3. Consultants preparing the original applicant provided studies conducted their work under the

direction of the applicant, not the county, as the lead agency.

4. The project applicant directly provided equipment and participated in the Dubbink Noise

Analysis.

5. Scoping comments by agencies and individuals occurred after applicant provided studies were

conducted.

6. URS Corporation’s bid to prepare an EIR was done with the knowledge that applicant
provided studies existed.

Foundation of Dubbink Noise Analysis

* Review of this Noise Analysis reveals a variety of areas inconsistent with the General Plan and
Noise Element, county ordinances, and policies, and lacks an objective foundation to evaluate
impacts from.

* Sensitive receptors appear to have been identified prior to conducting the study.

Pg. 6 Appendix E

The project also includes the recycling of concrete. The materials that are to be recycled
will be brought to the site by the trucks coming to pick up quarried materials and processed by
the same equipment used to process the granite rock.

Comments

*While this assumption appears to have been modified in Section 2.3.3, Trip Generation and
Truck Traffic, of the DEIR, the incorporation of the 50 percent backhauling assumption is not
apparent in Section 4.8.

* Specifically, how has this revision been applied to the Noise Analysis and other impact areas?
* Refer to our additional comments regarding this component of the project within 4.3(Air
Quality), 4.11(Transportation), 4.12(Waste Water), 4.13(Water Quality), and 4.14(Land-use
compatibility).

Pg. 8 Appendix E

The county’s regulatory standards are divided in two segments; one relates to the
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exposure of projects to transportation noise and the other to the allowable levels of noise
that can be produced by projects. There is also a section describing classes of activities
that are exempt from the regulations.

Comments

* LUO 22.10.120 - Exterior noise level standards, provides a fundamental piece of language that
appears to have been overlooked in other assumptions.

B. Exterior noise level standard The exterior noise level standards of this Section are applicable
when a land use affected by noise is one of the following noise-sensitive uses: residential uses
listed in Section 22.06.030 (Allowable Land Uses and Permit Requirements), except for residential
accessory uses and temporary dwellings; health care services (hospitals and similar establishments
only); hotels and motels; bed and breakfast facilities; schools (pre-school to secondary, college
and university, specialized education and training); churches; libraries and museums; public
assembly and entertainment; offices, and outdoor sports and recreation.

» The key language is “a land use affected by noise is one of the following noise-sensitive

USES....".

The logical intent would be to protect existing uses (especially residential receptors) from
encroachment on their right to quiet enjoyment. The first stated goal of the Noise Element,
to protect the residents of San Luis Obispo County from the harmful and annoying effects of
exposure to excessive noise, and the third of to preserve the tranquility of residential areas by
preventing the encroachment of noise-producing uses serves to reinforce that interpretation as
would this language: The reason that you are unlikely to see a concrete batch plant next to your
house is because of the regulations contained in the LUO.?

Pg. 9 Appendix E

There are a number of exceptions and exemptions to the County standards. Several of these are
relevant to the Quarry project. The initial phase of work involving clearing of the site, construction
of access ways, and stockpiling of surface materials represents a construction period. Noise
associated with “construction” is exempted by the ordinance as long as it occurs between 7 AM
and 9 PM weekdays and 8 AM and 5 PM on weekends.

Comments

* Due to the nature of quarrying (excavation), the activities that constitute construction require
further detailed definition, such that related cumulative impacts of those activities can be
objectively assessed.

2 How to Use the LUE and LUO System, SLO County Dept. of Planning and Building
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144

145



DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.8 Noise Comments

* In the event that excavated material generated from initial phases of work is sold, are these
activities considered construction or operations?

» Monitoring and enforcement of the mitigation measures and conditions developed in association
with these activities require clear, and specific definition.

* The appropriate time periods for work classified as construction must be clearly defined. For
example, is “construction” anticipated to occur throughout the life of the project or only during a
specifically defined time period after issuance of a use permit?

Pg. 9 Appendix E

The site of the proposed quarry operations is designated as rural land (RL) in the county general
plan. It is within a larger area that has an “Extractive Area” overlay. The purpose of this combining
designation is to: “protect significant resource extraction and energy production areas identified by
the Land Use Element from encroachment by incompatible land uses that could hinder resource
extraction or energy production operations, or land uses that would be adversely affected by
extraction or energy production” (Land Use Ordinance section 22.14.040). The properties closest
to the quarry site are within the same extractive area overlay. The county’s policies recognize the
economic benefits of resource extraction and call for a balanced assessment of compatibility
concerns.

Comments

* Use Ordinance 22.14.040 - Extractive Resource Area (EX) is not the applicable ordinance. The
action of designating a mineral resource area pursuant to Sections 2710 et seq. of the Public
Resources Code (SMARA) triggers the applicability of 22.14.040. This action has not occurred
at this time.

« The applicable section of the LUO is 22.14.050 - Extractive Resource Area (EX1)

A. Purpose and applicability. The Extractive Resource Area (EX1) combining designation is used to
identify areas of the county which the California Department of Conservation's Division of Mines
and Geology has classified as containing or being highly likely to contain significant mineral
deposits.

The purpose of this combining designation is to protect existing resource extraction

operations from encroachment by incompatible land uses that could hinder resource

extraction. In addition, Framework for Planning - Inland Portion, Part I of the Land Use

Element contains guidelines which call for proposed land use category amendments to give priority
to maintaining land use categories which allow and are compatible with resource extraction.

B. Processing requirements. The following standards apply to proposed land uses within the EX1
combining designation which are required to have Minor Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit
approval by Section 22.06.030 (Allowable Land Uses and Permit Requirements), Article 22.04
(Standards for Specific Land Uses), or by planning area standards in Article 9.

1. All proposed mineral or petroleum extraction uses are subject to the requirements of

Sections 22.14.040 through 22.14.044 and 22.08.170 through 22.08.198.

2. Approval of any use other than mineral resource extraction may be granted only

when the finding is made that the proposed use will not adversely affect the

continuing operation or expansion of a mineral resource extraction use.
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Further Comments

» A mining proposal does not constitute an existing operation.

* The existence of a combining designation provides no special protection from the requirements
of the discretionary use permit process involved with application for a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) and Reclamation Plan.

* Not all properties adjacent to the quarry site are within the same extractive area. Comments
regarding the EX-1 Combining Designation in other sections, predominantly 4.14(Land-Use).
Parcel inventory, permits issued since classification of the mineral resource, etc., are located in
4.14.

» Combining designations are applied in addition to, not to the exclusion of, nor do they
supercede other requirements within a particular land use category.

* For the above reasons, as stated in Section 2.0 and other sections of our comments, reference to
the EX1 Combining Designation should be removed from any and all further discussions,
descriptions, and related EIR materials.

pg. 9 Appendix E
The County’s noise standards do not apply to “agricultural land uses” listed in Section 22.06.030 of

the Land Use code. Table 2-2 of this section includes “mines and quarries” among the allowable
uses for Agriculture, Rural Lands and Rural Residential lands.

Comments

ag-ri-cul-ture The science, art, and business of cultivating soil, Proc]ucing crops, and raising

livestock; Farming The ac’civi’cg or business of growing, crops and raising livestock.

* Presumably, LUO 22.10.120 is being referenced. This section of the LUO details Exceptions to
noise standards relating to agricultural land uses.
* Mining and quarrying does not constitute an agricultural land use.

Pg. 10 of 35 Forecasting Noise

Comments

* The base noise level on Hwy. 58 near the project was not measured but modeled using TNM.
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* While TNM is the recognized tool for projecting future noise levels, it does not replace taking
real-time measurements of current on-site conditions.

* Instead, real-world measurement data is fed into TNM to calibrate the model and make it an
accurate noise prediction tool.

* Since it is not based on current measurements of existing noise levels, the DEIR analysis is not
adequate.

* Subsequent conclusions based on flawed input must be dismissed.

Pg. 12 Appendix E
Sound levels for gravel extraction activities were measured at the neighboring Hanson quarry on

December 8, 2009 and January 7, 2010. Table 2 shows noise levels for various pieces of quarry
equipment. Measurements were made using a Briiel & Kjeer Precision Integrating Sound Level
Meter, Type 2230. The meter was calibrated before and after the survey using a B&K Acoustic
Calibrator Model 4231. The readings were determined to be accurate. Both the meter and the
calibrator were laboratory calibrated in February, 2009.

Comments

Land Use Ordinance 22.10.120:

E. Noise level measurement. For the purpose of evaluating conformance with the standards of
this Chapter, noise levels shall be measured as follows.

1. Use of meter. Any noise measurement in compliance with this Section shall be made

with a sound level meter using the A-weighted network (scale). Calibration of the
measurement equipment utilizing an acoustical calibrator shall be performed immediately
prior to recording any noise data.

» The most important parameter for any measurement device is sensitivity.

* For this reason, calibration is required “immediately prior” to recording any noise data.

« Sufficient information regarding the methodology of sample collection should be provided
such that the procedures can be replicated by an independent analyst. This includes providing
manufacturer specifications for equipment assumptions.

* In order to verify the information cited in the Noise Analysis is accurate, provide receipts from
testing laboratory verifying accuracy of dates and specific equipment calibrated.

Pg. 14 Appendix E
Blasting takes place periodically at the Hanson Quarry. An event was monitored on

January 7, 2010. Figure 7 shows the setting and the event as seen from the monitoring
location. The blast site was at the base of the extraction area which was partially filled with
water from recent rains. The vertical distance between the site and the monitoring position is
about 150 feet. The straight line distance from the blast location to the monitoring site is
1,400 feet allowing for the change in elevation. Two Type | “precision” meters were used to
record the event. One was a Larson Davis integrating sound level meter, Model 870 and
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the other was a Briiel & Kjaer Integrating Sound Level Meter, Model 2230.

The equipment descriptions and calibration dates are as follows: Larson Davis Integrating SLM Model
870 SN# 0177. Meter, preamp, and microphone calibrated Nov 16, 2009; Briel & Kjer Integrating SLM
Model 2230 SN # 1033493. Meter and microphone calibrated Sep 29, 2009; Briel & Kjer Calibrator
Model 4231 SN # 2052124, calibrated Sep 29, 2009. The laboratory reports on the calibration of each of
the instruments and its components are available.

Comments

* Provide laboratory test reports and receipts for each of the instruments cited as being calibrated.
* Provide citations supporting the application of the methodology selected for this assessment.

Pg. 17 Appendix E
The closest residence is 1,699 feet away (Residence 2); more than one-quarter mile distant. The

table below shows the air-overpressure and dB levels at these distances. Sounds are likely to be
less than shown on the table because in most cases there is topography separating quarry
operations from the residences.

Comments

* Land Use Ordinance 22.10.120 - Noise Standards states:

This Section establishes standards for acceptable exterior and interior noise levels and describe
how noise shall be measured. These standards are intended to protect persons from excessive noise
levels, which are detrimental to the public, health, welfare and safety and contrary to the public
interest because they can: interfere with sleep, communication, relaxation and full enjoyment of
one's property; contribute to hearing impairment and a wide range of adverse physiological stress
conditions; and adversely affect the value of real property.

E. Noise level measurement. For the purpose of evaluating conformance with the standards of
this Chapter, noise levels shall be measured as follows.

2. Measuring exterior noise levels. Except as otherwise provided in this Section, exterior

noise levels shall be measured at the property line of the affected noise-sensitive land use

listed in Subsection B. Where practical, the microphone shall be positioned five feet

Magarita Proud 4.8-7
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above the ground and away from reflective surfaces.

* The distance to the closest residences is not the

point of reference in the LUO.

* A measurement of distance more appropriate to the

language within the LUO would denote distance from

the noise source to various property boundaries.

* Measuring from the scale house represents a

conservative location blending transportation related

noise with on-site operations.

* The table denotes approximate distances as

calculated in Google Earth. These are approximate

lengths intended to be conservative as Google Earth

measures terrain, not a straight line.

* The parcel directly to the south (APN 070-154-024)

is the closest using distance as the only parameter.

* APN 070-142-016 is as close as APN 070-154-032

and is not listed in the table of pg. 17.

* The distances originally cited are inaccurate and

must be recalculated.

* It is unclear why the DEIR is selectively presenting data associated with certain residences,
when those that are closest to the proposed project site are not included in the analysis.

Pg. 21 of 35
Changes in Noise Levels

The blue circles on Figure 12 show the locations of the closest residences to the Las

Pilitas Quarry operation14. It is apparent from inspection of the previous figures, that the
most significant impacts on the project’s neighbors take place during Phase 1B. While the
later, Phase 3A, operation involves a similar area of impact, there are no nearby homes
that are affected. The contour shadings on the map show the decibel change from existing
to future conditions. In this diagram, the green color code shows changes in excess of 3
dB, the blue area changes greater than 5 and the orange shaded area shows the changes
exceeding 12 decibels. (These numbers reflect standards used by various agencies for
evaluating the significance of changes in noise levels).

Magarita Proud 4.8-8
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Figure 12 - Change in Sound Levels Showing Closest Residences
as originally presented by David Dubbink Associates

Figure 12 Comments
* The underlying existing baseline noise contours used are from the 1992 Noise Element.
* More recent information should be employed to reflect the increased density of residences

within the immediate vicinity of the proposed project site since 1992, and the influence of those
structures on noise contours.

* Useful noise contours should be less than five years old.

* Analysis predicated on less than accurate underlying assumptions unravels subsequent
conclusions.

* The baseline noise contours are then apparently used to model what appears in Figure 12.

e Parcel Mapping and APNs are not cited.

* Three of the four closest parcels are not identified in Figure 12. The four closest parcels are
APN 070-054-032, APN 070-142-016, APN 070-154-024, and APN 070-154-001.
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* Below is Figure 12 with additional impacted receptors.

(Noise Analysis) Figure 1* Change in Sound Level Showing Closest Residences

LEGEND (MP Revised Figure 12)

Blue - Five Residences originally identified in Noise Analysis as being “closest”.

Red - Residences NOT identified in Noise Analysis that are as close to proposed
site as those identified.

® Red w/ yellow boundary - Residences on parcels within one mile of the quarry
site that SHOULD be considered sensitive receptors based on the noise contours.
Direction where expanding map size reveals more parcels and residences within
one mile of proposed quarry operations. Note: Digger Pine Rd. and Parkhill Rd. are
the only two concentrations of Residential Rural parcels within the entirety of the

Las Pilitas Planning Area.

Figure 12 MPRevised

* The two residences on APN 070-141-070 and APN 070-141-071 (proposed project site) are not
depicted.

* Additional parcels that currently have no residences are not depicted but should be given
consideration as receptors due to existing ministerially exercisable entitlements.

Magarita Proud 4.8-10
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» Many of the residence locations, including most of the five originally mapped (blue)
residences, do not appear to fall squarely within the colored noise contours indicating significant
level increases.

* Land Use Ordinance 22.10.120 states that noise levels from activities are to be evaluated at the
property boundary.

* If Figure 12 is an accurate representation, then there are far more “sensitive receptors” that fall
within the blue and brown zones indicating “significant” increases in noise levels. The red and
red with yellow border dots super-imposed on Figure 12 represent clearly impacted residences
(see Parcel Inventory Table 4.9-1).

* This is a plausible conclusion considering that many Parkhill Road residents have commented
on atmospheric conditions that blow directly up Parkhill Road from the proposed Las Pilitas
site. Residents near CDF Station 40 have reported hearing railroad traffic adjacent to EI Camino
Real, a distance of nearly 4.5 miles.

As expected there is substantial change in the immediate vicinity of the quarry but
changes in the sound environment are also experienced in more distant locations. Areas
that are very quiet will become less quiet. But, much of this area is rugged land where
there are no residences.

Comments

» While much of it may be rugged land, there are many EXISTING residences and ministerially
exercisable entitlements to future residences that EXIST nearby.

 Without overlaying a parcel map onto the area map, existing uses are not evident. These uses
should be clearly indicated as part of a full disclosure document that all decision makers will rely
upon the accuracy of.

* The number of receptors identified is grossly misrepresented.

* The existing residential areas are primarily east, southeast, south, and southwest of proposed
operations. These are misrepresented in Table 4.14-2 on pg. 4.14-5 of the DEIR.

» Based on anecdotal descriptions of sound levels and the movement of sound through the rugged
terrain surrounding the proposed operations, a minimum one mile radius to evaluate and
potentially rule out these impacts should be more than reasonable.

* Figure MP4.14-2 depicts what a one mile radius looks like when taken from the scale house.
(scale house chosen as a reasonable point of reference)

Magarita Proud 4.8-11
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A
154
Figure MP4.14-2 Parcel Map overlaid onto Area Map (orange = one mile (5280°) from scale
house @ proposed quarry operations.
v
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Figure MP4.14-2

» We can reasonably conclude that although the original (blue) receptors and the additional red
receptors are potentially subject to significant impacts as a result of the proposed quarrying
operations, the greater number of receptors are the most impacted by noise should the noise
contours depicted in Figure 12 be accepted as accurate.

* Below is a parcel inventory listing the APN of all parcels with boundaries within one mile from
the scale house (orange line). The box on the left is colored to correspond with dots placed on
Figure 12, as revised by Margarita Proud for these comments.

Table MP4.8-1 - Parcel Inventory (parcels falling into one mile radius from scale house)

# APN Description of Location status
1 070-154-032 residence 1 in Figure 12 included
2 070-154-009 residence 2 in Figure 12 included
3 070-154-005 residence 3 in Figure 12 included
4 070-142-017 residence 4 in Figure 12 included
5 070-142-032 residence 5 in Figure 12 included
070-142-016 adjacent to Oster 071 north of 58 not incld.
070-142-026 adjacent to Oster 071 on east boundary not incld.
070-141-059 adjacent to Oster 071 on north and not incld.
boundary
070-142-027 Northeast on Hwy. 58 not incld.
070-142-033 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-015 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-024 Parkhill Rd. (included in NRV) not incld.
070-142-020 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-025 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-022 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-021 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-019 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
Magarita Proud 48-13
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A
APN Description of Location status
070-142-007 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-008 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-009 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-011 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-065 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-142-064 Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-155-005 southeast of operations Parkhill Rd. not incld.
070-155-004 southeast of operations not incld.
070-154-001 adjoins Oster 071 SE corner not incld.
070-154-024 adjoins Oster 071 south boundary not incld.
070-154-002 south of operations not incld.
070-154-006 south of operations not incld. 1 5 4
070-154-003 south of operations not incld.
070-154-007 south of operations not incld.
070-155-011 south of operations not incld.
070-154-018 SW of operations (58) not incld.
070-154-017 SW of operations (adj. to 009) not incld.
070-154-019 SW of operations (58) not incld.
070-154-022 SW of operations (58) not incld.
070-154-021 SW of operations (Digger Pine Rd.) not incld.
070-152-033 Digger Pine Road not incld.
070-152-032 Digger Pine Road not incld.
070-152-022 Digger Pine Road not incld.
070-152-021 Digger Pine Road not incld.
070-152-005 Digger Pine Road not incld.
v
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# APN Description of Location status
070-152-006 Digger Pine Road not incld.
44 070-091-023 between Digger Pine and 58 not incld.
45 unknown parcel # SMR SW of operations not incld.
16 070-154-033 SW of operations (Hanson owned buffer) | not incld.
A7 070-131-020 West of operations (Hanson owned buffer) | notincld.
48 070-131-021 West of operations (Hanson owned) not incld.
49 070-131-018 West of operations (Hanson staging site not incld.
on SMR)
50 070-141-008 NW of operations (Hanson owned buffer) not incld.
51 070-141-006 NW of operations (Hanson quarried site) not incld.
on SMR (Mission Lakes LLC)
52 070-131-003 NW of operations (west of 141-006) not incld.
53 070-141-054 NW of operations (Hanson quarried site) not incld.
on SMR (Mission Lakes LLC)
54 070-141-072 adjoins north boundary of both Oster not incld.
parcels (Hanson owned buffer)
55 070-141-053 North of operations (Hanson owned not incld.
buffer)
56 070-141-001 North of operations (RL) not incld.
57 070-141-041 North of operations (RL) not incld.
58 070-141-061 North of operations (RL) not incld.
070-141-060 North of operations (RL) not incld.
070-141-049 NE of operations (RL on 58) not incld.
61 070-141-039 East of proposal (RL) not incld.

Magarita Proud
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Pg. 25 Appendix E

The Land Use Ordinance states that noise levels from activities are to be evaluated at the
property line of adjoining uses. But, this is not well-suited to rural residential
development and rolling terrain. At the source side, there are problems in pinpointing the
source of quarry events since these are dispersed over multiple locations and the intensity
of activities changes with time. At the receiver end there can be problems if the property
line is shielded by topography and the residence is not. The County’s regulations related
to winery events and locations of composting facilities include provisions that measure
setback distance to neighboring residential structures as well as property lines. This

seems a reasonable perspective to adopt in this analysis.

Comments

* A reasonable perspective to adopt in this analysis is the language in the Land Use Ordinance.
* The language within the LUO is very clear:
Measuring exterior noise levels. Except as otherwise provided in this Section, exterior

noise levels shall be measured at the property line of the affected noise-sensitive land use
listed in Subsection B. Where practical, the microphone shall be positioned five feet
above the ground and away from reflective surfaces.

Pg. 27 Appendix E pg. 4.8-14

Comments

* Accepting a 3db increase in noise levels to be significant is a reasonable threshold to use.

* Even if “significant” is not assigned until a 5db increase, many parcels experiencing significant
noise impacts have been left unidentified.

» What are current noise levels in relationship to allowable standards? How have those been
measured?

Pg. 29 Appendix E thru Recommended Mitigations
The noise evaluations and forecasts presented above do not include specific actions to mitigate the

noise produced by the project. This section of the report describes actions that may be taken to
lessen noise impacts.

Quarry activities

The Las Pilitas quarry project was designed to retain the natural ridgelines on either side of the
quarry area (see Figure 4). As work progresses, the excavation into the hillside will deepen, and
with this topographic change, provide an opportunity to locate noise producing equipment in
locations that are shielded from neighboring property. At the conclusion of the first phase of
construction, the floor of the quarry is fifty feet lower than the present elevation at the southwest
entry to the quarry. It is recommended that Noise producing equipment such as crushers,
screening equipment and recycling be sited as close as practical to the southwest face of the
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quarry. Such positioning can substantially block the levels of noise experienced to the west of the
site where the most noise impacted residences are located.

Comments

* The engineered drawings as prepared by Tartaglia Engineering are within Appendix B and
include a complete topographical survey. The floor of Phase 1A is at 1100°.

* The ridgeline referenced declines rapidly in elevation from north to south, exposing the
entry as viewed from the west far further down the ridge than the above language would
suggest.

LAS PLITAS ROCK QUARRY
HASE 1A

LAS PILITAS ROCK QUARRY — PHASE 14

HIGHWAY 58— APN 070-141-070 & 071 L4S PILITAS
RESOURCES LLC

* Proposed mitigation is built on misrepresentation of the terrain.
» There may be more impacts than being presented across other impact areas if inaccurate
topographical information is typical throughout the input into the noise contour modeling.
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Model of proposed Las Pilitas Quarry
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157

It is also recommended that noise production be considered in the selection of quarry equipment.
Comments

» We agree with this recommendation.

» However, it needs to be effective and enforceable to be considered mitigation. Independent 158
monitoring and enforcement would need to be in place to ensure the applicant is accountable to

the community and that promises made are carried out.

The backup signals produced by trucks and loaders are designed to be insistently audible.
However, there are newer models of beepers that include proximity sensors or variable level
controls related to ambient noise. It is recommended that equipment be outfitted with warning
beepers that are effective in protecting workers but that produce no more than the necessary
amount of noise.
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Comments

* This is a reasonable concession to nearby residents. Noise carries directly up Parkhill Rd. as
previously mentioned (with residents over 2 miles away from the proposed quarry hearing rail
traffic along the EI Camino Real corridor).

The quarry supervisor should act as project noise manager and if a complaint is received the noise
manager should see that it is formally recorded, investigated, and responded to both in writing
and, where possible, through corrective action.

Comments

* The quarry supervisor is accountable to Las Pilitas Resources, LLC, and the economic
feasibility of operations.

» A Noise Management Plan (NMP) needs to be developed prior to issuance of a use permit, not
at some future date, so that the public has ample opportunity to comment on the details of that
plan.

* Independent monitoring and enforcement of a NMP will be necessary to assure residents that
their concerns are routinely recorded, investigated, and responded to adequately and consistently
over the duration of the project.

While blasting produces levels of noise that may be experienced as “strongly perceptible to mildly
unpleasant”, there are ways of lessening annoyance. The 2004 Caltrans manual on transportation
construction noise includes a section on how to deal constructively with the potential disruption
from blasting. The recommendations in the manual are appropriate as mitigations for the Las Pilitas
project. These include sponsorship of pre- project meetings with residents who may be impacted or
concerned about blasting. At such a meeting the project blast plan would be explained. The
warning signals that accompany blasting would be explained so that residents might anticipate the
blast and not be startled. People that would like to receive notification of proposed blasting could
sign up to receive information. The Caltrans plan even includes a recommendation that people be
invited to witness the blasting if they choose to do so. As is that case with other noise issues, there
should be a designated contact person at the quarry to deal with issues. The recording,
investigation and reporting would be part of the overall noise management plan.

Comments

* The quarry supervisor would be accountable to Las Pilitas Resources, LLC, and the economic
feasibility of their operations.

* Independent monitoring and enforcement of a NMP will be needed to assure residents that their
concerns are routinely recorded, investigated, and responded to adequately and consistently over
the duration of the project.
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Mufflers on trucks should be in good condition. The scale house should post a notice that trucks

that don't have effective muftlers will not be admitted to the quarry. When problems are received
by the quarry manager, or trucks are observed to have defective mufflers, notice should be given to
drivers that repairs are needed in order to maintain access to the site. In measuring truck noise for

this project it was noted that the truck used in our sound tests that was equipped with a well
functioning exhaust system designed to AB 32 compliance was quieter than “average” trucks
(Table 6).

Comments

» A Noise Management Plan (NMP) needs to be developed prior to issuance of a use permit so
that the public has ample opportunity to comment on the details of that plan.
* Mitigation measures such as a NMP cannot be based on some future actions, such as being

prepared and approved at some future date. The County Planning Dept. has no special capability

in either noise abatement or validation of controls, but cannot escape it’s responsibility for
ensuring adequacy of the NMP program.

» CEQA requires that impacts must be clearly stated and mitigations both effective and
enforceable.

Comments RE: Additions/Revisions to Mitigation Measures for 4.8

MM Noise-1 for Impact Noise-1: Truck traffic noise

* “Advising” all truck drivers about residential uses and asking them not to use compression

(jake) brakes does not constitute effective mitigation.
* MM must provide soundproofing at impacted residences along haul route. Precedent
language for sound proofing MM’s exists in numerous other project conditions. A few to

reference would be SFO noise abatement procedures in the city of South San Francisco, the

Roblar Road Quarry (Sonoma County) conditions of approval, and the Biorn-Diani Mine
(Santa Barbara County).

* An example of such language would be; The applicant/operator shall fund residential noise

mitigation upgrades, as agreed to by the property owners, on the residences (list APNs)
sufficient to maintain existing interior noise levels with the increased truck traffic. The
applicant shall contact the property owners in writing with an offer to fund insulation

upgrades. If approved by the property owners, upgrades, or compensation for upgrades, shall

be made prior to the commencement of any preliminary construction or mining activity.

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measure APM LU-1 for Impact Noise-1
* A Traffic Management Plan MUST be presented in the EIR and its effectiveness both
quantified and made available for public comment prior to implementation.

* The County Planning Department has no special capability in either traffic management or

validation of controls for such a plan.
* To be effective and enforceable will require independent management. Voluntary
compliance is not an acceptable option for a Traffic Management Plan. Residents have

Magarita Proud 4.8-21
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experienced firsthand the ineffectiveness of this approach with the temporary traffic
associated with construction of the solar projects.

MM Noise-2a, 2b, and 2c¢ for Impact Noise-2
* Impact Noise-2 acknowledges that quarry operations would exceed the county daytime Leq
standard of 50 dBA. The nearby residents are existing uses permitted by the county within
the RR land use category.
* Any mitigation measures proposed must be effective and enforceable.
* Sound proofing as at MM Noise-1 needs to be funded by applicant and legally defined
prior to issuance of any use permits. At a minimum, legal agreements to fund need to be on
file prior to issuance of any use permits.
* Any Noise Management Plan MUST be presented in the DEIR, quantified and made
available to the public.
* Over-the-road diesel truck traffic shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. so
as not to increase the ambient Leq noise level to nearby residents.
* A maximum daily number of truck trips shall be a part of any conditions of approval.
* The public must be informed of what the mitigations are and for how long they will be
maintained and by whom they will be enforced.
* 2c-Noise complaint procedures must include a provision to shut down operations until the
complaint is responded and remedial action has been taken and verified. Independent
monitoring of complaint resolution will be necessary to for this MM to be effective.

MM Noise-3a for Impact Noise-3a - Blasting Noise
* Blasting Noise is considered significant and not mitigable.
* Blasting Notification Plan cannot be based on some future action, such as a BNP to be
prepared and approved at a future date.
* The Blasting Notification Plan MUST be presented in the Draft EIR.
* Blasting Noise is annoying and stressful to both humans and animals. This is a public
health and safety consideration that needs to be completely mitigated.
* It’s effectiveness must be quantified as complete and made available for public comment.
* The public must be informed of what the mitigations are and for how long they will be
maintained and enforced.
* Sound proofing as at MM Noise-1 for existing residences impacted by blasting noise must
be provided. Direct impacts created need to be directly mitigated.
* Private property rights include the right to quiet enjoyment of real property. An allowable
use in the Land Use Ordinance does not grant an applicant the privilege to usurp that right.

MM Noise-3b for Impact Noise 3b - Blasting Ground Vibration
* There appears to be an exemption from the ordinance that is being said not to apply
because of the proximity to the URL (pg. 4.8-7).
* There is much evidence that blasting vibration may damage nearby wells, crack
foundations, and generally places nearby residents on edge.

Magarita Proud 4.8-22
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* Appropriate mitigation would be to not blast on a site that is in such close proximity to pre-
existing homes, wells, and the Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct.

* A legal guarantee to nearby residents that damage from vibration to structures and water
supply will be compensated for shall be in place prior to the issuance of any use permits.

* This would require effective (independent) monitoring of wells and structures, and a bond
in place prior to issuance of any use permit. The bond would need to be specifically
maintained and earmarked for this purpose.

Additional Comments - Section 4.8

* Flawed assumptions used in underlying baselines are introduced into Section 4.8 through the
Dubbink Analysis.

* Management Plans must be presented in the EIR and their effectiveness must be both
quantified and made available for public comment prior to adoption.

¢ Mitigation measures need to be effective and enforceable. Measures to achieve this need to be
meaningfully addressed in the EIR.

* Several of the requirements for an acoustical analysis found in Table 4-2 of the Noise Element
do not appear to have been met.

* Even though some assumptions based on outdated noise contours may still be accurate, Section
4.8 of this EIR is reduced to conjecture by not having actually measured current real-world
existing noise levels in the original analysis being brought forward into 4.8.

* Avalid EIR is based on credible, reproducible tests and measurements.

* The conclusions presented in Section 4.8 regarding consistency with Noise Element Policy
3.3.5 ¢ are rendered unusable by not actually knowing what the existing noise levels are because
they were never measured in the original analysis brought forward into 4.8.

Magarita Proud 4.8-23
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Section 6.0 Project Alternatives
Comments

pg. 6-1
6.1 INTRODUCTION

The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful
public participation and informed decision making.

Comments

 No explanation of what is being considered feasible has been included. For example, if a
project alternative is located on private property without possibility for acquisition of necessary
easements, rights, etc., is an alternative in that location considered feasible?

* Project alternatives that are not or were never feasible fail to constitute a reasonable range of
alternatives.

* Far more thorough and detailed discussion of what measures have been taken to determine the
feasibility of the project alternatives presented needs to occur.

pg. 6-1,2
6.2 BASIC PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Comments

* Project alternatives are required to meet project objectives.

* Basic project objectives are at odds with one another.

» While the desire to protect existing adjacent uses is stated in objective A, the desire to protect
significant mineral resources from land uses that threaten their availability (objective B) is
opposite.

» What strategy is being utilized to simultaneously achieve contradictory project objectives?

* Why is the fundamental and most basic project objective as summarized in the application for
LLC by Las Pilitas Resources, “to develop and produce rock products for investment and
production of income”, not included in the project objectives?

Margarita Proud 6.0-1
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pg. 6-4
6.5 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Comments

* Although the No Project Alternative would not fulfill the specific project objective related to
producing 500,000 tons per year of aggregate material for use in the local development and road
construction and maintenance sector, the need for additional aggregate sources within the
production-consumption region has not been adequately proven.

Evaluation of need for additional aggregate

1. Analysis used to predict future aggregate needs is based on projecting a peak construction
period over a future period of time. This methodology fails to account for drastic economic
downturns occurring since 2006. Predictions of economic recovery have proven to be inaccurate
since that time. The economic downturn, possibly not yet fully realized, will likely result in even
further decreases in aggregate demand for some years to come.

2. “As with many forecasts of economic activity, those generated for this report should not be
viewed as offering unqualified predictions of the future. The forecasts in this report are based on
assumptions that the data used is accurate, and that the economic and urban development trends
of the past three decades will continue for the next five decades.”!

3. Several existing large scale quarries currently operate at production levels below their
permitted volumes.

4. The amount of available material existing is substantially underestimated by only taking
inventory of currently permitted resources. Many existing quarries have resources far beyond
their currently permitted levels and at least one large local quarry within this sector, Santa
Margarita Quarry, has made application to expand production. Those levels are not accounted
for in future supply forecasts.

5. The proposed Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry has stated they will only be taking business from
existing suppliers. By their own admission, no new need exists: “The project is contending that
it’s own operations will likely remove Hanson trucks while replacing those with project trucks,
resulting in a net balance of current quarry related traffic.”?

6. Geographic inequity is an additional consideration in areas where potential for multiple
mining operations to locate in close proximity to one another exists. The need for aggregate
must be balanced against the cumulative environmental degradation and loss of rural character to
industrial that multiple operations present to existing communities.

1 Ca. Dept. of Conservation , SR162-Mineral Land Classification (Russell V. Miller, Judy Wiendenheft
Cole, John P. Clinkenbeard)

2 Pg. 1 Traffic Impact Study for Las Pilitas Rock Quarry prepared by Walter Hutcheson, TPG Consulting

Margarita Proud 6.0-2
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Suitability of Transportation Corridor

1. Mining is transportation based and depends upon access to safe and suitable industrial
transportation corridors.

2. Pro-active network and corridor planning is essential to achieving safe pathways for
commerce.

3. Formal corridors are planned and built specifically for expanding needs.

4. Functional corridors represent flows along an existing infrastructure. These often become
operational reality by default before determination of suitability or functionality.

5. The safety of all users of the corridor MUST be considered prior to determining the suitability
of a corridor.

6. The large scale mining operations (Hanson and Rocky Canyon) are much more favorably
located in relation to accessing transportation corridors suitable for intensive industrial activity
than would ever be possible to achieve in the location Las Pilitas Resources currently proposes.
7. The currently identified haul route (Hwy. 58) is a narrow, shoulder-less rural route with limited
lines of sight related to topography, yet is being considered to serve as a busy industrial
transportation corridor for up to the next 58 years.

* Hwy. 58 is a California Legal Yellow Advisory Route beginning at J Street in Santa
Margarita.?

* Hwy. 58 from Santa Margarita urban reserve line to the Kern County line is listed
under Suggested Scenic Corridors for the candidate roads and highways.*

 Structure 49 0237, the 323’ long Salinas River Bridge, classified as a minor arterial
(rural) route, has an operating rating of 59.8 tons. Given the constraints of the haul route
and proposed access into the project, it is reasonably foreseeable that this rating would be
routinely exceeded by industrial activity requiring large numbers of trip cycles utilizing
trucks 65-72’ in length loaded to the legal capacity of 80,000 Ibs.

* The geographic inequities and cumulative impacts associated with operating yet more quarries
in this area far outweigh any benefits to the local economy. The material produced will not stay
local because there is already a surplus in the local market.

*» The No Project Alternative is the only truly effective mitigation measure.

» We strongly support the No Project Alternative for the specific location of this project proposal
and agree with the conclusion within 6.6.1 that expansion of the existing quarries may be
considered in conjunction with the No Project alternative at the Oster family property, and would
thus avoid the impacts associated with this project. It may also be reasonable to consider
expansion of existing quarries as a way of delaying the proposed project and its accompanying
effects for some time.

3 State Truck Networks Map, California Department of Transportation

4 SLO County Open Space Element, Visual Resources Table VR-2

Margarita Proud 6.0-3
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pg. 6-14
6.8 ALTERNATIVE ACCESS ROUTE TO SR 58 VIA HANSON QUARRY

Comments

» While it may be true that some of the identified noise impacts of the project associated with
truck traffic through residential neighborhoods and the school zone along SR 58 would be
mitigated by using this alternative, far more impacts are introduced in other areas.

* This alternative compounds the safety impacts that are the major concern with the use of Hwy.
58 through one of the many dangerous sections of the roadway (PM 4.6 thru PM 5.08) and likely
beyond.

* The need for a left-turn lane would remain present at the proposed project entrance while the
need for a right hand turn shoulder would be created at the private road providing access to a
residence and jeep access into the back of Hanson Quarry.

* The Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct would need to be crossed at this location.

* Noise, air quality, and aesthetic impacts are significantly increased for the concentration of
residences, most all of which are at higher elevations on Digger Pine Rd.

» We are not supportive of any alternative route that utilizes Hwy. 58.

* Figure MP6.0-1 as an example of an alternative route worthy of community review if properly
designed and subjected to an environmental review process that ensured public comment was
incorporated into any final outcome.

Margarita Proud 6.0-4
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Portion of 6.7-1 utilized in MP6.0-1

Comments Figure 6.7-1

* This alternative may possibly mitigate some of the more severe noise impacts associated with
the currently proposed access into the quarried area depending on how deep the road were cut in.
If the existing benching were maintained, the road would enter the quarried area at the bench
elevation of 1150°, 50’ higher than currently proposed. This likely increases the steepness
(grade) of the road.

* The remainder (not circled) portion does nothing to lessen impacts present in the original
proposal and still relies on Hwy. 58 to function as a suitable industrial transportation corridor, a
solution we find unacceptable as previously stated.

Margarita Proud 6.0-5
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Approximate location of road utilized in MP 6.0-1

Comments  Figure 6.8-1

* Existing Private Road appears to be the currently proposed access driveway.

Margarita Proud 6.0-6
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Figure MP 6.0-1
An Alternative Access Route

- - =Newroad 1. Private bridge over Salinas River 2. Junction to existing Hanson access.
Suggested alternative Figure MP6.0-1

» Utilizes elements of already considered pathways.

» Makes same feasibility assumptions as URS has regarding access easements.
* Requires private bridge over Salinas River.

* Figures MP6.0-2 thru 4 provide examples of some river crossings.

Margarita Proud 6.0-7
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A
Figure MP 6.0-2 on access route to Rocky Canyon Quarry
175
Figure MP 6.0-3 on access route to Rocky Canyon Quarry
v
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Figure MP 6.0-4 Private bridge over Salinas River at Santa Clara Rd. in South Atascadero

Margarita Proud 6.0-9
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Additional Comments Section 6.0

* Alternative transportation options must be carefully considered if the environmentally superior
option, the No Project Alternative is not chosen.

* The feasibility of alternative transportation options must not be measured in dollars.

* It is unacceptable to apply any metric to “feasibility” other than the public health, safety, and
welfare. 176
» The community does not support subsidizing a private business enterprise proposing a use of
publicly maintained, taxpayer funded roadways that compromises the structural integrity of
public infrastructure and the future safety of all other users of the roadway.

Margarita Proud 6.0-10
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To promote safe and legal bicycle riding for recreation and transportation
May 1, 2013

Mr Murry Wilson

Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street Room 300

San Luis Obispo CA 93408-2040

Dear Mr Wilson,

San Luis Obispo Bicycle Club opposes the proposed Oster/Las Pilitas Rock Quarry,
Conditional Use Permit DRC2009-00025, on Hwy 58 east of Santa Margarita. We 1
believe that the proposed volume of truck traffic on this section of highway presents

unmitigatable risks to bicyclists. —

We also believe that the draft EIR in circulation does not adequately identify the impact
on bicyclists nor propose reasonable mitigation efforts. At a minimum, the project must
find a way to separate bicyclists from the high volume of new truck traffic, such as 2
construction of a parallel Class | bike trail between Santa Margarita and the proposed
quarry site.

Please put the bike club on your distribution list for future communications concerning
this project.

Thank you.

Robert Davis,
President

Cc:  SLO County Bicycle Advisory Committee
SLO County Bicycle Coalition
Supervisor Arnold
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Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR Comments from SMART
upndair@netzero.com to: mwilson, darnold, jcaffee, pteixeira 06/04/2013 03:37 PM
Cc: d.arndt, william, bclark8760

1 attachment

13cwk.cwk

Dear Mr. Wilson, and Supervisors Arnold and Teixeira,

I am copying SMART's comments about the DEIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry in this email.
I 'am also attaching a copy in case that is easier for you to print.

Thank you,

John Beccia

June 4, 2013

Dear SLO County Planning Dept. and URS Corporation,
I am submitting comments to the DEIR for the Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry project proposal on
behalf of Santa Margarita Area Residents Together (SMART).

First of all, I want to thank the county for extending the comment period so the community
could have adequate time to study this complex proposal. This project could have a very
significant impact on the quality of life for the residents who live near the proposed quarry, and
for the town that will bear many of the traffic and noise impacts.

INTRODUCTION

1) ASPHALT & CONCRETE RECYCLING - In the discussion of the recycling objective on
pages 1-2 and 1-3, it is noted that it is recommended in COSE to increase the amount of
construction and demolition waste recycling. However, there is no discussion of the fact that this
type of activity is not currently an allowed use in the Rural Land Zones, where this project
resides.

Asphalt and concrete recycling at this site is not compatible with the current Land Use
Ordinance. This fact is notably absent when a later discussion of recycling occurs on pages 2-6
and 2-7. Furthermore, it is noted that all recycled material “will be required to be free of oil...”.
That would be virtually impossible since petroleum is the basic component of asphalt concrete.

Once again, when the issue of Land Use Compatibility is studied on pages 4.14-1 through
4.14-10, there is nothing said about the recycling issue.

The fact that there has been a request for a waiver by the applicant in order to have a recycling
component is public knowledge and can be found at the following link...-
http://margaritaproud.com/LPR-LandUseWaiverRequest.pdf
Since the DEIR ignores this issue, we find the DEIR to be totally deficient in this area.
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We also would note that in letters dated Sept. 7, 2010 , in emails of Sept 10 2010, and another
letter of May 18, 2011 to SLO County Planning from SMART we bring up the Land Use
compatibility concerns and ask for an interpretation of this issue to be made at that time. We
never received an interpretation or a hearing, so this concern remains on the table for this EIR to
address. I am including copies of these letters to be included in the record so this issue can no
longer be ignored.

A discussion of this issue needs to be included in the EIR and in fairness to the applicant and
the EIR preparer, the county needs to make a decision about compatibility and whether they will
grant a waiver so the impacts can fully be discussed in the EIR

2) DEMAND FOR AGGREGATE MATERIAL - pages 1-4, 1-5. & 1-6 which include table 1-1
makes no mention of the pending permit for expanding the Hanson Quarry or the possible
expansion of the Rocky Canyon Quarry.

To the DEIR’s credit, this is included in the Alternatives section of 6.6.1 on pages 6-5 and 6-6
and it is noted that expansion of those quarries may be able to meet the future demand and would
then avoid the significant impacts of this quarry. This should be included in the introduction
section as well.

However, the statement on page 6-6 that this project would provide an independent, local
source of aggregate is unfounded since there is no guarantee this quarry would continue to be
owned by local residents in the future. There is nothing that prevents the current applicant from
selling it to someone else, and therefore the “independent, local” label has no merit.

3) CONSERVATION AREA - page 1-5 and 1-6 notes the 68.8 acres that will be set aside for
permanent conservation. While this is admirable, it should not be considered mitigation for oak
tree removal as noted in section 4.5-38. Instead, true mitigation should be achieved by requiring
the applicant to purchase and preserve oak woodland based on the amount of canopy removed.
This can be achieved by outright purchase or donation to a local Land Conservancy for this

purpose.

4) FUEL STORAGE - It is noted on page 1-7, that no fuel storage or vehicle maintenance
facilities will be on the project site. It is common knowledge among local residents that Mr.
Cole, one of the project applicants, has for years had a fuel storage tank and vehicle maintenance
facility on his property within a half-mile of the quarry. This is pertinent as this is likely the
source/location where the quarry will be getting it’s fuel and maintenance needs met,. Thus the
EIR should be addressing that probability.

5) STREAMBED ALTERATION AGREEMENT- page 1-8, section 1.4.4.....Since an agreement
with CA Dept. of Fish and Game needs to be in place before streambed alteration can take place,
this should be done first, so the EIR can discuss the contents of such an agreement and the
resultant environmental impacts. A true assessment of the project impacts cannot be done
without that data. It is not sufficient to say an agreement will take place.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1) EQUIPMENT LIST - page 2-7 gives an estimate of the equipment used at the proposed
quarry. Since CEQA requires an EIR to look at the worst case scenario of a project when
assessing it’s impact, this equipment list should reflect the amount of equipment required when
the quarry is operating at it’s full capacity so that the full impacts can be addressed.

2) TRUCK TRIPS - page 2-9, paragraph 2 states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur with
a large project. The whole traffic analysis needs to be redone based on this higher number, since,
once again, CEQA requires studies be done based on the worst case scenario. Unless the traffic
analysis is redone, the DEIR is totally deficient in the traffic and noise areas.

3) SALINAS RIVER WATER USE - page 2-10 states that the quarry will use about 4000 gallons
a day. If that is based on average use, the EIR analysis needs to be done based on the quarry
operating at it’s highest capacity so the full impact can be assessed. The DEIR also needs to
include comparison of water use by other quarries to this project to show whether that number is
realistic.

4) LAND USE COMPATIBILITY - page 3 paragraph 2 notes that the proposed quarry may be
inconsistent with several county policies. This is again noted in section 4.14 about Land Use.
The project may be inconsistent because of noise issues and traffic on Highway 58. On page
4.14-4, the DEIR specifically notes that the project may be inconsistent with the County’s Clean
Air Plan, with habitat and conservation planning, with agency environmental plans or policies,
and may be inconsistent with surrounding land uses.

Once again, as with the recycling question, SMART feels that in fairness to both the applicant
and the public, the county should make these determinations with regards to whether a project is
compatible or inconsistent with land use policies, and that determination should be made up
front. In this way an applicant understands where they stand before putting too much money into
a project that may be infeasible because of land use issues.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1) SCENIC RESOURCES - page 3-2, section 3.2 states that the County General Plan and Open
Space Element identifies SR 58 as a “Suggested Scenic Corridor” and to the DEIR’s credit on
page 4.1-2 it treats it as such even though there is not yet an official designation.

2) SURROUNDING LANDS - page 3-3 section 3.3 states that there are 2 residences in the
adjacent Rural Lands designation to the east and north of the quarry property. In our discussions
with local neighbors and in looking at the enclosed map, that number appears to be grossly
underestimated. The Final EIR needs to verify those numbers and correct the document
accordingly. Any mitigation should take into consideration the people most affected, and
mitigations should be tailored accordingly.

| L
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AESTHETICS and VISUAL
1) SCENIC CORRIDOR - see earlier note on SCENIC RESOURCES

2) VISUAL IMPACTS - pages 4.1-9 through 4.1-14 summarize how the proposed project would
change the visual character of the area because of grading and possible night lighting. It is noted
that even with the reclamation required, the impact will be significant and not mitigable. (see
table at bottom of page 4.1-10). The cumulative effects are also deemed significant and not
mitigable. Once again SMART feels that as mitigation the nearest neighbors who will bear most
of the negative impacts should be compensated for their losses due to this project.
Compensations should be written into the mitigations.

AG RESOURCES - no comments
AIR QUALITY

1) SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY - It is noted on page 4.3-11 in Table 4.3.4 that
the project could exceed SLOPCD emission thresholds. On page 4.3-20, the DEIR states that the
annual ROG and NOX emissions from this project are significant and not mitigable. On page
4.3-21 it is noted that the total emissions could exceed the threshold of 25 tons a year and 25
pounds a day with or without blasting.

The DEIR does not include any discussion of a reduction in hours of operations in order to
meet emission thresholds. This discussion should take place in the Final EIR since a reduction in
operational hours would in fact be an effective way to mitigate these impacts.

On page 4.3-27, the DEIR mentions the “nearby sensitive receptors” being the most at risk
which once again brings up the fact that those who bear the burden of this project, if it is allowed,
should also get a share of the benefit with some kind of compensation included in the
mitigations.

If the project is allowed to go forward with these impacts not being mitigated, then a possible
buy-out of the property owners who are the ““‘nearby sensitive receptors” should be considered
as a condition of approval.

On page 4.3-28 the DEIR states that a formal agreement with SLO APCD has not yet been
reached. This should be required by the county so the impacts can be studied in the final EIR.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

1) Reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions - on page 4.4-3 in table 4.4-1 with regards to policy
AQ 1.2, the DEIR states that providing a local source of aggregate would reduce the need for
importing material and thus reduce fuel consumption and greenhouse gases. The same statement
is made with regards to AQ 5.2.5 on page 4.4-5. However there is no reference or footnote to
any research or study done to support that argument. An assumption has been made that
increased local truck trips would replace truck trips from out of the area and have a net reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions. There is also no data as to how much reduction would occur.

This raises the question of whether the project quarry will be exporting material to outside
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areas. If so, there is potentially no reduction in greenhouse gas emissions as suggested here.

The Final EIR needs to present data to support the greenhouse gas reduction statements and it
needs to address whether the quarry will be exporting material outside the county.

Also, on page 4.4-3 in table 4.4-1, with regards to policy AQ 1.7, the increased large truck
traffic will not encourage bicycle and pedestrian use along 58. It will, in fact, serve to discourage
bicycle use due to safety as well as aesthetic reasons. Therefore, the DEIR is blatantly wrong
about this project being potentially consistent with this policy. The final EIR needs to address
this and correct that finding.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1) Policy Consistency Analysis - On page 4.5-5 in table 4.4-1 it is pointed out that this project is
potentially inconsistent with Policy BR 4.3 and goes on to state in the discussion that monitoring
is not necessary. Without monitoring, there is no way to ensure project water use data is
consistent with their projections. There would be no mechanism to measure if they are
consistent, whether they decide to wash aggregate, or to know how much water is actually being
used to control dust. Monitoring should be required in the final EIR.

2) 4.5.6 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures - SMART believes that too often, open space
conservation easements occur on lands that are unusable, and serve as mitigation for projects that
destroy sensitive species and trees

Instead, true mitigation should be achieved by requiring the applicant to purchase and preserve
oak woodland based on the amount of canopy removed. This can be achieved by outright
purchase or donation to a local Land Conservancy for this purpose.

GEOLOGY - No comments

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Once again, we believe that any mitigation
should take into consideration the people who are most affected, and tailor the mitigations
accordingly. It is critical that those who bear the burden of this project, if it is allowed, should
get a share of the benefit with some kind of compensation included in the mitigations.

NOISE

1) TRUCK TRAFFIC NOISE - The DEIR notes that the project will cause an increase in the
LDn because of traffic, and will add to the problem in Margarita Village where the level already
exceeds 60LDn, and that this impact (MM-Noise 1) is significant and not mitigable. Therefore,
in order for this project to go forward, the County would have to find an overriding consideration
that would find the community benefits outweigh the significant impacts.

The Final EIR needs to include a discussion of possible community benefits, as none are
immediately evident.

2) QUARRY OPERATIONS - The DEIR states that noise during the normal operation of the
quarry will be significant and not mitigable. (MM Noise 2a, 2b and 2c).
Once again, in order for this project to go forward the County would have to find an
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overriding consideration that would find the community benefits outweigh the significant
impacts.
The Final EIR needs to include a discussion of possible community benefits.

PUBLIC SERVICES & UTILITIES - no comments
RECREATION - no comments
TRANSPORTATION & CIRCULATION

1) CEQA REQUIRES WORST CASE SCENARIO ANALYSIS - In the DEIR’s Project
Description section on page 2-9, paragraph 2 it states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur
with a large project. As noted in our comments, above, the whole traffic analysis needs to be
redone and based on this higher number, since CEQA requires studies be done based on the
worst case scenario. Unless this is done, the DEIR is totally deficient in the traffic and noise
areas.

2) TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ON NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS - The DEIR also completely
ignores the impacts the increased truck traffic will have on residential neighborhood streets,
specifically on I and H streets. Many private vehicles will take residential streets as an alternate
route to avoid the back-up of traffic that will inevitably occur along Estrada at the Estrada/ El
Camino intersection. A Transportation Impact Analysis needs to be done to assess this impact.

3) BICYCLE USE OF HIWAY 58 - The DEIR does not adequately address the issue of bicycle
traffic on Highway 58. Since this is a designated bicycle route, and one of the county’s land use
policy goals is to encourage bicycle use, an assessment of this use and the effect this project will
have on it needs to be done in the Final EIR.

4) CALTRANS KPRA ADVISORY FOR HIWAY 58 - The discussion on page 4.11-3 points out
the Caltrans 30 foot KPRA truck advisory for Highway 58 and the safety issues with the longer
length trucks being able to stay in designated lanes. Many of the trucks using the quarry facility
will be more than double the advised KPRA length. The DEIR needs be revised to reflect that
this advisory applies to the entire length of SR 58 from J St. in Santa Margarita to the Kern
county line.

5) EL CAMINO/ ESTRADA INTERSECTION - Pages 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 discuss the distance
between the stop sign on El Camino and the railroad crossing. The DEIR states the distance to
be 78 feet. In actuality, it is closer to 60 feet. Since many of the trucks using the quarry will be
longer than 70 feet, this will create a dangerous condition. The final EIR needs to address this
and, as a mitigation, impose a fixed limit on the size of vehicles allowed to use the quarry
facility.

6) QUARRY ACCESS - Pages 4.11-23, 24 and 25 discuss quarry access and staging of trucks at
the quarry site and has a table of mitigation measures proposed. Impact Traffic 3A recognizes
the disruption to normal highway traffic that will occur at the quarry entrance. The mitigation
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basically says that an Encroachment Permit with Caltrans will take care of this problem.

There are no specifics about what this permit will require, therefore it cannot accurately
conclude that this will mitigate the problem.

Anything short of a left hand turn lane will create major delays to traffic at the quarry access
point. The EIR needs to address this and propose suitable mitigations.

7) SALINAS RIVER BRIDGE - There is no discussion or analysis in the DEIR about the weight
of fully loaded gravel trucks routinely crossing and exceeding the operating capacity of the
Salinas River Bridge. This impact needs to be addressed in the Final EIR.

8) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - Page 4.11-29 includes the mitigation for the cumulative traffic
impacts. It correctly notes that these impacts will be significant and not mitigable.

Any future improvements cannot be assured since it remains ultimately in Caltrans
jurisdiction. Because of this, the safety concerns with the nearby elementary school, the
off-tracking that will occur with the large trucks on Highway 58, the staging and access
disruptions, all are completely inappropriate for existing conditions. Once again, the Final EIR
needs to include an analysis of possible community benefits so the decision-makers could weigh
these benefits against the significant long-term impacts of this project.

9) MITIGATIONS - In general, the mitigations proposed for the traffic issue in this DEIR are
very weak when compared to the mitigations for traffic implemented for the
Sunpower-California Valley Solar Ranch project. That project also utilizes State Highway 58.
The Sunpower project expected an increase of 25% daily truck travel for up to a period of 36
months compared to a 450% truck traffic increase that comes with this project or up to 56 years.
The Final EIR should study the mitigations for the Sunpower-Cal;ifornia Valley Project and
upgrade the mitigations for this project where appropriate.

WASTEWATER - no comments
WATER QUALITY

1) SANTA MARGARITA RESERVOIR - In discussion on page 4.14-4 and 5, it notes the
permit requirements for maintenance of Salinas surface flow but no study is done of proposed

methods to assess project impacts on possible downstream release from the reservoir. This needs
to be done in the final EIR.

2) WATER USE - Page 4.13-11 estimates water use for this project to be 7AFY. Research of
water use at other quarries indicates that this estimate is low. While this projects claims it will
not be washing aggregate, even the estimate of 4000 gallons a day for dust control appears to be
low. At the nearby Hanson Quarry, which produces 700,000 annual tons of material (compared
to 500,000 for the proposed project), the total water use is estimated at 300 AFY. Assuming one
third of that is used for aggregate washing (which is a high estimate) that would leave the Hanson
water use at 200AFY.

Each project has unique issues, but the water use estimate for the Las Pilitas Quarry seems to
be way out of line when compared to the industry standard. The Final EIR needs to include a
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condition of approval that prevents any washing of aggregate in the future, and needs to reassess
the water use and the effect it will have on CSA 23.

3) WAIVER FOR RECYCLING - It is public knowledge that the applicant has requested a
waiver in order to have a recycling component. This can be found at the following link:
http://margaritaproud.com/LPR-LandUseWaiverRequest.pdf

The Final EIR needs to assess the impacts that recycling concrete and asphalt would have on
the Salinas River. Without this assessment, the Final EIR should propose a condition of approval
that prohibits any recycling of materials in the future.

4) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - Research of water use at other quarries indicates that the
estimate in this DEIR is low. The Final EIR should study and assess the use at other quarry
operations and adjust the water-use figures as appropriate. This would also require a new
assessment of the impacts on the Salinas River and all of the downstream water users.

LAND USE

1) INCOMPATIBILITY ISSUES - The DEIR notes that analysis has identified a number of
issues with land use compatibility, specifically in the areas of aesthetics and visual, noise, and
traffic. On pages 4.14-9 and 10, there is a table that outlines various Applicant Proposed
Measures to help mitigate these problems. The DEIR also notes that a future decision by the
county will be made about implementing these measures.

Once again, like with the recycling question, SMART stresses that in fairness to both the
applicant and the public, the county should make these determinations with regards to whether a
project is compatible or inconsistent with land-use policies up front, and that this should be
included in the Final EIR.

EFFECTS THAT ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

1) 4.15.6 EMISSIONS, 4.15.8 CLEAN AIR PLAN, 4.15.9 AIR QUALITY - page 2-9, paragraph
2 states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur with a large project. Note our earlier
comments, Project Description, #2 Truck Trips.

2)4.15.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - page 1-5 and 1-6 notes the 68.8 acres that will be set
aside for permanent conservation. Note our comments, Introduction, #3.

3) 4.15.25 TRAFFIC - page 2-9, paragraph 2 states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur
with a large project. Note our earlier comments, Project Description, #2 Truck Trips.

4) 4.15.27 SURFACE WATER, 4.15.28 CSA 23, 4.15.29 WATER QUALITY AND SUPPLY -
Research of water use at other quarries indicates that the estimate in this DEIR for this is low. As
noted earlier, the Final EIR needs to study and assess the use at other quarry operations and
adjust the water-use figures as needed.
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY

1) NOISE - page 2-9, paragraph 2 states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur with a large
project. Note our earlier comments, Project Description, #2 Truck Trips.

2) TRAFFIC - page 2-9, paragraph 2 states that up to 800 truck trips a day could occur with a
large project. Note our earlier comments, Project Description, #2 Truck Trips, and Traffic and
Circulation, #8.

3) WATER USE - Research of water use at other quarries indicates that the estimate in this DEIR
for this is low. See our earlier comments..

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

1) 6-8 ALTERNATIVE ACCESS ROUTE TO 58 VIA HANSON QUARRY - The proposed
access route in this alternative, while attempting to mitigate some of the traffic, still fails to
address many problems with regards to quarry access, still uses a portion 58, and increases the
noise, air quality, and visual impacts for a number of the nearby residences. SMART could only
support a redesigned route that avoids the impacts noted.

2) NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE - Given the amount of significant impacts that cannot be
mitigated, and the long-term negative consequences that this proposed project will have on the
Santa Margarita community, this alternative is the preferred alternative by SMART.

Once again, the Final EIR needs to include an analysis of potential community benefits (if any)
so the decision-makers can weigh these benefits against the significant long-term impacts that
this project will have. If no community benefits are found, as we suspect, then this needs to be
stated in the Final EIR.

This concludes our comments at this time. We look forward to the responses in the Final EIR.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.

John Beccia
President, SMART

CORRESPONDENCE ABOUT RECYCLING
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Sept. 7, 2010

Dear Mr. Oliveira and County Staff,

In our letter dated July 17, 2010 regarding the Oster Quarry project,
we ended our comments with the following sentence; In fairness to both the public and the
applicant, the county should make an official decision about whether the asphalt and concrete
recycling is or is not allowed under the present land use zoning.

We are writing again to reiterate that point, and formally request that a decision on the
recycling issue be issued by the Board of Supervisors. The applicant and the public need to know
whether this component is allowed or not allowed, since it will determine whether or not this
issue will be part of the upcoming environmental reveiw.

Thank you for your consideration. We will be looking forward to your response.

John Beccia

SMART

PO Box 50

Santa Margarita, CA 93453

Begin forwarded message:

From: John Beccia <upndair @netzero.net>

Date: September 10, 2010 12:19:53 PM PDT

To: joliveira@co.slo.ca.us

Cc: jnall@co.slo.ca.us, jpatterson@co.slo.ca.us, ecarroll@co.slo.ca.us
Subject: Oster recycling



Sept. 10. 2010

Dear Mr. Oliviera,

It seems to us that the language is clear concerning the asphalt recycling issue and that it should
not be allowed in this project. As in an earlier letter we wrote, we will cite the interpretation
procedure in LUO section 22.02.030 which reads as follows...

If questions arise from persons or bodies charged with

> administering this Title about its content or application, the

> Commission shall ascertain all pertinent facts, and by resolution
> set forth its findings and interpretation. The resolution shall be
> forwarded to the Board, which shall consider the findings and

> interpretation of the Commission and render a final decision and
> interpretation on the matter. Thereafter the interpretation of the
> Board shall prevail.

Though this may not provide the grounds for not accepting the application, it clearly states the
procedure for interpretation. Again, this interpretation should be made by the county to serve
both the interests of the public and the applicant so they both know the scope of the application
and what the EIR needs to address. Why make the applicant pay for studies for something that
may not be allowed, and why make the public concern itself with that aspect of the operation if it
is not permitted in this land use zoning?

Thank you,

John Beccia

SMART

PO Box 50

Santa Margarita, CA 93453

From: joliveira@co.slo.ca.us

To: John Beccia <upndair @netzero.net>

Cc: ecarroll@co.slo.ca.us, jnall@co.slo.ca.us, jpatterson@co.slo.ca.us
Subject: Re: Oster recycling

Date: Fri, 10 Sep 2010 14:07:26 -0700

Hi John-
I hope your enjoying the return of the sunshine today. I believe the ordinance section quoted
below pertains to the interpretation process. As you know, if staff or someone from the public



wants a detail of the ordinance to be interpreted, the Planning Commission has the ability to hear
the facts and make an interpretation to be passed along to the Board of Supervisors, at which
point an official interpretation is rendered.

Although staff is not requesting an official interpretation at this time, staff will be providing a
full analysis of all pertinent environmental issues (which includes Land Use consistency analysis)
to the public for review and eventually to the County decision makers through the EIR process.
Because the scope of the upcoming EIR has not yet been finalized, it would be too early to
comment on what the land use consistency analysis

will include or whether staff can support the project as a whole or whether only portions of the
proposed project can be supported, or not at all.

However, we can confidently say that the proposed recycling component of the project will be
scrutinized under the land use analysis and it will be circulated for public review and comment.

As you know, the intricacies of a complicated project review like this can become very involved.
Sometimes emails aren't enough. I would be happy to talk to you on the phone or in person if
you'd like to discuss your questions and concerns. Of course, emails are fine too, but I wanted to
make sure you know I'm always available.

Jeff Oliveira

Environmental Resource Specialist

Department of Planning and Building Environmental Resource Division
County of San Luis Obispo

(805) 781-4167

My response that same day-Fri Sept 10 2010

Jeft,

Thanks for your response. I think it was clear from my email yesterday that we (SMART) as the
public are formally requesting an interpretation so it can be settled before the EIR process takes
place. Supervisor Patterson has informed me that he was going to discuss our request with Ellen
Carroll and get back to me. During the Santa Margarita Ranch application process the same
mistake was made when staff made a decision to go ahead and not issue a formal determination. I
believe that the proper Land Use issue is still part of North County Watch's suit about the ranch.
This kind of question should be resolved early in the process so it can be put to rest.

Thank you,
John Beccia



John Nall
SLO County Planning
May 18, 2011

Dear Mr. Nall:

I am writing to repeat a request that we have made on at least two occasions in the past year:
Regarding the Los Pilitas / Oster Quarry (DCR2009-00025), the application currently submitted
to the County of San Luis Obispo for consideration includes an asphalt and concrete recycling
facility. The description of allowed uses in a rural lands zoning area (RL) makes it quite clear
that unless there was an application for or an existing land-fill, the recycling facility is just not
allowed.

This situation is very similar to a previous discussion regarding the same application.
Specifically, the application also had an asphalt manufacturing component. We asked for and
received a clarification hearing that put to rest that particular issue once and for all.

Consider the benefits to all parties that that decision provided: Planning did not to have to
continue to analyze an obviously non-compliant use, the applicant is not spending money to
defend the use and the public does not have to continuously defend themselves against this
potential violation of zoning.

The county has language that allows interpretation of Land Use Ordinance language...(TK, please
resend clarification language).

SMART is again formally asking for a clarification hearing in front of the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors. The question will be: Is asphalt and concrete recycling allowed
under the land use ordinance for this specific pending operation?

If indeed, as we assert, the answer is "no,", we request that the applicant be required to remove
that use from the application before further processing of that application is allowed. The
applicant can be directed towards the process for a general plan amendment, if they still desire to
have an asphalt and concrete recycling facility.

Mr. Nall, please respond to this request as soon as possible. This request is not at all rhetorical,
we feel this hearing needs to happen as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

John Beccia
Smart President.
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CONSULTING

June 5, 2013

Mr. Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Department of Planning and Building

County of San Luis Obispo

976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA  93408-2040

Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for the Las Pilitas Quarry Conditional Use Permit and
Reclamation Plan in San Luis Obispo County

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The following letter contains comments from a peer review of the Transportation and Circulation
Section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Las Pilitas Quarry Conditional Use
Permit and Reclamation Plan prepared by URS in March 2013; and, the Las Pilitas Rock Quarry
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) prepared by TPG in May 2009. It should be noted that the TPG TIS was
peer reviewed and updated by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) based on additional
traffic issues that needed to be addressed per County and Caltrans staff.

Arch Beach Consulting has been retained by Margarita Proud to conduct a peer review of the
DEIR and TIS. The peer review focuses on the methodology of the fraffic analysis; the reported
impacts and mitigation measures of the proposed project; and, the consistency of the traffic
analysis findings in relation to other projects that have been recently approved, or are currently
going through the entitlement process, in the area along State Route 58 (SR 58).

According fo the DEIR, the methodology, including study area, of the traffic analysis for the DEIR
was updated from the TIS based on consultation with County and Caltrans staff, and comments
received during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) period. The proposed project would generate
traffic on Caltrans and San Luis Obispo County roadway facilities. Caltrans has published the
Guide to the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (2002) which provides the study area and
analysis requirements for State facilities affected by the proposed project.

The following provides our comments based on our peer review of the DEIR and TIS:

Issue 1 - The traffic impacts disclosed in the DEIR and TIS are understated because a passenger-
car equivalency (PCE) factor was not used for project truck trips. With the application of a PCE
factor for project trucks, the proposed project generates a similar amount of traffic as the
approved Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision located west of the
quarry site along SR 58. The EIR for the Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision development
found numerous significant impacts and provided mitigation measures.

Per the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), the passenger-car equivalent (PCE) represents the 1
number of passenger cars (basic vehicles) displaced by each truck in the traffic stream under
specific conditions of flow. PCEs have been used extensively in HCM analysis methodologies to
establish the impact of tfrucks, buses, and recreational vehicles on traffic flow. Traditionally, PCEs
have played an important role in freeway design and operations analysis. Based on review of
section 2.3.3 Trip Generation and Truck Traffic (page 2-8), section 4.11.6 Project Impacts and
Mitigation Measures (page 4.11-16), and Table 4.11-8 Revised Project Trip Generation (page
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Mr. Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR and TIS

June 5, 2013

Page 2 of 12

4.11-17) of the DEIR; and, the Project Trip Generation section (page é) and Appendix B Project
Trip Generation Calculation of the TIS, there is no mention of the use of a PCE adjustment for the
273 truck ftrips generated by the proposed project. Based on the size and length of the
aggregate trucks of the proposed project (approximately 65 feet, with double ftrailers), the
appropriate PCE factor would be 3.0, or one fruck equivalent to three passenger-cars. It should
be noted that the Topaz Solar Farm DEIR (Aspen Environmental Group, March 2011) and
Transportation Impact Study (Wood Rodgers, July 2010) also used a PCE factor of 3.0 for their
project-generated bus and truck trips. The PCE-factored trips were used in their traffic analyses.

With the application of a 3.0 PCE to the Las Pilitas Quarry project, the passenger-car
equivalence would be 819 daily trips (273 truck trips X 3.0 PCE), 114 a.m. peak hour frips (38 truck
frips X 3.0 PCE), and 90 p.m. peak hour trips (30 fruck trips X 3.0 PCE). The total project trip
generation, in PCE, would be 829 daily trips, 119 a.m. peak hour trips, and 95 p.m. peak hour
trips. The DEIR only reported a total trip generation of 283 daily trips, 43 a.m. peak hour frips, and
35 p.m. peak hour trips.

Given the higher trip generation of the proposed project when PCE is factored-in, the originally
reported traffic impacts in the DEIR and TIS would be understated. When the proposed project’s
PCE trip generation is compared to the volume of fraffic generated by the nearby Santa
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project (Agriculture Residential
Cluster Subdivision), the proposed project’s volumes (in PCE) would be similar to Agriculture
Residential Cluster Subdivision’s daily and peak hour traffic volumes. Table A provides a
comparison of the Las Pilitas Quarry traffic volumes (in PCE) with the Agriculture Residential
Cluster Subdivision fraffic volumes.

Based on the table, with an "apples-to-apples” comparison of passenger-car frips (i.e., fruck frips
converted to equivalent passenger-car trips) between the two projects, the Las Pilitas Quarry
project would generate 325 less daily trips, 31 more a.m. peak hour frips, and 24 less p.m. peak
hour trips than the approved 112 single-family home subdivision.

The addition of truck traffic from the proposed Las Pilitas Quarry will contribute traffic to locations
with existing operational issues and to locations that do not meet current Caltrans or County
design standards. Table B presents the impacts and mitigation measures for the Agriculture
Residential Cluster Subdivision project that would be pertinent to the Las Pilitas Quarry project as
both projects would contribute similar amounts of daily and peak hour traffic to existing
transportation facilities with existing known hazards and deficiencies.

Based on the mifigation measures in the Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision EIR, it appears
that the Project Applicant (of the Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision project) was
required to improve the existing substandard and hazardous facilities along SR 58, rather than
just pay the fair-share towards the improvements. We agree that this standard should be
applied to any project that would be "first in line” for construction and occupancy, whether it
be Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision or the Las Pilitas Quarry. No new project, that
would contribute a significant amount of fraffic to the substandard and hazardous facilities
along SR 58, should be granted a Certificate of Occupancy without physically improving the
substandard and hazardous facilities.

Per the DEIR, the Las Pilitas Quarry was only found to make fair-share payments to the
improvements of El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue (MM TRAFFIC-1a, page 4.11-19; and MM
TRAFFIC-4, page 4.11-29); and, El Camino Real/H Street (MM TRAFFIC-4, page 4.11-29). The only
physical improvement required of the proposed project was at El Camino Real/Encina Avenue
which was to construct a pedestrian refuge or related pedestrian safety improvement.




Mr. Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR and TIS

June 5, 2013
Page 3 of 12
Table A - Project Trip Generation Comparison
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Dail In Out Total In Out Total
ClasPumasQuaRRy
Employees 495,000 TPY 10 5 0 5 0 5 5
Trucks 273 19 19 38 15 15 30
e PCE adjustment for frucks (3.0) 819 57 57 114 45 45 90
Total w/ PCE

AGRICULTURE  RESIDENTIAL ~ CLUSTER
SUBDIVISION 2 \

Trip Generation

Notfes: ' Employee and (non PCE) truck trips are from Table 4.11-8 Revised Project Trip Generation, Draft EIR Oster/Las
Pilitas Quarry, URS 2013.

2 Single-family residential frips are from Table 4.12-9 Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Trip Generation,
Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision DEIR, Rincon Consultants, Inc., June
2008.

Table B — Applicable Impacts and Mitigation Measures to Las Pilitas Quarry from Agriculture
Residential Cluster Subdivision DEIR

Agricultural Residential | Development of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would
Cluster Subdivision result in the addition of 1,154 average daily trips (88 AM peak hour
and 119 PM peak hour firips) to study area roadways and
intersections. Although this would not result in exceedances of
roadway or intersection LOS standards, with the exception of the US
101/SR 58 interchange northbound off-ramp, the Agricultural
Residential Cluster Subdivision will add traffic to locations with existing
hazards and deficiencies. Implementation of proposed mitigation
measures would improve hazards and deficiencies. However, due to
uncertainty regarding Calirans approval of facilities within State
jurisdiction, Class |, significant and unavoidable, impacts would
result.

Impact T-1

Agricultural Residential | SR 58 South of J Street: To mitigate the project’'s impacts to the two
Cluster Subdivision ?0-degree curves on SR 58 near J Streeft, the following improvements

Mitigation Measure are required:

T-1(a) 1. Widen both sides of SR 58 (from EI Camino Real to the
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision eastern site access)
to provide four foot shoulders and/or bike lanes in
accordance with County standards.

2. Install radar feedback signs and advisory speeds on each
approach fo the 90-degree on SR 58 near J Street.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and associated approval from Caltrans would be required if




Mr. Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR and TIS

June 5, 2013
Page 4 of 12

the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Improvements shall be installed prior
to occupancy clearance. The applicant shall construct and
implement the alternate improvements under a Caltrans
encroachment permit or Project Study Report.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works
shall site inspect to ensure installation of improvements prior fo
occupancy clearance.

Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision

Mitigation Measure
T-1(b)

U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58: The applicant shall lengthen
the deceleration length from 140 feet to 250 feet from the US 101
mainline to the northbound off-ramp to mitigate the Agricultural
Residential Cluster Subdivision’s impact to the ramp junction.

In addition, the applicant shall reconstruct the area where the
northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp merges with eastbound SR 58 to
provide 400 feet of merging distance to meet Caltrans’ current
design standards. Since the park-and-ride facility is located adjacent
to the northbound off-ramp, reconfiguration of the parking lot and
access to a nearby frontage road is required. The applicant shall
include designs for the revised park and ride and frontage road
access in the permit with Calfrans. A field assessment indicates that
the merge area could be lengthened by physically separating the
park and ride lot from the roadway, which would improve the
existing condition and reduce the impact.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if
the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Improvements shall be installed prior
fo occupancy clearance. The applicant shall construct and
implement the alternate improvements under a Caltrans
encroachment permit or Project Study Report.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works
shall site inspect to ensure installation of improvements prior to
occupancy clearance.

Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision

Mitigation Measure
T-1(c)

U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58: The project applicant shall
extend the deceleration length from 250 to 550 feet for the
southbound off-ramp to provide acceptable freeway ramp diverge
operations under Cumulative Plus Agricultural Residential Cluster
Subdivision conditions.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if
the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Improvements shall be installed prior
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to occupancy clearance. The applicant shall construct and
implement the alternate improvements under a Caltrans
encroachment permit or Project Study Report.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works
shall site inspect to ensure installation of improvements prior fo
occupancy clearance.

Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision

Mitigation Measure
T-1(d)

El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign: With the addition of
Agricultural  Residential Cluster Subdivision fraffic, the project
applicant shall construct the following improvements:

1. Widen Estrada Avenue, between El Camino Real and the
railroad fracks, to provide a dedicated northbound right-turn
lane.

2. Widen El Camino Real to provide a separate left-turn lane for
westbound EI Camino Real traffic to turn onto southbound
Estrada Avenue.

3. Reduce the superelevation of the EI Camino Real curve at
Estfrada Avenue.

4. Prior to implementation of Future Development Program
measure T-1(d), fraffic signal installation and rail preemption,
advance limit lines for northbound Estrada fraffic shall be
provided immediately south of the rail tfracks, and a Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition) R8-10 sign
which states “Stop Here When Flashing” shall be provided to
minimize the potential for vehicles to stop directly on the
railroad fracks.

According to San Luis Obispo County Public Works staff, extension of
an existing culvert is required as part of this improvement. The
applicant shall secure any regulatory permits for the necessary
construction of intersection improvements to meet Calirans
standards.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Calfrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if
the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Improvement plans for the El Camino
Real/Estrada Avenue intersection shall be submitted for review by
Planning and Building prior to approval of Land Use Permits. The
improvements shall be installed prior to occupancy clearance. The
applicant shall implement the improvements under a Calirans
encroachment permit.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works
shall site inspect to ensure installation of improvements prior to
occupancy clearance.




Mr. Murry Wilson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Comments on Las Pilitas Quarry DEIR and TIS

June 5, 2013
Page 6 of 12

Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision

Mitigation Measure
T-1(e)

It should be noted that
warning beacons have
already been
constructed at Estrada
Avenue/H Street

Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon: A pedestrian activated
advanced warning beacon shall be installed on the northbound
approach to the intersection of Estrada Avenue and H Street, before
the crest on Estrada Avenue, to warn drivers of the presence of
pedestrians crossing at the intersection. A pedestrian-activated
beacon shall also be installed for southbound Estrada Avenue traffic.
The precise location for beacon installation shall be determined in
consultation with Caltrans under the encroachment permit process,
and shall include any required ramps or other Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) upgrades. The applicant shall fund and install
both advanced warning beacons.

The Santa Margarita Design Plan, adopted October 9, 2001,
recommended the following long-term improvements to Estrada
Avenue between H Street and | Street:

e Improve sight distance by eliminating the hill/crest
e Add curbs and textured crossings at Estrada Avenue/H Street
e Provide bike lanes on Estrada Avenue

These improvements represent alternative mitigation measures for this
intersection. However, eliminating the crest would require extensive
earthwork and roadbed re-construction. Depending on the final
design of the long-term improvements, the flashing beacons could
be integrated info the plan.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if
the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The pedestrian-activated warning
beacons shall be installed prior to occupancy clearance. The
applicant shall fund and install the required advance warning
beacons on Estrada Avenue under a Caltrans encroachment permit
prior to occupancy clearance.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo shall site
inspect to ensure installation of the pedestrian-activated warning
beacons prior to occupancy clearance.

Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision

The addition of traffic generated by the Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision may result in conflicts with pedestrians and
bicyclists, as well as increase demand for transit services. Although

ImpactT-4 impacts on transit services would be less than significant, impacts
related to pedestrian movement and bicycle conflicts are Class II,
significant but mitigable.

Agricultural Residential | I Camino Real/Encina Avenue In-Pavement Flashing Lights:

Cluster Subdivision

Mitigation Measure
T-4(a)

Pedestrian in-pavement flashing lights shall be installed on the
eastbound and westbound approaches to the intersection of El
Camino Real and Encina Avenue to warn drivers of the presence of
pedestrians crossing at the intersection. The precise location for
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beacon installation shall be determined in consultation with Caltrans
under the encroachment permit process, and shall include any
required ramps or other Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
upgrades. The applicant shall fund and install the in-pavement
flashing lights on El Camino Real.

The design of the pedestrian in-pavement flashing lights shall be
consistent with the Santa Margarita Design Plan, adopted October 9,
2001, which recommended pedestrian improvements along El
Camino Real in downtown Santa Margarita. Because EI Camino
Real (SR 58) is a state-maintained roadway, this measure would
require Caltrans approval and an encroachment permit.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The pedestrian in-pavement flashing
lights shall be installed prior fo occupancy clearance. The applicant
shall fund and install the required pedestrian in-pavement flashing
lights on El Camino Real under a Caltrans encroachment permit prior
to occupancy clearance.

Monitoring: Caltrans and County Public Works shall inspect this
location to ensure installation of the pedestrian warning beacons
prior to occupancy clearance.

Source: Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Fufure Development
Program EIR, Section 4.12 Transportation and Circulation, pages 4.12-16 — 4.12-33. Rincon
Consultants, June 2008,

Therefore, we recommend that the Project Applicant revise the traffic analysis to account for
PCE for the proposed fruck traffic. In addition to the project truck trips adjusted for PCE, the
baseline traffic volumes should also be adjusted for PCE for baseline fruck traffic. Since the
proposed project would generate a similar amount of passenger-car equivalent traffic to
segments and intersections along SR 58, and to the US 101/SR 58 interchange as the approved
Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision project, we recommend that the DEIR be revised to
incorporate similar impact and mitigation measure statements. Furthermore, no new project,
that would contribute a significant amount of traffic to the substandard and hazardous facilities
along SR 58, should be granted a Certificate of Occupancy without physically improving the
substandard and hazardous facilities.

Issue 2 - The DEIR and TIS failed to adequately disclose the potential impacts and needed
mitigation measures at the at-grade railroad crossing at El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue. The EIR
for the Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision development found a significant impact and
provided a mitigation measure for El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue and the adjacent at-grade
railroad crossing.

The DEIR addresses the railroad crossing on Estrada Avenue only as it relates to the vehicular
operation of the El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection. Information on the frequency of
frains, types of frains (passenger and/or freight), and size of frains/number of cars at the at-
grade intersection is not provided, nor is there any analysis of any forecast increase of frain
usage on this specific rail line. This should be addressed to determine whether there is a future
need for railroad crossing grade-separation.

The addition of truck traffic from the proposed Las Pilitas Quarry will contribute fraffic to locations
with existing operational issues and to locations that do not meet current California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC - railroad crossings/corridors), Caltrans or County design standards. Per the
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Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision EIR, a review of the northbound (Estrada Avenue)
queues indicate that the northbound left-turns are projected to queue back to the railroad
tracks during the a.m. peak hour. The DEIR and TIS did not provide a queuing analysis for this
intersection to address the potential vehicle queuing on the northbound approach of Estrada
Avenue, between El Camino Real and the railroad tracks. Arch Beach Consulting prepared a
queuing analysis using the Synchro 7.0 LOS software which is based on HCM Operations
methodologies. The queuing analysis was conducted for the northbound approach at the El
Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection for the Existing, Existing plus Project, and Existing plus
Project with PCE conditions. Table C presents the results of the queuing analysis, and the
Synchro worksheets are attached to this letter.

Table C - Northbound Approach at El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Queuing Analysis

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Available
Queve 95t % 95th %

Scenario Storage ! | Queue? Impact? | Queue 2 Impact
Existing 70’ 139’ YES 19’ no
Existing + Project 70’ 156’ YES 22 no
Existing + Projw/ PCE 3 70’ 207’ YES 30’ no

Notes:  Queuing analysis based on Synchro 7.0.
I Available storage queue is distance between stop bar and closest railroad track
on northbound approach on Estrada Avenue at El Camino Real.
295t % Queue is the 95" percentile “design” queue.
3 PCE is passenger-car equivalent. The project fruck trips have been converted to
equivalent passenger-car trips at 3.0 passenger-cars per truck.

Based on the queuing analysis, there is an existing queuing impact on Estrada Avenue, between
El Camino Real and the railroad fracks during the a.m. peak hour. The existing pavement
between the stop bar and railroad tracks on Estrada Avenue is approximately 70 feet. The
existing queue on the northbound approach in the a.m. peak hour is 139 feet, almost double the
length of the existing storage space. With addition of project trips, the 95t percentile queue
would be 156 feet and 207 feet, without and with PCE adjustments for project truck traffic. There
are no queuing impacts in the p.m. peak hour. Therefore, there would be a significant impact
related to the queuing of vehicles on the railroad fracks on Estrada Avenue, south of El Camino
Real. This impact was not disclosed in the DEIR and TIS.

At a minimum, in addition to Mitigation Measure T-1(d) above (in Table B), the following
improvements should be included to specifically address the at-grade railroad crossing:

¢ The new traffic signal at El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue shall be interconnected with the
existing railroad automatic warning devices. Adding preemption to the new signalized
intersection will clear any vehicles queued at the crossing prior to train arrival.

e Install a raised concrete median on both approaches to the railroad crossing per current
CPUC standards. This will reduce gate drive-around incidents.

e Exfend the existing lane guidance striping on the east approach through the crossing to
help delineate the traveled roadway through the crossing. The existing striping ends just
east of the railroad crossing.

¢ Add bicycle lanes through the crossing to match the planned bicycle lane installation on
El Camino Real as part of the Salinas River Area Plan and the Santa Margarita Design
Plan. The crossing may be currently used by bicyclists traveling to the nearby elementary
school. Adding bicycle lanes will aid bicyclists fraveling over the railroad crossing.
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e Prohibit on-street parking within 100 feet on both sides of the railroad crossing to improve
the visibility of warning devices and approaching trains.

e Installation of pedestrian-specific warning devices and channelization and sidewalks.
e Construct turn-out lanes for buses and trucks transporting hazardous materials.

Therefore, we recommend that the Project Applicant revise the traffic analysis to disclose
specific impacts related to the af-grade railroad crossing. Since the proposed project would
generate a similar amount of passenger-car equivalent traffic through the railroad crossing as
the approved Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision project, we recommend that the DEIR
be revised to incorporate similar impact and mitigation measure statements, and the additional
measures listed above. Furthermore, no new project, that would contribute a significant amount
of traffic to the substandard and hazardous facilities along SR 58, should be granted a
Certificate of Occupancy without physically improving the substandard and hazardous facilities.

Issue 3 - The DEIR and TIS failed to disclose the potential impacts and needed mitigation
measures for recreational bicyclists on SR 58, east of Santa Margarita. The EIR for the Agriculture
Residential Cluster Subdivision development found a significant impact and provided mitigation
measures for SR 58, south of J Street.

Although not designated on the County’s Bicycle Master Plan, SR 58, east of Santa Margarita is a
popular rural highway for recreational bicyclists. Several bicycle facilities exist in the vicinity of
the approved Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site that the fruck fraffic from the
proposed Las Pilitas Quarry would travel. However, bike lanes are not provided on SR 58.
Bicyclists are forced to use the narrow shoulders or to ride in the travel lanes. The fruck traffic
added by the proposed Las Pilitas Quarry will increase potential automobile/truck/bicycle
conflicts on SR 58 between downtown Santa Margarita and the project entrance, east of the
Salinas River due to the narrow roadway width on West Pozo Road (SR 58). Mitigation was
required for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project to ensure less than significant
impacts. Since the proposed project would generate similar volumes of fraffic, in passenger-car
equivalents, as the approved Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project, the same
impact thresholds and mitigation measures should apply to the Las Pilitas Quarry project. Below
is the impact statement regarding automobile-bicycle conflicts on SR 58 from the Agricultural
Residential Cluster Subdivision project EIR:

Agricultural Residential | The addition of fraffic generated by the Agricultural Residential
Cluster Subdivision Cluster Subdivision may result in conflicts with pedestrians and
bicyclists, as well as increase demand for transit services. Although
impacts on transit services would be less than significant, impacts
related to pedestrian movement and bicycle conflicts are Class II,
significant but mitigable.

Impact T-4

Implementation of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision mitigation measure T-1(a), which
requires widening of West Pozo Road (SR 58) along the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision
site’s frontage to accommodate County-planned Class Il bicycle lanes or shoulders, would
reduce potential automobile-bicycle conflict impacts to a less than significant level. This would
mifigate the Las Pilitas Quarry truck fraffic’s potential impact to fruck/bicycle conflicts.
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Agricultural Residential | SR 58 South of J Street: To mitigate the project’s impacts to the two
Cluster Subdivision ?0-degree curves on SR 58 near J Street, the following improvements

Mitigation Measure are required:

T-1(a) 1. Widen both sides of SR 58 (from EI Camino Real to the
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision eastern site access)
fo provide four foot shoulders and/or bike lanes in
accordance with County standards.

2. Install radar feedback signs and advisory speeds on each
approach to the 90-degree on SR 58 near J Street.

As these improvements would occur within Caltrans jurisdiction, an
encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required if the cost of
the improvements is less than three million dollars. A Project Study
Report and associated approval from Caltrans would be required if
the cost of the improvements exceeds three million dollars.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Improvements shall be installed prior
fo occupancy clearance. The applicant shall construct and
implement the alternate improvements under a Caltrans
encroachment permit or Project Study Report.

Monitoring: Caltrans and the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works
shall site inspect to ensure installation of improvements prior to
occupancy clearance.

Therefore, we recommend that the Project Applicant revise the traffic analysis to disclose
specific impacts related to recreational bicyclists on SR 58. Since the proposed project would
generate a similar amount of passenger-car equivalent fraffic on SR 58 as the approved
Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision project, we recommend that the DEIR be revised to
incorporate similar impact and mitigafion measure statements, and the additional measures
listed above. Furthermore, no new project, that would conftribute a significant amount of fraffic
to the substandard and hazardous facilities along SR 58, should be granted a Certificate of
Occupancy without physically improving the substandard and hazardous facilities.

Issue 4 — The DEIR and TIS failed to provide any detail on the project’s vehicular access on SR 58,
and a qualitative access analysis is not provided. While Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3a requires
a Caltrans Encroachment Permit and incorporation Calfrans conditions, there is no disclosure of
the details of the proposed access, nor a discussion of the impacts of project truck traffic
entering and existing the site on SR 58.

As stated on page 4.11-23 of the DEIR:

“...Under normal operations, no more than a few trucks are expected at the quarry site
at any one time. Intersection analysis indicates that under both existing and future
conditions, the proposed driveway access on SR 58 will function adequately without
additional highway widening, dedicated turn lanes, or other improvements. The specific
design of the driveway intersection with SR 58 is considered adequate, but final design
has not yet been approved by Caltrans...”

That statement assumes that no additional improvements are required at the proposed project
access on SR 58 under “normal” conditions. The following impact and mitigation measure
statements are provided in the DEIR:
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Residual
Description of Impact Mitigation Measure Impact
Oster/Las Pilitas Quarry MM TRAFFIC-3a: Access. Prior to the issuance | Less than
Impact TRAFFIC-3a: Access. of any construction permit by the County for | significant

The proposed access drive will | the project access road, the applicant/quarry
require consfruction within the SR | operator shall obtain an Encroachment Permit
58 right-of-way causing tfemporary | from Caltrans, and shall incorporate any
disruption of highway traffic, and | conditions from Caltrans related to traffic
long term adverse effects on | contfrols or construction of the access road
traffic using the state highway. into its design.

As discussed in Issue 1, the driveway LOS analysis is likely based on non-PCE adjusted peak hour
traffic volumes which understate the impacts of project fruck traffic on the delayed movements
(eastbound left turn in to site; and, southbound right turn out of site). More important, given the
high-speed nature of SR 58, and that it's a two-lane undivided highway with sub-standard
shoulders, special design considerations should be given the tfruck traffic movements that would
be occurring at the SR 58 driveway (38 frucks per hour on a normal day, and higher on peak
market periods). On average, that would equate to one truck turning into the site; and, one
fruck turning out of the site, every three minutes (on a normal day) during the a.m. peak hour.
And, one truck furning into the site; and, one truck furning out of the site, every four minutes (on
a normal day) during the p.m. peak hour. During peak market demand periods, fruck
movements at the driveway may occur every minute, or less.

There would be more fruck movements at the project driveway on SR 58 that would interfere
with east- and westbound vehicles traveling on the highway, as well as recreational bicyclists.
With project truck traffic stopping on the eastbound travel lane of SR 58 to enter the project site,
potential conflicts may occur with other vehicles and bicyclists on SR 58. The consideration of an
eastbound left furn storage lane should be considered from an operafional and safety
standpoint for other eastbound vehicles and bicyclists on SR 58. Also, the consideration of an
acceleration lane for westbound frucks exiting the site should be considered. These
improvements should be planned and analyzed for a peak production day of the quarry to
ensure there would be no vehicular conflicts at the project driveway at SR 58 under any project
condifions. In addifion, truck turning templates should be applied to the inbound and outbound
turn lanes to ensure that frucks do not cross the street centerline while maneuvering in- and out
of the project driveway.

Therefore, we recommend that the Project Applicant revise the DEIR and TIS to disclose specific
analyses, potential impacts, and required mitigation measures for the design of the project
access driveway on SR 58. Furthermore, no new project, that would contribute a significant
amount of traffic to the substandard and hazardous facilities along SR 58, should be granted a
Certificate of Occupancy without physically improving the substandard and hazardous facilities.

Issue 5 - The DEIR failed to address the higher accident rate (0.99) on the SR 58 transition ramp to
US 101 south. The State Average for this facility is 0.35. The DEIR ignores this significant finding
and does not address this significant impact.

Table 4.11-6, US Highway 101/SR 58 Accident Rates, on page 4.11-9 of the DEIR shows that the
actual (calculated) accident rate on the SR 58 southbound on-ramp to US 101 is 0.99. In the
same table, the reported state average accident rate is 0.35. The actual accident rate on this
facility is almost three times greater than the state average. Yet, on page 4.11-10 of the DEIR,
the following is stated:
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“...The accident rates are shown in Table 4.11-6 below, and are compared with state
averages for ramps with similar characteristics. This comparison indicates that the recent
accident rate at this interchange is generally lower than statewide averages...”

That statement contradicts the information reported in Table 4.11-6 as the actual accident rate
at the SR 58 southbound on-ramp to US 101 (0.99) is almost three times higher than the state
average (0.35). With addition of project fraffic, the accident rate would likely increase.
Because the DEIR failed to acknowledge the higher accident rate, no impact and mitigation
measure was provided to address the probability of more accidents that would occur on the SR
58 southbound on-ramp to US 101.

Therefore, we recommend that the Project Applicant revise the DEIR correctly analyze the
higher actual accident rate for the SR 58 southbound on-ramp to US 101. This analysis should
describe the existing conditions that lead to the 0.99 accident rate, and what improvements or
mitigation measures are required to minimize the accident potential on this facility. Furthermore,
no new project, that would contribute a significant amount of traffic to the substandard and
hazardous facilities along SR 58, should be granted a Certificate of Occupancy without
physically improving the substandard and hazardous facilities.

This concludes our comments on the Draff Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Las Pilitas
Quarry Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan; and, the Las Pilitas Rock Quarry Traffic
Impact Study (TIS). If you have any questions regarding this comment letter, please contact me
at (858) 925-6190.

Sincerely,

Arch Beach Consulfing, Inc.

Do

Dennis M. Pascua
Principal Transportation Planner

ccC: Roy Reeves, Margarita Proud
Tamara Kleeman, Margarita Proud
Babak Naficy, Law Offices of Babak Naficy

Attachments: Synchro Queuing Analysis Worksheets




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing AM Peak Hour
6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L
Volume (veh/h) 168 143 118 134 195 111
Sign Control Free Free  Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 183 155 128 146 212 121
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 338 662 260
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 338 662 260
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 89 44 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1221 382 778
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1
Volume Total 338 274 333
Volume Left 0 128 212
Volume Right 155 0 121
cSH 1700 1221 468
Volume to Capacity 020 0.1 0.71
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 9 139
Control Delay (s) 0.0 44 294
Lane LOS A D
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 44 294
Approach LOS D
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 11.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing PM Peak Hour
6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L

Volume (veh/h) 68 78 70 95 56 89
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 74 85 76 103 61 97
Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 159 372 116
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 159 372 116
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 90 90
cM capacity (veh/h) 1421 595 936
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1

Volume Total 159 179 158

Volume Left 0 76 61

Volume Right 85 0 97

cSH 1700 1421 766

Volume to Capacity 009 005 0.21

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 4 19

Control Delay (s) 0.0 35 109

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 35 109

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing + Project AM Peak Hour
6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L

Volume (veh/h) 168 151 120 134 205 112
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 183 164 130 146 223 122
Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 347 671 265
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 347 671 265
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 89 41 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1212 376 774
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1

Volume Total 347 276 345

Volume Left 0 130 223

Volume Right 164 0 122

cSH 1700 1212 460

Volume to Capacity 020 0.1 0.75

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 9 156

Control Delay (s) 0.0 45 328

Lane LOS A D

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 45 328

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 12.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing + Project PM Peak Hour
6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L

Volume (veh/h) 68 86 71 95 69 90
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 74 93 77 103 75 98
Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 167 378 121
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 167 378 121
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 87 89
cM capacity (veh/h) 1410 589 931
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1

Volume Total 167 180 173

Volume Left 0 77 75

Volume Right 93 0 98

cSH 1700 1410 744

Volume to Capacity 010 005 0.23

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 4 22

Control Delay (s) 0.0 36 113

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 36 113

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 5.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing + Proj w/ PCE AM Peak Hour

6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L
Volume (veh/h) 168 188 124 134 225 114
Sign Control Free Free  Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 183 204 135 146 245 124
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 387 700 285
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 387 700 285
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 88 32 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1172 359 754
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1
Volume Total 387 280 368
Volume Left 0 135 245
Volume Right 204 0 124
cSH 1700 1172 436
Volume to Capacity 023 012 085
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 10 207
Control Delay (s) 0.0 46 445
Lane LOS A E
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 46 445
Approach LOS E
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 17.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.7% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: El Camino Real & Estrada Ave

Existing + Proj w/ PCE PM Peak Hour

6/4/2013

¢ TN

—_—
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T i L

Volume (veh/h) 68 102 73 95 95 92
Sign Control Free Free  Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 74 111 79 103 103 100
Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 185 391 129
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 185 391 129
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 8IS 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 82 89
cM capacity (veh/h) 1390 578 920
Direction, Lane # EB1  WB1 NB1

Volume Total 185 183 203

Volume Left 0 79 103

Volume Right 11 0 100

cSH 1700 1390 707

Volume to Capacity 0.11 006 0.29

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 5 30

Control Delay (s) 0.0 36 121

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 36 121

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 55

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.8% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Baseline

Synchro 7 - Report
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Draft Environmental Impact Report
Las Pilitas Resources to: mwilson 06/07/2013 02:01 PM
Please respond to info

Dear Murry,

As you may know, the public comment period regarding the draft environmental impact report
(EIR) for the Las Pilitas Resources proposal recently came to a close. The San Luis Obispo
County Department of Planning and Building is now completing the process of reading,
documenting, and responding to all of the questions and comments it received during the public
comment period. These comments are critical so that the County and author of the draft EIR can
further evaluate and study the issues brought forward during the public comment period to provide
a strong, thorough and succinct final EIR.

Before the end of the public comment period, Las Pilitas Resources identified several subject
areas it believed needed further evaluation, study or modification between the draft and final EIR
and submitted these comments to the San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and
Building. You can view our final comments to the County by clicking here.

We would like to again thank all those who provided their input during the public comment period .
We place great value on public participation and believe it is vital for us to understand more about
your questions, comments and concerns regarding the Las Pilitas Resources proposal. We want
to ensure a collaborative relationship with the community now and in the years ahead, and thank
you for being a part of the process.

Mike and | are very appreciative for your active participation in this process . Please do not
hesitate to contact us if you have any additional questions.

Sincerely,

Steve Souza Mike Cole

steve@laspilitasresources.com mike@laspilitasresources.com

Las Pilitas Resources, LLC

0.22



P.O.Box 875 - Santa Margarita - California - 93453
www.laspilitasresources.com
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Sophie Treder, Attorney
22985 El Camino Real, Santa Margarita, CA 93453
805.438.5435 Office streder@trederlaw.com

Mr. Murry Wilson

San Luis Obispo County

Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 200

San Luis Obispo, CA

Dear Mr. Wilson,

Las Pilitas Resources, LLC, submits these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Las Pilitas Quarry Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan
(DRC2009-00025), per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County’s
Notice of Availability. Comments are organized according to section. Where appropriate,
the relevant page number or section is noted at the start of the comment. Specific textual

revisions are suggested in “red line” where practicable.

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1: The initial paragraph notes that the proposed quarry and related improvements would
occupy 48 acres. This is inconsistent with the project sized described throughout the rest of
the DEIR, which lists the size at 41 acres. (See Pages 1-1, 2-1, 2-2.) Please revise for

consistency.

ES-2: Please revise the first sentence of the last paragraph as follows: “7he project will
produce up to 500,000 tons per year of construction aggregate materials foruse-in-Portland
cement-conerete(PCC)andasphaltic-conerete(AG).” As discussed below in the changes to
the Project Description, in order to be used in PCC or AC, aggregate must generally be

washed, and the project does not intend to wash material.

ES-20: Table ES-2: IMPACT TRAFFIC-2a: Elementary School Crossing: Both the
Description of Impact and associated mitigation note that any potential impacts to the
elementary school crossing are less than significant. Table ES-2 is intended to list only
impacts which cannot be mitigated to a level below significance (Class I). Please remove
Impact Traffic-2a from Table ES-2 and place it into Table ES-3, which lists impacts which

have been found to be less than significant.

Treder Land Law Page 1
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Sophie Treder, Attorney
22985 El Camino Real, Santa Margarita, CA 93453
805.438.5435 Office streder@trederlaw.com

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1-1: Please revise the first sentence of the last paragraph to read as follows: “Construction

Cenerete grade aggregate—censisting-ot-crushed granitic rockusedinPortland Gement
Conerete (PCC)-and Asphaltic- Conerete(AC) pavement; is particularly important for road

building and maintenance and other construction.” Both of the cited reports in this
paragraph recognize the importance of construction aggregate generally, not just PCC and
AC.

1-2: Objective C: Please strike the words “concrete-grade” from this Objective.
1-3: Objective F: Please strike the words “concrete-grade” from this Objective.

1-5: Please add the following sentence to the first bullet at the top of this page:
“Approximately 60% (137 million tons) of this demand will be for concrete-grade aggregate,

and approximately 40% (126 million tons) will be for other construction aggregate.” The

citation for this sentence is the same as the 2011 data in Table 1-1, and is also found in the

Executive Summary of Special Report 215 (DEIR Appendix D).
1-5: Please revise the end of the first full paragraph as follows:

Other aggregate suppliers exist in the larger production-consumption region, but are not as
conveniently located to serve the San Luis Obispo County and nearby market areas.

(Additional information regarding the locations of other aggregate mines in the region and

the economics of aggregate mining and transport is provided in Appendix D as part of the

background information related to air quality.) The Las Pilitas Quarry is proposed in part to

help improve the overall regional balance between projected supply and demand for

aggregate material, and in part to provide an independent source of material to support local
business, public works departments, and other local customers. Additionalintormation

informationrelated-to-air-guality- Although the project is located in a deposit that has been
classified by the State Geologist as containing the highest quality granite (MRZ-2 PCC),

Treder Land Law Page 2
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suitable for use in Portland cement concrete (PCC), material generally must be washed

before it is actually used as an ingredient in concrete. The project does not propose to wash

material, and it is expected that the aggregate produced from this mine will be used for other

construction-related applications. For a general list of products to be produced, please see
Section 2.3.1 of this EIR.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2-1: Please revise the bottom paragraph as follows: “7he Coastal Branch of the California
Aqueduct was constructed across the southern portion of the property north of SR 58 in the
late 1990s. This 54-inch buried water pipeline delivers water from the California State Water

Project to communities in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties. Construction of the

pipeline within the property included two reinforced crossings that would allow heavy

trucks to drive over the buried pipeline, in recognition of the currently proposed aggregate

mining use of the property.” This addition is consistent with the information provided on
Page 1-2 of the DEIR.

2-2: Objective C: Please strike the words “concrete-grade” from this Objective.
2-3: Objective F: Please strike the words “concrete-grade” from this Objective.

2-5: Please revise the end of the penultimate paragraph as follows: “ Products produced will

include road base, decomposed granite for construction, recreation, and landscaping

applications, rip rap, drain rock, landscape wall rock, decorative rock, and non-expansive fill

As discussed above, the Applicant does not intend to wash material prior to sale, and thus
would be selling only the unwashed products that are listed. It is generally accepted that
product must be washed before being used to make Portland cement concrete. Although

very high quality, pure material could be used as an ingredient in asphalt without being

Treder Land Law Page 3
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washed, and the material harvested from the project is expected to be very high quality and
pure, that is unlikely to be the end use of aggregate harvested from this project. The reason
is that both of the current producers of concrete and asphalt in this local market (Hanson
Aggregates and CalPortland) have their own quarries in this same deposit and thus have their
own sources of rock for concrete and asphalt; they are therefore unlikely to buy aggregate
from the Las Pilitas Quarry for this purpose. In the unlikely event that a concrete or asphalt
producer were to purchase rock from the Las Pilitas Quarry, any washing would need to

occur as part of the purchaser’s permitted activities at the manufacturing location.

2-8: Trip Generation and Truck Traffic: The Applicant believes that the truck traffic

estimated in this section is overstated for the following reasons:

Truck Traffic Associated With Sales of Aggregate

With regard to truck traffic for aggregate sales, it is true that the maximum annual extraction
limit of 500,000 tons, when spread over 250 working days and assuming an average truck
load of 20.2 tons, yields an average of 99 truckloads or 198 truck trips per day. However, it is
important to remember that 500,000 tons is the maximum allowed annual extraction;
industry statistics show that most quarries statewide hit their maximum extraction limit once
every 10 years, on average, even in markets that are considered severely underpermitted by

the State Department of Conservation, as most P-C Regions are.

While it might be appropriate for the EIR to assume that the Las Pilitas Quarry would always
operate at its maximum capacity as part of forecasting the reasonably-foreseeable worst case
scenario for environmental impacts, it is not reasonable for the EIR to also assume that 100%
of the truck traffic generated by the project will be “additional.” Because of their close
proximity, the Las Pilitas Quarry will be directly competing with the Hanson quarry in the
unwashed aggregate products market. If all 500,000 tons of the Las Pilitas Quarry’s product
could be attributed to new demand, it would be reasonable to assume that Hanson
Aggregates would already be operating at its maximum permitted limits. Instead, a
reasonable assumption for the FEIR to make is that a substantial portion of the truck trips

associated with this project would be on the road and traveling through Santa Margarita to

Treder Land Law Page 4
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the Hanson Quarry in any event, and will simply divert to the Las Pilitas Quarry if this

project is permitted.

Given these market realities, it is not reasonable for the EIR to assume both that the Las
Pilitas Quarry will operate at maximum capacity all the time, and that all of its customers
and therefore all of its truck traffic will be additional. In order to accurately present the
environmental impacts to the public, the EIR should disclose the reasonably-foreseeable
worst case scenario (i.e. occasional years at maximum operating capacity), but also disclose
what operations will be under normal market conditions and/or make allowances for trucks
that will simply be diverted from existing quarries. As currently worded, the description on
page 2-8 of the EIR leads the public to believe that it will experience anywhere from 273 to
800 additional truck trips per day, 250 days per year, for the life of the project. That is simply
not realistic. A reasonable, but still conservative, estimate for purposes of the EIR would be
that the project will average 70% of maximum permitted production, most of the time.
Alternatively, the EIR could reasonably assume that one-third, or roughly 30% of the
project’s market share and truck traffic will be diverted from other, nearby quarries. In

either case, this drops the daily truck trips associated with production to approximately 139.

It is important to understand that the above analysis does not mean that there is no demand
for the current project, or that the demand numbers forecasted by the State in Special Report
215 are inaccurate. Special Report 215 projects the total demand in the P-C Region for
aggregate over a 50 year period. The Report estimates that the currently-permitted reserves
of 75 million tons will carry the P-C Region, as a whole, until the year 2026. At that point, if
no new reserves have been opened up, the aggregate market will hit the equivalent of a
“fiscal cliff,” and prices will rise to stratospheric levels as material is imported from outside of
the region (it is worth noting that nearly every P-C Region in California is underpermitted,
so importing material will only serve to exacerbate the problem throughout the State. See
Exhibit B to these Comments: Aggregate Sustainability in California-- Map Sheet 52 (2012).)
Because aggregate is a major building block, both figuratively and literally, of a healthy
economy, it is critical that supply and demand be kept on a relatively even keel, and not

allowed to approach a substantial shortage. The projected critical shortage in this P-C
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Region is only 13 years out—perhaps even sooner at the local level, given that Hanson
Aggregates recently applied to the County to expand its reserves. It can often take 7 years or
more to permit an aggregate quarry from start to finish, taking into account the CEQA
process, neighborhood opposition, and potential litigation. Accordingly, it is imperative that
local governments not lose sight of the long-range picture, and constantly look several
decades out on a rolling basis when considering available aggregate supply and new permit
applications. The Las Pilitas Quarry will supply around 12.5 million tons of aggregate to the
local market over its lifespan, but this alone will not be enough to satisfy the 50-year market
demand, no more than the Hanson expansion alone could satisfy it. The most responsible
thing a local government can do to safeguard its local economy is ensure that it will be self-
sustaining for aggregate supplies for the next 50 years in accordance with the numbers
projected by the State. If new permits are shelved until all existing quarries are operating at
maximum permitted capacity, the supply-demand equilibrium will have already been
thrown out of balance. The goal should be to have a well-balanced market where demand

eats away at supply at a steady, consistent rate, avoiding sharp peaks and valleys.

Truck Trips for Emergency Projects

As part of disclosing the reasonably-foreseeable worst case scenario, the EIR should also
clarify the statement on page 2-9 that up to 800 truck trips per day could be anticipated for a
large project. While it is theoretically conceivable that the quarry could load that many
trucks (400) in single day, it is important that the EIR put that statement in context. If the
project does load 400 trucks in one day, such as to respond to an emergency repair project,
for instance, this would mean that the project would have sold over 8,000 tons of material
that day out of its 500,000 annual allotment. Therefore, in order for the project to stay
within its annual permitted limit, there would need to be a proportional number of days
when there were no trucks trips, or fewer than average truck trips. Accordingly, the FEIR
should add a sentence to the effect that, while the precise number of daily truck trips may
fluctuate, the annual maximum allowable yield will ensure that the daily truck trips
experienced by the community will stay at or under the appropriate average (as stated below,

the average of 273 utilized in the DEIR is unrealistically high).

Treder Land Law Page 6
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Truck Trips Associated With Recycled Aggregate

Finally, it is not reasonable for the EIR to assume 75 daily truck trips attributable to recycled
material drop-off. That number appears to be based on the project’s daily recycled material
limit of 1,500 tons, set by the CalRecycle permit. However, if this project were to accept
1,500 tons per day of recycled material, 250 days per year, it would be recycling 375,000 tons
of aggregate annually. According to Special Report 215, only 250,000 tons of aggregate was
recycled in the entire P-C Region (Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo County combined) in
2009. (See DEIR Appendix D, Special Report 215, pg. 23) Assuming that San Luis Obispo
County accounted for roughly half of that amount, a conservative estimate given that San
Luis Obispo County has a much smaller population, that means that the entire County
recycled 125,000 tons of aggregate in 2009. There are currently 7 facilities in the County
that are permitted to accept recycled aggregate— if spread out evenly among those facilities,
this means that each facility processed roughly 17,857 tons of recycled aggregate in 2009.
Clearly, it is not reasonable for the EIR to assume that the Las Pilitas Quarry alone would
process 375,000 tons per year of recycled material—3 times the County total—in one year. It
is doubtful that the quarry, as designed, even has the room to stockpile that amount of

material.

Moreover, it is not reasonable to assume a high recycling rate without decreasing the raw
materials sales and associated truck trips correspondingly. Recycled material must be sold
within a relatively short period of time (see DEIR Page 2-6), and any recycled material sold
by the project must fit within the project’s 500,000 ton annual limit. Therefore, if the project
were to process and sell 375,000 tons of recycled material in one year, it could then only sell
125,000 tons of raw material, which would reduce those truck trips accordingly. Simply put,
it will be impossible for the project to ever average 273 truck trips (198 attributable to raw

material, and 75 attributable to recycled material).

A more reasonable assumption would be that the project will accept a proportionate share of
the total recycled aggregate in the County. As stated in Special Report 215, Santa Barbara
County and San Luis Obispo County combined recycled a total of 250,000 tons of aggregate
in 2009. Although Special Report 215 estimated that this is not likely to significantly
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increase over the next 50 years (it concluded that recycled aggregate would not supplant the
demand for raw aggregate), given the increased local incentives and requirements to recycle,
it might be reasonable to expect this number to rise to 350,000 tons over the life of the
project. Assuming that San Luis Obispo County accounts for half of that amount (again, a
very conservative estimate, given that Santa Barbara County has a much larger population),
that would mean that the entire County could be expected to recycle 175,000 tons per year.
The Las Pilitas Quarry would be the 8th permitted recycling station in the County, and thus
could reasonably be expected to handle one-eighth of that market, or 21,875 tons per year. 13
Operating 250 days per year, the project might accept 87.5 tons per day. At 20.2 tons per
truck, this amounts to 4.33 trucks per day, or 8.66 trips per day attributed to recycled
aggregate. Assuming a 50% backhaul rate under normal industry conditions (see Page 2-8 of
the DEIR) again reduces this number to 4.33 truck trips per day, on average. This number
could reasonably be rounded up to 5 trips per day to account for the fact that, when being
trucked in from the field, a bit less than 20.2 tons of material might fit in a truck, due to the

presence of large chunks and pieces.

Summary of Revised Truck Traffic
Given the foregoing analysis, the number of truck trips in the FEIR should be revised to a

daily average of 144—139 attributable to material sales, and 5 attributable to drop-offs of
recycled material. The FEIR should still disclose that under the reasonably foreseeable worst
case scenario (i.e. operating at maximum permitted capacity), there could be an annual
average as high as 208 daily tips (198 for material sales and 10 for recycled material—the
latter number assumes no backhauling of material, consistent with a reasonably foreseeable 14
worst case scenario). The FEIR can use that scenario for calculating worst-case traffic and air
impacts as well. But for purposes of the Project Description, and disclosing to the public
what the likely impacts of the project will be on an average, day-to-day basis, it is important
that the upcoming FEIR clarify that daily truck trips from this project would be expected to
average around 144 trips per day, not 273 trips. The analysis under the Air, Noise, and
Traffic sections in the FEIR should be revised to reflect a reasonably-foreseeable worst case

scenario of 208 average daily trips as discussed in those sections.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3-2: Some clarifications should be added to the description of the environmental setting
under Section 3.2, Geography and Scenic Resources. First, it is pure speculation for the EIR
to state that views of the steep, chaparral-covered slopes in the vicinity of the project “are
part of the scenic environment associated with SR 58 leading to its inclusion in the COSE” as
a “Suggested Scenic Corridor.” Neither the COSE nor its Appendices provide any
information describing how or why the road segments in Table VR-2 were chosen, and the
COSE is equally clear that before any scenic roads are designated, corridor studies will have
to be conducted on the candidate roads to identify the important scenic features of each road
and their boundaries. (COSE, pg. 9.12) In other words, the features of SR 58 that might
make it a scenic corridor and the boundaries of the actual corridor have yet to be
determined. There simply is no substantial evidence to support the EIR’s statement that the
views in the vicinity of the project are what led to SR 58’s nomination, as opposed to other
scenic values along the 70-mile stretch. It would be equally if not more reasonable to
presume that SR 58 was nominated because of the grasslands and wildflower views associated
with springtime in the Carrizo Plain, and that the scrub-covered hillsides in the vicinity of
the project are not important features that should be protected. Simply put, in the absence of
more information, it is improper for the EIR to speculate about why SR 58 was nominated as
a “Suggested Scenic Corridor” for further study in the COSE. Instead, the EIR should
correctly observe that, to date, it has not been designated as a scenic corridor, and no
County-specific scenic corridor standards exist for its evaluation. (The interim guidelines
listed in COSE Appendix 9 apply only to County and State road and highway development

projects.)

Furthermore, the environmental setting must disclose and be frank about the visibility of the
existing Hanson Quarry along this stretch of 58, and its overall impact on the viewshed.
Please see the more detailed comments to Section 4.0, Aesthetics and Visual Resources,

below.
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40 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Section 4.1.1: The current description of existing conditions in the Aesthetics and Visual
Resources chapter is incomplete and misleading. Although the “surrounding land uses”
section makes mention of the nearby Hanson Aggregates Quarry, it does not disclose the
impact that this operation has on the existing viewshed. The description in the DEIR simply
implies that is a nearby, but not necessarily visible, use. (DEIR, pg. 4.1-1.) In actuality, the
“cut” caused by the century-old and still active Hanson Quarry is the dominant feature of the

landscape in this area.

The Hanson Quarry’s mountainside cut is large, imposing, and contrasting, and will likely
serve to (1) distract any viewers from focusing on the Las Pilitas Quarry site, and (2)
diminish viewer expectations of an intact and unaltered landscape in this area. Inexplicably,
this feature is left out of all of the photo-simulations and key viewpoints provided in the
DEIR, despite the fact that it would be clearly visible to drivers as they came upon the
project site. Additional photographs should be provided in the FEIR that show the Hanson
Quarry in relation to the project, in order to give readers an accurate depiction of the

existing panoramic viewshed in the area.

4.1-1 to 2: The description at the bottom of page 4.1-1 and the top of 4.2-2 states that there
would be “several” residences with views into the proposed quarry site. Please clarify how
many “several” is, and from what vantage points they would be able to see the quarry and
during which operational phases. The FEIR should also clarify whether these same

residences currently have a view of the existing Hanson Quarry.

4.1-2 to 3: Scenic Highways and Corridors: Please see the earlier comment regarding the
Environmental Setting Chapter and scenic corridors. It is unclear how the policies and
standards listed in COSE Appendix 9, which apply only to road construction projects, should
relate to this project or the Assessment Methodology and Significance Criteria used in the
DEIR. The County has not adopted any specific development standards for non-road
construction projects in the area of the quarry, or any interim guidance that would govern

such projects. It is not necessarily reasonable to presume that the decision-makers who
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adopted the COSE intended the road development standards in Appendix 9 to apply to non-
road projects, when they did not take action to make that happen.

Furthermore, it is unclear how the DEIR determined that “the steep hills covered with
chaparral vegetation in the project site are a scenic resource even if they are not
spectacular.” (DEIR, pg. 4.1-2.) Scenic resources are typically defined as those landscape
patterns and features that are visually or aesthetically pleasing and which interact to produce
a net visual benefit upon individuals or communities. There is simply no objective,
substantial evidence in the DEIR to support the conclusion that the relatively common and
indistinct scrub-covered hillsides in the vicinity of the project are a “scenic resource” under
this definition. And as discussed above, there is no evidence to support the inference that it
was these resources that led to the nomination of SR 58 as a Suggested Scenic Corridor

warranting further study in the COSE.

Finally, as discussed above, viewer sensitivity along this stretch of SR 58 is likely to be
relatively low, given the negative impact on the viewshed conferred by the existing Hanson
Quarry. Accordingly, there is no support for the statement regarding view sensitivity at the

top of page 4.1-3.

4.1-6: Assessment Methodology: The DEIR states that: “ For the purpose of this EIR analysis,
a scenic vista is an officially designated or recognized public view from a given location or
corridor as identified in land use documents. The suggested corridor of SR 58, as described in
Section 4.1.1 above is one such visual resource.” There is no officially designated or
recognized public view from this section of SR 58. Given the non-uniqueness of the features
in the project area and the already degraded viewshed, it is unlikely that this particular
section of SR 58 would meet the County’s criteria for ultimate listing as a scenic corridor, if
and when the County finally sets such criteria. Scenic vistas are typically defined for
purposes of CEQA as viewpoints that provide expansive views of a highly valued landscape
for the benefit of the general public. There is no specific or regularly utilized viewing point
along the road in this area, and no indication that the steep, chaparral-covered hillsides in
the vicinity of the project are highly valued by the public. The fact that the COSE suggested

the entire 70-mile stretch of SR 58 for study and evaluation does not transmute these
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features into a scenic vista. Even the COSE itself states that before a candidate road is
designated as scenic, a corridor study should be completed to (a) specify the features that
need to be protected through a site-specific analysis of each viewshed; (b) state why it is
important to protect those features; [and] (c) where applicable, establish specific mapped
boundaries that define the minimum area necessary to protect the identified features. (COSE,
pg- 9.12) The DEIR does not even go that far. If the FEIR is going to classify the views from
this stretch of SR 58 as a scenic vista, it should provide some substantial evidence to support
that conclusion, other than the fact that the entire highway was suggested as a candidate for

study as a scenic corridor.

4.1-7: Third Paragraph: See above comment to page 3-2. There is no indication in the COSE
that the steep hillsides and chaparral vegetation in the area contributed to SR 58 being listed

as a candidate corridor for further study.

4.1-8: Visual Simulations: Please see above comment to Section 4.1.1. Additional
photographs should be provided in the FEIR that include the Hanson Quarry in relation to
the project, in order to give readers an accurate portrayal of the existing panoramic viewshed

in the area.

4.1-9 to 4.1-10: Significance Criteria: The noted significance criteria are new and have not
yet been used on any other project, have not been formally adopted by the County, and
differ substantially from those provided in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Per CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.7(b), “Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of
the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution,
rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by
substantial evidence.” Until the County publicly adopts these thresholds for general use, it
should utilize the generally-accepted thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the purpose of CEQA thresholds is to identify
potentially significant effects on the environment so that they can be mitigated. In order to
qualify as a significant effect on the environment, the change must be both substantial and

adverse. (CEQA Guidelines § 15382) As currently written, these thresholds of significance

Treder Land Law Page 12

| L

19

20

21

22



Sophie Treder, Attorney
22985 El Camino Real, Santa Margarita, CA 93453
805.438.5435 Office streder@trederlaw.com

do not distinguish between a substantial, adverse change, and any change to the
environmental status quo. Accordingly, it is doubtful that the selected thresholds are proper 22
for identifying significant impacts under CEQA.

4.1-10 to 11: Impact AES-1: Effects on Scenic Vistas: As noted above, there is no substantial
evidence that the impacted area qualifies as a scenic vista under CEQA. Furthermore, this
impact analysis fails to take into account the existing impacts on the viewshed caused by the
Hanson Quarry, which has already substantially altered the natural character of the area, and
serves to diminish viewer sensitivity and expectations. Per Appendix 9 of the COSE, an
assessment of visual resources should take into account the intactness and unity, or harmony,
of the landscape, as well as the visual sensitivity of the area and the viewers. The DEIR fails

to follow any of these steps. 23

As indicated above, under CEQA, it is not enough that the project will introduce a “change.”
To be a significant impact, the change must also be substantial and adverse. Although the
project will result in a change to the vegetation and ridgelines in the area, it is not clear why
this change, which is largely temporary pending site reclamation, would be both substantial
and adverse. This is particularly true given the history of ridgeline disturbance and
vegetation clearing in the area, both from the Hanson Quarry and the establishment and
maintenance of fire breaks and other property grading. The analysis behind Impact AES-1

should be revised in the FEIR to take these factors into account.

4.1-11: MM AES-1d: This mitigation measure requires that the Applicant visually screen its
water tank, for the life of the project, from public views along SR 58. A water tank is
generally recognized to be a necessary accessory structure that is consistent with both
agricultural and residential uses in rural areas. Were this an agricultural or residential
project, such mitigation would not be required. It is unclear how the presence of a water 24
tank will create a significant, adverse visual impact requiring full mitigation. A more
realistic mitigation measure might be to require revegetation of any areas disturbed by
grading the pad for the water tank, and to require that the water tank is itself a dark color

that will not stand out from the surrounding vegetation.
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43 AIR QUALITY

Global: This section should be revised in general to account for the reduced truck traffic
under the reasonably foreseeable worst case scenario of 208 average daily trips, as described
in the comments to the Project Description, above. In addition, the section in general should
acknowledge the project’s potential to reduce criteria pollutants on a regional level, since less
material will need to be imported over the next 50 years if the project is approved.

Additional data relevant to this point can be found in Appendix D of the DEIR.

Impacts AQ-1a and 1b: The Applicant has contacted APCD Staff for the purpose of meeting
in the near future to formulate additional mitigation measures that should address these
impacts. Once this has been accomplished, the Applicant will submit them to the County as

applicant proposed mitigation measures for inclusion in the FEIR.
44 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

4.4-3 to 4.4-4: Table 4.4-1: Policy AQ 1.7: Please see the comments below in Recreation

regarding the dedication of a trail easement.

45 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Section 4.5.3: Regulatory Setting: Please add a section to the text or the tables in this section
explaining the regulatory role of the California Native Plant Society (CPNS), their listing
protocols and criteria, and the significance of a CPNS listing. As presently written, it is
difficult for the general public to understand the difference between a plant listing by the
CPNS, versus under the Federal or California Endangered Species Acts.

46 GEOLOGY

Sections 4.6.1, 4.6.2, and 4.6.3: Please insert a brief discussion into these sections regarding
the State Geologist’s mineral lands classification system under SMARA, the County’s EX-1
overlay, and the County’s SMARA ordinance, as these comprise important elements of the
existing conditions and regulatory setting pertaining to the protection of the geological

resources at the site.
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4.6-7: Policy Consistency and Effects on Future Mining: This section, as well as Table 4.6,
should note the project’s consistency with the COSE Policies governing mineral resources.
(COSE Chapter 6) Moreover, as noted in the list of significance criteria, one important
consideration is whether a project would preclude the future extraction of valuable mineral
resources. It should be noted that, to the contrary, this project will facilitate the extraction
of valuable mineral resources, and therefore is consistent with all of the state laws and
policies (including CEQA Guidelines Appendix G) that seek to protect such geological

resources from careless encroachment by incompatible land uses.

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

4.7-1: Section 4.7.1: Existing Conditions: See comment to Page 2-2, above, and please note

the presence of the existing reinforced aqueduct crossings on the property.

4.7-9: Section 4.7.6: Risk of Explosion or Release of Explosive Material: Please correct the
first sentence under this section to say that blasting would occur up to twenty times per year
(or roughly two times per month), not two times per week. This correction is consistent

with the Project Description on Page 2-5 of the EIR.

4.7-14 to 4.7-15: Valley Fever: This section should note the low likelihood for the presence
of Coccidioidomycosis spores on the property, due to the lack of significant topsoil
throughout the site. The life cycle of the spores is such that they need anaerobic, moist soil
conditions in which to grow during the rainy season, before the soil typically dries out in the
summer and is disturbed, spreading the spores. Rich agricultural soils that have remained
fallow for periods of time are the most hospitable to Cocci spores. These types of soils are
generally not present in the area slated for disturbance. The nature of the granitic deposit is
such that it sits right at the surface, and is not conducive to holding moisture and fostering
the anaerobic conditions required by Coccispores. In general, mining sites have a much
lower incidence of Valley Fever than other soil-disturbing activities, even in hyper-endemic
areas. (See Exhibit B to these comments — Arizona Department of Health Services, Valley

Fever Annual Report (2007), pgs. 8-9, 26-28) It is also notable that the Hanson Quarry has
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been operating nearby and mining this same deposit for nearly a century, opening up new

ground as it goes, without any known or reported Valley Fever incidents.

4.7-15: MM HAZ-7b: The FEIR should include the attached detailed list of the Public
Health Department’s recommended Valley Fever mitigation measures as an appendix, so that
the public can see the type of mitigation measures that the Applicant will be implementing
to protect against Valley Fever at the site. (See Exhibit C to these comments — San Luis
Obispo County Department of Public Health, Recommendations for Workers to Prevent
Infection by Valley Fever)

48 NOISE

Modeling Parameters Used to Measure Traffic Noise

The DEIR Noise Chapter uses Ldn as the metric for assessing traffic noise impacts from the
project. As the DEIR describes on page 4.8-1, Leq is the Equivalent Noise Level over a
defined time period—typically an hour, but shorter or longer time periods can also be
specified. The Traffic Noise Model (TNM) developed by the Federal Highway
Administration does computations in terms of hourly Leq. Leq was the metric used by D.
Dubbink & Associates in the noise study included in Appendix E of the EIR. Ldn, by
contrast, is a weighted value that attempts to represent ambient noise over a 24-hour period;
it is an average of both day and nighttime noise levels. It is calculated by inserting a value
representing the equivalent noise level during the daytime (7:00 am to 10:00 pm) as well as a
value for the equivalent noise level at night (10:00 pm to 7:00 am), and also includes a
“penalty” multiplier to the nighttime noise value, to account for the added nuisance of noise
during that period. The EIR analysis used this approach, using the TNM to compute a Leq for
a single daytime and nighttime hour and expanding this by the number of day and night
hours to create the Ldn estimates. While the TNM can be used to estimate noise levels at
differing distances from the road, the EIR estimates were made for a 50 foot distance. The
numbers appearing in Table 4.8-7 as estimates for individual residences were interpolated
from the 50 foot estimates. The distance attenuation factor that was used (Table 4.8-1) is not
from the TNM but the distance factors resemble the attenuation rates assigned to hard,

reflective surfaces. If one of the more appropriate TNM surface conditions had been assigned
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to these computations, all of the values reported in the EIR would be diminished; both for
Existing and Existing plus Project estimates. Please indicate how the hourly values used in
the DEIR were derived from the traffic count data. Also, please show how use of distance
attenuation factors for less reflective ground conditions, such as used in the TNM, might
affect the analysis and conclusions. Finally, the EIR analysis should disclose to the public
that, while a 24-hour Ldn metric was used to measure traffic noise, the project will only

generate that traffic Mondays through Fridays, between 7 am and 5 pm.

Impact of Railroad Noise on the Traffic Noise Baseline

It does not appear that the DEIR took into account the noise from the nearby railroad when
calculating the existing noise levels for R6 through R9. Appendix E to the Noise Element
Policy Document provides some Ldn noise contour values for at grade railroad crossings in
the County, including Estrada, Encina, and Wilhelmina Avenues in Santa Margarita. Please
demonstrate how the DEIR noise modeling took the railroad presence into account and that

it is consistent with the discussion in the County Noise Element.

Use of Caltrans Noise Analysis Protocol and Standards
The recommended thresholds of significance for noise provided in CEQA Guidelines

Appendix G ask whether the project would expose people to noise in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies. Therefore, while it is appropriate for the EIR to consider whether the project noise
would violate the County’s Noise Element, the EIR should also discuss the applicable
standards of other agencies, including Caltrans. Because all of the project’s traffic noise will
occur along a state highway, consideration of the Caltrans highway noise standards is
particularly appropriate. The EIR should discuss how the traffic noise analysis is different

under the Caltrans protocol than under the County’s Noise Element.

According to the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol Handbook (see Exhibit D to these
comments), traffic noise increases of less than 3 dBA attributable to a single project are not
significant. This is because, according to the Handbook, 3 dBA is generally the point at

which the human ear will perceive a difference in noise level. Under this standard, the

Treder Land Law Page 17

35

36

37



Sophie Treder, Attorney
22985 El Camino Real, Santa Margarita, CA 93453
805.438.5435 Office streder@trederlaw.com

project’s traffic noise increase of 1.9 dBA would not be perceptible at any of the receptors
along the haul route, and therefore, the project’s traffic noise impacts are less than
significant. Similarly, the Handbook notes that 67 dBA is the approximate noise level at
which human speech is interfered with. Thus, if the total future noise level will be less than
67 dBA, that could lead to a reasonable conclusion that the project’s noise impacts are less
than significant. Here, no residence along the haul route would experience noise in excess of
65.8 dBA. These and other differences between the traffic noise impacts as measured under
the Caltrans protocols versus the County’s Noise Element should be discussed and disclosed
in the EIR.

Section 4.8.5: Significance Criteria: The significance criteria used in this Chapter are new
and do not appear to have been used on any other project, nor formally adopted by the
County, and they differ substantially from those provided in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
Per CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7(b), “Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use
as part of the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance,
resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be
supported by substantial evidence.” Until the County publicly adopts these thresholds for
general use, it should utilize the generally-accepted thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA

Guidelines.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the purpose of CEQA thresholds is to identify
potentially significant effects on the environment so that they can be mitigated. In order to
qualify as a significant effect on the environment, the change must be both substantial and
adverse. (CEQA Guidelines § 15382) As currently written, these thresholds of significance
do not distinguish between a substantial, adverse change, and any change to the
environmental status quo. Accordingly, it is doubtful that the selected thresholds are proper

for identifying significant impacts under CEQA.

4.8-16: Impact Noise-1: Truck Traffic Noise: In computing truck noise the hourly truck
count was set at 25 trucks. (DEIR Appendix E-2, pages 18 & 19) The total truck count for the
15 daytime hours would extrapolate to 375 trucks. This is significantly higher than estimates.

Please revise this impact assessment to take into account the revised truck traffic counts, as
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well as the above comments on the Noise Chapter. For purposes of providing the public with
an accurate picture, the Noise Chapter should describe what traffic noise will likely be under
normative operational conditions (144 average truck trips per day) as well as the reasonably

foreseeable worst case scenario (208 average truck trips per day).

4.8-27: Impact Noise-5, Cumulative Traffic Noise: Please revise this impact assessment to
take into account the revised truck traffic counts, as well as the above comments on the
Noise Chapter. In addition, Appendix D to the Noise Element Policy Document provides
both existing and projected future noise contour data for major highways and roads in the
County, including SR 58. Please describe how this Appendix was taken into account when

assessing the cumulative traffic noise impacts.

The impact assessment discussion on Page 4.8-26 of the DEIR notes that the cumulative
traffic noise would be significant by 2030 even without the proposed project. It should be
noted in the description of the impact that this is not a significant and unavoidable impact of
the proposed project per se, but one that would occur at these residences anyway. In
addition, there are feasible mitigation measures that homeowners along this stretch of SR 58
can consider to mitigate the traffic noise, as outlined in the County Noise Element, to protect

their homes from the noise exposure that is projected to occur even without the project.

4.10 RECREATION

4.10-2: Table 4.10-1: The description of policies from the Parks and Recreation Element is
somewhat incomplete and misleading as discussed below. Many of these policies are not
applicable to the project, or preclude the requirement of an easement as a condition of

approval of the project.

4.10-4 to 4.10-5: Impact REC-2 and MM REC-2: The mitigation measure and supporting
analysis are wholly inconsistent with the Parks and Recreation Element, as well as general
law governing exactions and mitigations. Requiring the dedication of a public trail easement

is not supportable in this instance.
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Parks and Recreation Element Policy 3.12 3(b) provides that a trail easement may be
obtained as a condition of a project approval for land that is in production agriculture only
when the project would convert land to delineated uses not related to agriculture. Those
specified uses “are limited to: religious facilities, libraries or museums, schools, commercial
electric generating plants for the generation or distribution of electrical energy for sale,
manufacturing, recycling facilities (excluding composting), residential care facilities, public
safety facilities, commercial retail facilities (excluding restaurants and roadside stands), and
waste disposal sites.” (Parks and Recreation Element, pg. 28, fn. 11) As noted in the Project
Description and Chapter 4.13 (Water Quality and Supply) the flat, southern portion of the
property is used for cattle grazing, as well as a small orchard. There are also stock ponds, and
water has historically been diverted from both Moreno Creek and the Salinas River for
agricultural purposes. The property is clearly in agricultural use, and since the project would
not be converting land to any of the specified other uses listed in Policy 3.12, requiring an
easement is neither justified nor consistent with the Policy. (Note that, although the project
would include a recycled aggregate component, it does not fall within the definition of a
“recycling facility” in Title 22 of the Land Use Ordinance. Please see Exhibit D to these

comments.)

Moreover, given the topography of the site, there is not much land that can be used for
agricultural production, and requiring an easement along the Salinas River through the
property would take a substantial portion of it, rendering the agricultural uses potentially
infeasible. The proposed trail segment would pass exceptionally close to both the
agricultural operations and the residential uses on the property, which would not be
consistent with Policy 3.8(2) were the trail to actually be built. Impact REC-2 identifies this
potential conflict between a trail and future agricultural uses of the property, but does not

describe how these conflicts would be reconciled by the dedication.

It is also unclear what purpose such an easement would ultimately serve, bringing into
question whether the dedication would be consistent with Parks and Recreation Policy 3.7.
In order to function as a usable trail, any future segments would necessarily lead right into

the Hanson Santa Margarita Quarry downstream. This is a large, industrial site that is not
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appropriate for recreational trail users from either an aesthetic or a safety perspective.
Upstream of the Oster property, the Salinas River runs through steep canyons on its way
from the Santa Margarita Lake Dam, which would largely be impassible or unsuitable for the
public. Accordingly, it is unclear how a trail segment across the Oster property would
connect urban communities, provide access to recreation areas, complete an existing trail

corridor, be popular or even be used at all. (See Parks and Recreation Element, pg. 27, Policy
3.7 (2-4))

Last, but perhaps most importantly, because the project will have no impact on existing
recreation in the County, there is no nexus to support the requirement of a trail dedication.
Parks and Recreation Element Policy 3.13 requires that any such dedication be proportional
to the level of development being proposed, and have an appropriate nexus to the effects of
the permit. These limitations are required by existing law governing exactions and
mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(4) requires that any mitigation
measures imposed under CEQA be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project.
Requiring a dedication from a landowner simply because the landowner comes to the
government seeking a permit is improper. (Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374;
Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825) The project itself will not have
a significant impact on recreation, and the required “mitigation” will neither effectively nor

feasibly provide additional recreational opportunities.

On a side but related note, as it is written, Impact REC-2 describes an impact that has
nothing to do with the proposed project. Rather, it describes an “impact” that would exist
with or without the project. Finally, from a legal standpoint, it is doubtful that County may
require the dedication of an easement, unrelated to the proposed project, from a landowner
who is not technically part of the current application. The Applicant in this instance is Las
Pilitas Resources, LLC, an entity whose ownership is wholly separate from the property
owners. Las Pilitas Resources, LLC has a mining lease with the property owners, which
allows it to seek the current mining permits and to put in place a conservation easement to

offset mining activity, but the lease does not entitle Las Pilitas to agree to exactions or
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conditions unrelated to mining that would impact other portions of the property, such as the

residential or agricultural uses.

In the interests of providing some additional community benefits from the project, however,
the Applicant has contacted planners from the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
(SLOCOG) to meet and discuss ways in which the Applicant could participate in SLOCOG’s
efforts to forward the Salinas River Master Trail Plan, as well as other efforts. The Salinas
River Master Trail Plan envisions a trail segment connecting Santa Margarita, Garden Farms,
and Atascadero that does not directly track the Salinas River, and which would be a much
more utilitarian and feasible trail corridor than that which is vaguely outlined in the
County’s Parks and Recreation Element. The Applicant is also hopeful that its discussions
with SLOCOG may lead to ways in which the project could benefit local bicyclists, who need
and desire bike lanes throughout the County, which take aggregate to construct. If its
discussions with SLOCOG are successful, the Applicant will return to the County with
applicant proposed “mitigation measures” (though some of them may not strictly be
necessary to “mitigate” for a significant impact of the project) that the County could include
in its conditions of approval for the project and any necessary Statement of Overriding

Considerations.

4.10-5: Cumulative Effects: The DEIR states in this section that approving the proposed
quarry without the offer of dedication for the trail could result in fragmentation of the
Salinas River Trail for a minimum of 25 years (the life of the project). This statement is
incorrect and misleading. The project itself is well set back and screened from the Salinas
River. It is noted in the Water Quality and Supply section that the project will have no
impacts on the Salinas River itself. Approval of the project in no way physically impedes
access to the river or travel along the river corridor. If the property owner is willing in the
future to sell or donate an easement along the river, it would not be precluded by the
presence of the project nearby. In order to be accurate and complete, however, this section
should note that the potential trail corridor in this area is already fragmented for the

foreseeable future by the existing Hanson Quarry downstream—any trail along tracking the
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Salinas River would necessarily need to divert well off the river and around the Hanson j 44

Quarry for safety and other practical reasons.

4.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

4.11-2: The description of the location of the Elementary School in the third paragraph is
somewhat misleading. As written, it leads the reader to believe that the school is 45
immediately adjacent to the intersection of Estrada and H Street. In actuality, the entrance

of the school is located about one half mile further up H Street. ]

Section 4.11.5: Significance Criteria: The noted significance criteria are new and do not
appear to have been used to evaluate any other project nor formally adopted by the County,
and they differ substantially from those provided in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Per
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7(b), “Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as
part of the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance,
resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be
supported by substantial evidence.” Until the County publicly adopts these thresholds for
general use, it should utilize the generally-accepted thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. It should also be noted that Criterion (d) is worded such that it would indicate a 46

significant impact whenever a project would provide for adequate emergency access.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the purpose of CEQA thresholds is to identify
potentially significant effects on the environment so that they can be mitigated. In order to
qualify as a significant effect on the environment, the change must be both substantial and
adverse. (CEQA Guidelines § 15382) As currently written, these thresholds of significance
do not distinguish between a substantial, adverse change, and any change to the
environmental status quo. Accordingly, it is doubtful that the selected thresholds are proper

for identifying significant impacts under CEQA.

Impact Traffic-4: Cumulative Contribution to 2030 Traffic Volumes: It should be
emphasized here that signal warrants at Estrada and E1 Camino Real will be met by 2030 47

even without the project’s contribution, and that warrants at Estrada and H Street will not be

met by 2030, regardless of whether the project is approved. Accordingly, it is doubtful to
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conclude that the project would contribute cumulatively considerable traffic levels to these
intersections. Nevertheless, if approved, the project will be using these roads, and the
Applicant is committed to paying its fair share of any necessary improvements. It is
improper and unfair, however, to state that the project will have a significant and
unavoidable cumulative traffic impact, when the Applicant has agreed to pay its fair share
toward such improvements. The significant impact appears to arise not from the cumulative
traffic impacts of the project, but from the County’s belief that Caltrans will not actually act
to implement the improvements when they are warranted. Assuming that a state agency
will not do its job properly is not a proper basis for a significant environmental impact under
CEQA. If the County believes that the intersection improvements are not feasible, because
they are not capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time (CEQA Guidelines § 15364, “Definition of Feasible”), then the EIR should say

SO.

Global: Please revise the counts and modeling in this section in accordance with the
reasonably foreseeable worst case scenario of 208 average daily truck trips, as calculated in
the comments to the Project Description section, above. A worst case scenario of 273

average daily trips is not possible or realistic, as described above.

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measures: Many members of the public have stated their
concern that the project traffic will have an indirect effect on arterial streets in the
community. The specific concern is that slow moving trucks from the project SR 58 will
cause passenger cars to divert and speed down I Street, a quiet residential street, in order to
save time. In order to alleviate this concern, the Applicant is willing to participate in the
construction of appropriate speed bumps along I Street, if both the County and the residents

of I Street desire that solution.

4.14 LAND USE

Section 4.14.1: Existing Conditions: The DEIR’s statements regarding the 2013 draft of the
Santa Margarita Community Plan (SMCP) are not correct. The SMCP is not new or updated.

The 2013 “draft” simply renames and republishes the contents of the existing Salinas River
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Area Plan, adopted in 1996, as part of the County’s 2013 restructuring of the Land Use and
Circulation Element of the General Plan. No changes to the substantive content of the
previous Salinas River Area Plan have been adopted or proposed. Please note this

clarification here and on Page 4.14-6.

4.13.3: Regulatory Setting: Neither the Existing Conditions section nor the Regulatory
Setting section adequately describes the current zoning on the property, nor what is allowed
by the EX-1 overlay. There is also no discussion of the County’s SMARA Ordinance or
development standards for surface mines. The Land Use section also does not describe the
State SMARA statute, regarding its directives for the use of identified mineral lands. It
should be noted that the County currently does not have a Mineral Resources Management
Plan as required by SMARA, and thus extra consideration should be exercised by the County
when considering projects that would either facilitate or prevent access to mineral resources.
Please see the attached Exhibit E to these comments, for an overview of the state and local
laws that should be discussed in the FEIR, so that the public can be afforded a complete

understanding of the regulatory setting governing the County’s decision on this project.

In addition, the FEIR should note that the State Geologist has recommended that the mineral
deposit containing the proposed project be designated by the State Mining and Geology
Board (SMGB) as a deposit of regional or statewide significance. The SMGB will make a
determination in the coming months. If the deposit is designated as having either regional or
statewide significance, then the County will need to consider the importance of the
aggregate to the region or state as a whole, when making a decision whether to approve the

project.

The Land Use section also does not address the recycling facility waiver that the Applicant
has requested (See Exhibit E to these comments), nor the findings that the County will need

to make with regard to that request.

4.14-6 to 4.14-9: This section should describe the project’s compatibility with state and local
laws governing the protection and extraction of mineral resources, in addition to discussing

its compatibility with the community plan and general CUP ordinance. When discussing the
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draft Santa Margarita Community Plan (a.k.a the current Salinas River Area Plan) and the
Santa Margarita Design Plan, it should be disclosed that the County has no authority to
implement the standards from these plans on SR 58 where it passes through downtown Santa
Margarita, and therefore the visions and goals cited on Pages 4.14-6 to 4.14-7 of the DEIR

cannot feasibly be implemented.

5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY

5.3.1: Aesthetics and Visual Resources; Please see the above comments to the Aesthetics and

Visual Resources section and revise this discussion accordingly.

5.3.11: Transportation and Circulation: Please see the above comments to the Transportation

and Circulation section and revise this discussion accordingly.

6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Section 6.2: Please revise the Project Objectives in accordance with the comments to Chapter
2.0, above.

Section 6.3: This section currently does not list Impact Traffic-4 as a significant and
unavoidable impact. If that impact is not reduced to less than significant in the FEIR, it
should be added to this section and the FEIR should consider the effect each potentially
feasible alternative on that impact. Any of the other listed impacts that are reduced to less

than significant levels in the FEIR should be removed from this section.

6-4: Please revise the sentence in the top paragraph as follows: “7These projects along the
Salinas River have their own environmental issues and controversies and, in any event, could

not supply the volume of angular granitic rock bestsuited-tor-use-in-asphaltic-conerete
pavement desired by the project applicant.”

Section 6.5: No Project Alternative: The discussion of the No Project Alternative is
incomplete. Several points should be added to ensure a complete and accurate portrayal of

this Alternative:
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First, the FEIR should discuss the potential impacts stemming from the lack of local
aggregate supply if the project is not approved. The State has predicted a severe shortfall of
aggregate supply in the region by the year 2026. If this project is not approved, the
additional material that would have been supplied (approximately 12.5 million tons over the
life of the project) will need to come either from other local mines, or be imported from
outside the region. Each of those potential sources has environmental costs associated with

them that should be disclosed.

Second, the FEIR should discuss the limitations on alternative uses for this property posed by
its classification and impending designation as an important mineral resource. Under the
current MRZ-2 classification, the County may not approve an alternative use for the
property that would threaten the potential to extract minerals on this or nearby properties
without balancing the need for the alternative use against the need for the minerals. (See the
summary of the classification regulations in Exhibit F to these comments) If the property is
designated by the SMGB in the coming months, then the County’s EX overlay would apply,
mandating a minor use permit for any non-mineral use, and the County would need to make

additional findings before approving any such use.

Finally, the FEIR should disclose what alternative uses the property owner could make of the
property. If mining is not approved, it is conceivable that the landowner would look for
alternative uses to make of his property that would not require discretionary approval under
the current zoning. The landowner may be able to subdivide or build additional residences
without going through the environmental review process, which would consume additional

water resources, add traffic, etc. Such environmental consequences may be minor, but they

should be disclosed.

Section 6.7.1: Western Access Drive Alternative: A brief discussion should be added to this
Alternative to clarify that the west access drive would involve crossing property not owned
by the Applicant. As it is unknown whether the owner of that property would willingly

convey an easement for gravel trucks, the FEIR should observe that this alternative may not

be feasible from a legal, economic, and logistical perspective.
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Section 6.8: Alternative Access Route to SR 58 via Hanson Quarry: It should be noted that
this Alternative would involve crossing property not owned by the Applicant. As it is
unknown whether the owner of that property would willingly convey an easement for
gravel trucks, the FEIR should observe that this alternative may not be feasible from a legal,
economic, and logistical perspective. It is also unknown whether the State Department of
Water Resources would grant access to their right of way for reinforcing the buried aqueduct

pipeline for heaving truck crossings, when such crossings already exist on the Oster property.

The statement that there “do not appear to be any major environmental constraints to this
alternative’ is incorrect. The portion of new road that would have to be constructed would
need to cross at least four drainages which drain directly into the Salinas River. Construction
and maintenance of the road could disturb sensitive species or habitat. In addition, the road
would appear to cross prime agricultural land. The new introduction of gravel trucks across
such land could have ancillary impacts on agriculture, apart from the direct impacts of the
loss of agricultural land and soils for the construction of the road. There would also be air
quality and other potential impacts from construction of the road and reinforcement of the
aqueduct crossing that would need to be considered. Building and maintaining a haul road
that can convey over 200 large truck trips per day is significantly different than grading a
ranch road. Finally, the DEIR does not consider the potential impacts this Alternative would
have on the residents of Garden Farms and South Atascadero as a result of the increased

traffic using the entrance to the Hanson Quarry off El Camino Real.

Because of the anticipated costs and hurdles associated with acquiring and studying this right
of way, constructing the road, and reinforcing the aqueduct, in addition to potentially
significant environmental effects, the FEIR should note that this alternative is likely
infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15364, “Definition of Feasible”)

Sincerely,

g ¢ P@w C(zaclaz

Sophie Treder
TREDER LAND LAW
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION — CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

INTRODUCTION

Sand, gravel, and crushed stone are “construction materials.” These commodities, collectively
referred to as aggregate, provide the bulk and strength to Portland Cement Concrete (PCC),
Asphaltic Concrete (AC, commonly called “black top™), plaster, and stucco. Aggregate is also used
as road base, subbase, railroad ballast, and fill. Aggregate normally provides from 80 to 100
percent of the material volume in the above uses.

The building and paving industries consume large quantities of aggregate and future demand for
this commodity is expected to increase throughout California. Aggregate materials are essential to
modern society, both to maintain the existing infrastructure and to provide for new construction.
Therefore, aggregate materials are a resource of great importance to the economy of any area.
Because aggregate is a low unit-value, high bulk weight commodity, it must be obtained from
nearby sources to minimize economic and environmental costs associated with transportation. If
nearby sources do not exist, then transportation costs can quickly exceed the value of the
aggregate. Transporting aggregate from distant sources results in increased construction costs, fuel
consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, air pollution, traffic congestion, and road maintenance.

To give an idea of the scale of these impacts, from 1981 to 2010, California consumed an average
of about 180 million tons of construction aggregate (all grades) per year. Moving in 25 ton
truckloads that is over 7.2 million truck trips per year. With an average 25 mile haul (50 mile
round trip) that amounts to more than 360 million truck miles traveled, almost 47 million gallons
of diesel fuel used, and more than 520,000 tons of carbon dioxide emissions produced annually. If
the haul distance is doubled to 50 miles (100 mile round trip) the numbers double to 721 million
truck miles traveled, almost 94 million gallons of diesel fuel used, and over 1 million tons of
carbon dioxide emissions produced.

Land-use planners and decision makers in California are faced with balancing a wide variety of
needs. Increasingly, as existing permitted aggregate supplies are depleted, local land-use decisions
regarding aggregate resources can have regional impacts that go beyond local jurisdictional
boundaries.

These factors, universal need, increasing demand, the economic and environmental costs of
transportation, and multiple land-use pressures make information about the availability and
demand for aggregate valuable to land-use planners and decision makers charged with planning for
a sustainable future for California’s citizens.

California Geological Survey (CGS) Map Sheet 52, 1:1,100,000-scale, and this accompanying
report provide general information about the current availability of, and future demand for,
California’s permitted aggregate reserves. Map Sheet 52 was originally published in 2002 (Kohler
2002) and subsequently updated in 2006 (Kohler 2006). Map Sheet 52 (2012) is an update of the
version published in 2006.

Map Sheet 52 updates data from reports compiled by the CGS for 31 aggregate study areas
throughout the state. These study areas cover about 30 percent of the state and provide aggregate
for about 85 percent of California’s population. This report is divided into three parts: Part I
provides data sources and methods used to derive the information presented; Part II compares the
updated 2012 Map Sheet 52 to the prior (2006) map; and, Part III is an overview of construction

1
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aggregate. All aggregate data and any reference to “aggregate” in this report and on the map
pertain to “construction aggregate,” defined for this report as alluvial sand and gravel or crushed
stone that meets standard specifications for use in PCC or AC unless otherwise noted.

The estimates of permitted resources, aggregate demand, and years of permitted reserves
remaining presented on Map Sheet 52 (2012) and in this report are based on conditions as of
January 1, 2011 and do not reflect changes, such as production, mine closures, or new or expanded
permits, that may have occurred since that time. Although the statewide and regional information
presented on the map and in this report may be useful to decision-makers, it should not be used as
a basis for local land-use decisions. The more detailed information on the location and estimated
amounts of permitted and non-permitted resources, and future regional demands contained in each
of the aggregate studies employed in the compilation of Map Sheet 52 should be used for local
land-use and decision making purposes.
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PART I: DESCRIPTION OF MAP SHEET 52, AGGREGATE
SUSTAINABILITY IN CALIFORNIA

Map Sheet 52 is a statewide map showing a compilation of data about aggregate availability
collected over a period of about 33 years and updated to January 1, 2011. The purpose of the map
is to compare projected aggregate demand for the next 50 years with currently permitted aggregate
reserves in 31 regions of the state. The map also shows the projected years of permitted reserves
remaining and highlights regions where there is less than 10 years of permitted aggregate supply
remaining. The following sections describe data sources and methodology that were used in the
development of the map.

Mineral Land Classification Reports and Aggregate Studies

Data regarding aggregate reserves and projected aggregate demand shown on Map Sheet 52 are
updated from a series of mineral land classification reports published by CGS between 1981 and
2010 (see Appendix). They were prepared in response to California’s Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) that requires the State Geologist to classify land based on the
known or inferred mineral resource potential of that land. SMARA, its regulations and guidelines,
are described in Special Publication 51(Division of Mines and Geology, 2000).

The Mineral Land Classification process identifies lands that contain economically significant
mineral deposits. The primary goal of mineral land classification is to ensure that the mineral
resource potential of lands is recognized and considered in land-use planning. The classification
process includes an assessment of the quantity, quality, and extent of aggregate deposits in a study
area.

Mineral land classification reports may be specific to aggregate resources, may contain
information about both aggregate and other mineral resources, or they may only contain
information on minerals other than aggregate. Reports that focus on aggregate include aggregate
resource classification and mapping, estimates of permitted and non-permitted aggregate
resources, projected 50-year demand for aggregate resources, and an estimate of when the
permitted reserves will be depleted. Map Sheet 52 is a statewide updated summary of 50-year
demands and permitted resource calculations for all SMARA classification reports pertaining to
construction aggregate.

Mineral land classification studies for aggregate may use either a Production-Consumption (P-C)
region or a County as the study area boundary. A P-C region is one or more aggregate production
districts (a group of producing aggregate mines) and the market area they serve. P-C Regions
sometimes cross county boundaries. Mineral land classification reports include information from
one or more P-C regions, or from a county. For ease in discussion, the area covered by each P-C
region or county aggregate study is referred to as an “aggregate study area”. These areas are shown
at the lower left-hand corner of the map along with their respective report number and publication
date. It should be noted that a report may include more than one aggregate study area.

SMARA guidelines recommend that the State Geologist periodically review the mineral land
classification in defined study regions to determine if new classifications are necessary. The
projected 50-year forecast of aggregate demand in the region may also be revised. Fourteen
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updated classification studies have been completed since the program began. Updated studies were
completed by county:

e Los Angeles,
e Orange, and
e Ventura

or by P-C region

e South San Francisco Bay,

e Monterey Bay,

e Western San Diego County,
Fresno, Palm Springs,
Stockton-Lodi,
Claremont-Upland,

North San Francisco Bay (in progress) ,
San Bernardino,

e San Gabriel Valley,

e Bakersfield, and

e San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara.

Since Los Angeles and Ventura counties had more than one P-C region, separate updated 50-year
forecasts were made for each region. The Los Angeles County update (OFR 94-14) includes the
San Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, Saugus-Newhall, and the Palmdale P-C regions. The
San Gabriel Valley P-C Region has since been updated separately. The Ventura County update
(OFR 93-10) included the Western Ventura and the Simi Valley P-C regions. The index map of
aggregate studies shown in the lower left hand corner of Map Sheet 52 shows the latest reports that
cover an aggregate study area. Earlier reports covering the same areas or portions of areas are
referenced in the Appendix with an asterisk (“*”).

Fifty-Year Aggregate Demand Forecast

The fifty-year aggregate demand forecast for each of the aggregate study areas is presented on
Map Sheet 52 as a pie chart (See Fifty-Year Aggregate Demand Compared to Permitted Aggregate
Reserves section), and also is presented in Table 10of this report. The demand information may be
new, or updated from previously published mineral land classification reports. The demand
forecast information depicted on Map Sheet 52 is for the period January 1, 2011 through
December 2060.

The aggregate study areas with the greatest projected future need for aggregate are South San
Francisco Bay, Temescal Valley-Orange County, and Western San Diego County. Each is
expected to require more than a billion tons of aggregate by the end of 2060. Other areas with
projected high demands are San Gabriel Valley, and San Bernardino. Each of these areas is
projected to need more than 800 million tons of aggregate in the next 50 years. Aggregate study
areas having smaller demands generally are located in rural, less populated areas. The aggregate
study areas of El Dorado County, Glenn County, Nevada County, Shasta County, Southern Tulare
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County, Tehama County, and Western Merced County are all projected to require 100 million tons
of aggregate or less over the next 50 years.

Methodology

Before selecting a method for predicting a 50-year aggregate demand, historical aggregate use was
compared to such factors as housing starts, gross national product, population, and several other
economic factors. It was found that the only factor showing a strong correlation to historical
aggregate use was population change. Consequently, a per capita aggregate consumption forecast
model is used for most of the aggregate study projections. This method of forecasting aggregate
consumption benefits from its simplicity and the availability of population forecast data. The
California’s Department of Finance (DOF) makes 50-year county population forecasts using

U.S. census data.

The steps used for forecasting California’s 50-year aggregate needs using the per capita
consumption model are: 1) collecting yearly historical production and population data for a period
of years ranging from the 1960s through 2010; 2) dividing yearly aggregate production by the
population for that same year to determine annual historical per capita consumption; 3) projecting
yearly population for a 50-year period from the beginning of 2011 through 2060; and, 4)
multiplying each year of projected population by the average historical per capita consumption and
adding the results for each year to obtain the 50-year aggregate demand. It should be noted that the
years chosen to determine an average historical per capita consumption may differ depending upon
historical aggregate use for that specific region.

Effectiveness of the Per Capita Consumption Model

The assumption that each person will use a certain amount of aggregate every year is a
simplification of actual usage patterns, but overall, an increase in the population leads to the use of
more aggregate. Over long enough periods, perhaps 20 to 30 years or more, the random impacts of
major public construction projects and economic recessions tend to be smoothed and consumption
trends become similar to historic per capita consumption rates. Per capita consumption is a
commonly used and accepted national, state, and regional measure for purposes of forecasting.

The per capita consumption model has proved to be effective for projecting aggregate demand in
major metropolitan areas. The Western San Diego and the San Gabriel Valley P-C regions are
examples of how well the model works, having only a two percent (over 14 years) and an eight
percent (over 29 years) difference, respectively, in actual versus projected aggregate demand
(Miller, 1996, Kohler, 2010). However, the per capita model may not work well in county
aggregate studies or in P-C regions that import or export a large percentage of aggregate resulting
in a low correlation between P-C region production and population. In such areas, projections
may be made based on historical production or multiple projections based on differing
assumptions may be used to better characterize a range of future demand. For regions that export
large amounts of aggregate to neighboring P-C regions, projections are based on an historical
production model where 50-year aggregate demand is determined by extending a best-fit line of
historical aggregate production data for a county or region. This model was used to project Yuba
City-Marysville’s 50-year demand because the region exports about 70 percent its aggregate into
neighboring areas such as Sacramento County and Placer County. In addition, the 50-year demand
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for Glenn and Tehama counties, the Palmdale P-C region, and the Temescal Valley-Orange
County area was also projected using this method.

Permitted Aggregate Reserves

Approximately 4 billion tons of permitted aggregate reserves lie within the 31 aggregate study
areas shown on Map Sheet 52. Permitted aggregate reserves are aggregate deposits that have been
determined to be acceptable for commercial use, exist within properties owned or leased by
aggregate producing companies, and have permits allowing mining of aggregate material. A
“permit” is a legal authorization or approval by a lead agency, the absence of which would
preclude mining operations. Although some permitted reserves face legal challenges, these
reserves are included in this study pending resolution of those challenges. In California, mining
permits usually are issued by local lead agencies (county or city governments). Map Sheet 52
shows permitted aggregate reserves as a percentage of the 50-year demand on each pie chart (See
Fifty-Year Aggregate Demand Compared to Permitted Aggregate Reserves section). Beneath the
study area name located next to its corresponding pie chart is the amount of permitted resource in
tons along with the amount of 50-year demand. These figures are also given in Table 1. Tonnages
are not given for Western Merced County and for the southern Tulare County to preserve
proprietary company data.

Permitted aggregate resource calculations shown on the map and in Table 1 initially were
determined from information provided in reclamation plans, mining plans and use permits issued
by the lead agencies. When information was inadequate to make reliable independent calculations,
CGS staff used resource estimates provided by mine operators or owners. These data were
checked against rough calculations made by CGS staff, and any major discrepancies were
discussed with the mine operators or owners. Permitted resource calculations have been updated
to account for production from 2006-2010 and are current as of the beginning of 2011.

Fifty-year Aggregate Demand Compared to Permitted Aggregate Reserves

Fifty-year aggregate demand compared to the currently permitted aggregate reserves is represented
by a pie chart for each of the 31 aggregate study areas shown on Map Sheet 52. Each pie chart is
located in the approximate center of the aggregate study area it represents. There are four different
sizes of charts, each size representing a 50-year demand range. The smallest pie chart represents
50-year demands ranging from 25 million to 200 million tons, while the largest chart represents
demands of over 800 million tons. The amount of 50-year demand in tons is shown on the map
along with the amount of permitted reserves beneath the study area name located next to its
corresponding pie chart (permitted reserves, left / 50-year demand, right). The whole pie represents
the total 50-year aggregate demand for a particular aggregate study area. The blue portion of the
pie represents the permitted aggregate resource (shown as a percentage of the 50-year demand)
while the purple-colored portion of the pie represents that portion of the 50-year demand that will
not be met by the currently permitted reserves. For example, if the blue portion is 25 percent and
the purple portion is 75 percent of a pie chart that represents a total demand of 400 million tons,
the permitted reserves are 100 million tons, and the region will need an additional 300 million tons
of aggregate to supply the area for the next 50 years. The pie representing the Placer County
aggregate study area (north-central California) is completely colored blue showing permitted
aggregate reserves are equal to or greater than the area’s 50-year aggregate demand.
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50-Year Permitted Permitted Aggregate Projected
AGGREGATE STUDY AREA' Demand Aggregate Reserves Compared Years
(million tons) Reserves to 50-Year Demand | Remaining
(million tons) (percent)

Bakersfield P-C Region 438 143 33 21t030
Barstow-Victorville P-C Region 159 124 78 31to40
Claremont-Upland P-C Region 203 109 54 21 to 30
El Dorado County 76 18 24 111020
Fresno P-C Region 435 46 11 10 or fewer
Glenn County 59 33 56 21 to 30
Merced County”

Eastern Merced County 100 50 50 21030

Western Merced County 28 Proprietary >50 31t040
Monterey Bay P-C Region 346 323 93 41 to 50
Nevada County 100 26 26 11to20
Palmdale P-C Region 577 152 26 111020
Palm Springs P-C Region 295 152 52 21t030
Placer County 151 152 101 More than 50
North San Francisco Bay P-C Region 521 110 21 11to 20
Sacramento County 670 42 6 10 or fewer
Sacramento-Fairfield P-C Region 196 128 65 111020
San Bernardino P-C Region 993 241 24 111020
g:ﬁ;;t;t:&? a?;zsllley / 476 77 16 10 or fewer
San Gabriel Valley P-C Region 809 322 40 111020
San LUIS' Obispo-Santa Barbara 240 75 31 11 020
P-C Region
Shasta County 93 52 56 21 to 30
South San Francisco Bay P-C Region 1,381 404 29 11to020
Stanislaus County 214 45 21 111020
Stockton-Lodi P-C Region 436 232 53 31t040
Tehama County 62 32 52 21to30
Temescal Valley-Orange County ° 1,077 297 28 11to 20
Tulare County”

Northern Tulare County 124 27 22 11to020

Southern Tulare County 73 Proprietary <50 21 to 30
Ventura County ° 298 96 32 11 to 20
Western San Diego County P-C 1,014 167 16 10 or fewer
Region
Yuba City-Marysville P-C Region 403 392 97 41 to 50
Total 12,047 4,067 34

! Aggregate study areas follow either a Production-Consumption (P-C) region boundary or a county boundary. A P-C region includes one or
more aggregate production districts and the market area that those districts serve. Aggregate resources are evaluated within the boundaries of
the P-C Region. County studies evaluate all aggregate resources within the county boundary.

% The County study has been divided into two areas, each having its own production and market area. A separate permitted resource calculation
and 50-year forecast is made for each area.

3 Two P-C regions have been combined into one study area.

Table 1. Comparison of 50-year demand to permitted aggregate reserves for aggregate study areas as of
January 1, 2011. (Study areas with ten or fewer years of permitted reserves are in bold type).
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Except for Placer County, all of the aggregate study areas have less permitted aggregate reserves
than they are projected to need for the next 50-years. Nineteen of the 31 aggregate study areas
have less than half of the permitted reserves they are projected to need in the next 50 years.

Estimates of Years of Permitted Reserves Remaining

New to the 2012 update, the right hand column of Table 1 indicates the projected years of
permitted reserves remaining for the various aggregate study areas. Calculations of depletion
years are made by comparing the currently permitted reserves to the projected annual aggregate
consumption in the study area on a year-by-year basis. This is not the same as dividing the total
projected 50-year demand for aggregate by 50 because, as population increases, so does the
projected annual consumption of aggregate for a study area. Data are presented as ranges; 10 or
fewer, 11-20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, and more than 50 years. This information is included on the
map beneath the study area name along with the permitted reserves and the projected 50-year
demand. These estimates are based on conditions as of January 1, 2011 and do not reflect changes,
such as new or expanded permits, that may have occurred since that time.

Four of the 31 aggregate study areas — Western San Diego County, Sacramento County, Fresno
County, and the San Fernando Valley-Saugus Newhall area — are projected to have less than 10
years of permitted aggregate reserves remaining as of January 1, 2011. They are highlighted by red
halos around the pie charts on Map Sheet 52 and appear in bold type in Table 1.

Thirteen of the 31 aggregate study areas have between 11 and 20 years of permitted aggregate
reserves remaining. Several of these including the North and South San Francisco Bay study areas
and the Palmdale, San Bernardino, San Gabriel Valley, Temescal Valley-Orange County and
Ventura County study areas are in or adjacent to urban areas with high aggregate demands.

Eight of the 31 aggregate study areas have between 21 and 30 years of permitted aggregate
reserves remaining, three have more than 31 years remaining, two have more than 41 years and
one (Placer County) has more than 50 years of permitted reserves remaining.

These numbers are estimates and the actual lifespan of existing permitted reserves in a study area
can be influenced by many factors. In periods of high economic growth, demand may increase,
shortening the life of permitted reserves. Large projects, such as the construction or maintenance
of major infrastructure, or rebuilding after a disaster such as an earthquake could also deplete
permitted reserves more rapidly. Increased demand from neighboring regions with dwindling or
depleted permitted reserves may also accelerate the depletion of permitted reserves in a study area.
Conversely, a slow economy may reduce demand for a period of time, extending the life of
permitted reserves, or new or expanded permits may be granted in a study area increasing the
permitted reserves and the lifespan of permitted reserves in that area.

Non-Permitted Aggregate Resources

Non-permitted aggregate resources are deposits that may meet specifications for construction
aggregate, are recoverable with existing technology, have no land use overlying them that is
incompatible with mining, and currently are not permitted for mining. While not shown on Map
Sheet 52, non-permitted aggregate resources are identified and discussed in each of the mineral
land classification reports used to compile the map (See Appendix). There are currently an
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estimated 74 billion tons of non-permitted construction aggregate resources in the 31 aggregate
study areas shown on the map. While this number seems large, it is unlikely that all of these
resources will ever be mined because of social, environmental, or economic factors. The location
of aggregate resources too close to urban or environmentally sensitive areas can limit or prevent
their development. Resources may also be located too far from a potential market to be economic.
In spite of such possible constraints, non-permitted aggregate resources are the most likely future
sources of construction aggregate potentially available to meet California’s continuing demand.
Factors used to calculate non-permitted resource amounts and to determine the aerial extent of
these resources, are given in each of the aggregate classification reports listed in the Appendix.

Aggregate Production Areas and Districts

Aggregate production areas are shown on the map by five different sizes of triangle. A triangle
may represent one or more active aggregate mines. The relative size of each symbol corresponds to
the amount of yearly production for each mine or group of mines. Yearly production was based on
data from the Department of Conservation’s Office of Mine Reclamation (OMR) records for the
calendar year 2010. The smallest triangle represents a production area that produces less than 0.5
million tons of aggregate in 2010. These triangles represent a single mine operation. About

90 percent of the production areas on the map fall into this category, and many are located in rural
parts of the state. The largest triangle represents aggregate mining districts with production of
more than 5 million tons in 2010. Only two aggregate production districts fall into this category —
the Temescal Valley District in western Riverside County and the San Gabriel Valley District in
Los Angeles County. It should be noted that, because of the economic slowdown from 2007 to
2010, the tonnages represented by the triangles on the 2012 map are different from those on the
2006 map.
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PART Il COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PRIOR (2006) AND THE
UPDATED (2012) MAP SHEET 52

The prior version of Map Sheet 52 was completed and published in 2006. Permitted aggregate
resource data for that map were current as of January 1, 2006. Work conducted for that study took
place during 2006. The latest aggregate production and location data available for the prior map
were from 2005 records. The aggregate demand projections for the prior map were based on DOF
county population projections from the 2000 U.S. census. Fifty-year aggregate demand from
January 1, 2006 through the year 2055 was determined for 31 study areas.

This updated Map Sheet 52 was completed and published in 2012. Permitted aggregate resource
data for the updated map is current as of January 1, 2011. All work conducted for the updated
study also took place during 2012. The latest aggregate production and location data available for
the updated map are from 2010 records. The aggregate demand projections for the updated map
were based on DOF county population projections from the 2010 U.S. census. Fifty-year aggregate
demand from January 1, 2011 through the year 2060 was determined for 31 study areas.

Changes have occurred in both aggregate supplies (permitted aggregate reserves) and in 50-year
aggregate demand in the five years since the prior Map Sheet 52 update was completed. Changes
in permitted aggregate reserves between the prior Map Sheet 52 (2006) and updated Map Sheet 52
(2012) are shown in Table 2. Table 3 compares the changes in 50-year demand between Map
Sheet 52 (2006) and the updated 2012 map.

Aggregate Study Area Changes

Six aggregate study areas on the original (2002) Map Sheet 52 were modified for the 2006 map,
resulting in three fewer study areas. They included the Southern California P-C regions of Orange
County, Temescal Valley, San Fernando Valley, Saugus-Newhall, Western Ventura County, and
Simi Valley. These regions were combined into three regions when they began to run out of
permitted reserves and became dependant on aggregate sources from neighboring regions. The
importation of aggregate from neighboring regions typically results in longer haul distances,
higher costs, and increased carbon dioxide emissions, air pollution, traffic congestion, and
highway maintenance. The shift in supply area also results in more rapid depletion of permitted
reserves in neighboring regions.

No additional study areas have been combined in this update. It is likely that in some future
update the San Fernando Valley-Saugus Newhall aggregate study area and the Palmdale study area
may be combined as permitted reserves in the San Fernando Valley-Saugus Newhall aggregate
study area are depleted.

Changes in Permitted Aggregate Reserves

Twenty-four of the 31 study areas shown on the updated map experienced a decrease in permitted
aggregate reserves since the 2006 map was completed (See Table 2). Included in these 24 areas are
Western Merced County and Southern Tulare County. Permitted reserves for both of these county
study areas cannot be shown because they are proprietary.
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Permitted Aggregate | Permitted Aggregate Percent
AGGREGATE STUDY AREA Reserv‘es' as of 1/1/06 Reserv'es‘ as of 1/1/11 Difference
(million tons) (million tons) (%)
Map Sheet 52,2006 | Map Sheet 52, 2012

Bakersfield P-C Region 115 143 24
Barstow Victorville P-C Region 133 124 -7
Claremont-Upland P-C Region 147 109 -26
Eastern Merced County 53 50 -6
El Dorado County 19 18 -5
Fresno P-C Region 71 46 -35
Glenn County 17 33 94
Monterey Bay P-C Region 347 323 -7
Nevada County 31 26 -16
Northern Tulare County 12 27 125
North San Francisco Bay P-C Region 49 110 124
Palmdale P-C Region 181 152 -16
Palm Springs P-C Region 176 152 -14
Placer County 45 152 238
Sacramento County 67 42 -37
Sacramento-Fairfield P-C Region 164 128 -22
San Bernardino P-C Region 262 241 -8
San Fernando Valley-Saugus Newhall * 88 77 -13
San Gabriel Valley P-C Region 370 322 -13
San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara P-C
Region 77 75 -3
Shasta County 51 52 2
Southern Tulare County Proprietary Proprietary Proprietary
South San Francisco Bay P-C Region 458 404 -12
Stanislaus County 51 45 -12
Stockton Lodi P-C Region 196 232 18
Tehama County 36 32 -11
Temescal Valley-Orange County* 355 297 -16
Ventura County (combined Western
Ventura County and Simi Valley P-C
Region)* 106 96 -9
Western Merced County Proprietary Proprietary Proprietary
Western San Diego County P-C Region 198 167 -16
Yuba City-Marysville P-C Region 409 392 -4
Total 4,343 4,067 -6

* Two P-C Regions have been combined into one study area

Table 2. Comparison of permitted aggregate reserves between Map Sheet 52, 2006 and Map

Sheet 52, 2012.
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50-Year Demand 50-Year Demand
as of 1/1/06 as of 1/1/11 Percent
AGGREGATE STUDY AREA (million tons) (million tons) Difference

Map Sheet 52,2006 | Map Sheet 52,2012 (%)
Bakersfield P-C Region 252 438 74
Barstow-Victorville P-C Region 179 159 -11
Claremont-Upland P-C Region 300 203 -32
Eastern Merced County 106 100 -6
El Dorado County 91 76 -16
Fresno P-C Region 629 435 -31
Glenn County 83 59 -29
Monterey Bay P-C Region 383 346 -10
Nevada County 122 100 -18
Northern Tulare County 117 124 6
North San Francisco Bay P-C Region 647 521 -19
Palmdale P-C Region 665 577 -13
Placer County 171 151 -12
Palm Springs P-C Region 295 295 0
Sacramento County 733 670 -9
Sacramento-Fairfield P-C Region 235 196 -17
San Bernardino P-C Region 1,074 993 -8
San Fernando Valley/Saugus Newhall * 457 476 4
San Gabriel Valley P-C Region 1,148 809 -30
San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara P-C Region 243 240 -1
Shasta County 122 93 -24
Southern Tulare County 88 73 -17
Stanislaus County 344 214 -38
Stockton Lodi P-C Region 728 436 -40
South San Francisco Bay P-C Region 1,244 1381 11
Tehama County 72 62 -14
Temescal Valley-Orange County * 1,122 1,077 -4
Ventura Couqty .(combined West§rn Ventura 309 208 _4
County and Simi Valley P-C Regions) *
Western Merced County 53 28 -47
Western San Diego County P-C Region 1,164 1014 -13
Yuba City-Marysville P-C Region 360 403 12
Total 13,536 12,047 -11

* Two P-C Regions have been combined into one study area

Table 3. Comparison of 50-year demand between Map Sheet 52, 2006 and Map Sheet 52, 2012.
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Seven of the study areas shown on the updated map had increases in permitted aggregate reserves.
Most of these increases are because of newly permitted or expanded mining operations. An
expansion may increase the footprint of the mine or increase permitted mining depth. Significant
increases exceeding 50 percent occurred in the Placer County, Glenn County, Northern Tulare
County, and the North San Francisco Bay aggregate study areas (See Table 2).

Total permitted reserves for all 31 areas decreased from 4,343 million tons to 4,067 million tons —
an apparent reduction of 276 million tons. Most of this reduction was because of aggregate
consumption. Other potential reasons for reductions in permitted aggregate reserves include social
and economic conditions leading to mine closures, regulatory changes, or natural variations in the
quality of aggregate deposits. Actual production was greater but was offset in part by increases in
permitted reserves in some study areas.

Changes in Fifty-Year Demand

Of the 31 study areas shown on the updated Map Sheet 52 five had increases in 50-year demand,
one remained constant, and 25 showed decreases in projected 50-year demand (See Table 3). The
large number of study areas with decreasing 50-year demand is due in large part to the new
population projections used in forecasting. The new county population projections (State of
California Department of Finance, 2012) are based on the 2010 U.S. census and project lower
growth rates for much of California compared to the projections used in the previous versions of
this study. Newly updated per capita consumption numbers may also have contributed to changes
in projected 50-year demand.

The large increase (74 percent) in the 50-year demand for the Bakersfield study area is due to the
use of newer population projections than were used in the original study and previous versions of
this study.

Changes in Permitted Aggregate Reserves and Demand

Table 4 shows the percentages of permitted reserves compared to the 50-year demand for the 2006
and updated 2012 Map Sheet 52. These percentages are represented on both maps as pie charts —
the blue portion of the pie depicting percentage of the 50-year demand met with current permitted
reserves. Increases occurred in 14 of the 29 study areas that can be compared and no change or
decreases occurred in 15 study areas.

The large increases in some of these study areas (Glenn County, North San Francisco Bay,
Northern Tulare County, Placer County, Shasta County, and Stockton-Lodi) were because of new
or expanded permits resulting in additional permitted aggregate reserves. Many of the small
increases are not due to new or modified permits, but are a result of low production rates during
the economic slowdown from 2007 to 2010 and the lower projected 50-year demand in many
study areas based on updated population forecasts used in the 2012 update. Similarly those study
areas with no change or small decreases may also have been influenced by these factors.
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Comparison of Areas with Less than 10-Years of Permitted Aggregate Reserves

The 2012 Map Sheet 52 shows four aggregate study areas with less than a 10-year supply of
permitted aggregate reserves — Sacramento County, Fresno County, San Fernando Valley-Saugus
Newhall, and the Western San Diego County P-C Regions. The map shows these areas with red
halos around the pie charts. Compared to the 2006 version of the map, the San Fernando Valley-
Saugus Newhall study area is a new addition to this group while the North San Francisco Bay and
Northern Tulare County study areas have been removed.
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Percentage of

Percentage of

Permitted Aggregate | Permitted Aggregate
Reserves as Reserves as Difference
AGGREGATE STUDY AREA Compared to 50-Year|Compared to 50-Year
Demand as of 1/1/06 | Demand as of 1/1/11
Map Sheet 52,2006 | Map Sheet 52,2012
Bakersfield P-C Region 46 33 -13
Barstow-Victorville P-C Region 74 78 4
Claremont-Upland P-C Region 49 54 5
Eastern Merced County 50 50 0
El Dorado County 21 24 3
Fresno P-C Region 11 11 0
Glenn County 21 56 35
Monterey Bay P-C Region 91 93 2
Nevada County 25 26 1
Northern Tulare County 10 22 12
North San Francisco Bay P-C Region 8 21 13
Palmdale P-C Region 27 26 -1
Palm Springs P-C Region 60 52 -8
Placer County 26 101 75
Sacramento County 9 6 -3
Sacramento-Fairfield P-C Region 70 65 -5
San Bernardino P-C Region 24 24 0
San Fernando Valley/Saugus Newhall * 19 16 -3
San Gabriel Valley P-C Region 32 40 8
San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara P-C Region 32 31 -1
Shasta County 42 56 14
Southern Tulare County Proprietary Proprietary
Stanislaus County 15 21 6
Stockton Lodi P-C Region 27 53 26
South San Francisco Bay P-C Region 37 29 -8
Tehama County 49 52 3
Temescal Valley-Orange County * 32 28 -4
Ventura Couqty .(combined Westgm Ventura 34 37 5
County and Simi Valley P-C Regions) *
Western Merced County Proprietary Proprietary
Western San Diego County P-C Region 17 16 -1
Yuba City-Marysville P-C Region 100 97 -3

* Two P-C Regions have been combined into one study area

