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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
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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.  


Figure MP4.1-5 Overview taken at 
070-154-022.


Figure MP4.1-6 Looking north along 
ridge parallel to Digger Pine Road. 
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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
•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 
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.  
• 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.  


• We strongly support and encourage adhering to the language, intentions of, and policies 
within the San Luis Obispo County Open Space Element.  


According to the COSE, The intent of the visual resource goals, policies and implementation 
strategies is to protect the visual character and identity of the county while respecting private 
property 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 4.1-2c  DEIR depiction of proposed quarry


Figure 4.1-2a  DEIR depiction of exisiting conditions
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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 
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.  
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.  
• 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 
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.   
 


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?


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


1


2 3


4
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Comments - Figures 4.1-3b and c (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.   


Figure 4.1-3c
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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
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Figure MP4.1-11


Figure MP4.1-10


DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.1 Aesthetics/Visual Resources Comments


Margarita Proud                                                   4.1-9







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’.  
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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


DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.1 Aesthetics/Visual Resources Comments


Margarita Proud                                                   4.1-11








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.  
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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 11121, and the section of Hwy. 58 east of Santa Margarita as 925.2


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)     
• 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 


- 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.  
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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)?
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SR 58 Curve on J Street
In the eastern corner of Santa Margarita, SR 58 makes a 90-degree turn from Estrada Avenue at J 
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 J 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 
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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


• 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? 
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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 I Streets are obvious short-cuts that would increase traffic 
impacts within residential settings.   


 


pg. 4.11-22  SR 58 Curve on J Street:
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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
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Calculations and methodology utilized  to arrive at “the radius of curvature for the roadway at 
this location is adequate to accommodate large trucks within the travelled lanes” has not been 
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)4 
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 
Court5 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 projects6,  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.  
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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.  







  


 


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


Definition of Off-tracking
Figure MP 4.11- 8


Figure MP 4.11-9  PM 1.9
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• Figure MP 4.11-10 thru13 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.   
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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 I 
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 I 
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 lb. 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.
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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 is 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.  
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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 
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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.7


• 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?
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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


• 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.    
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• 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.  
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4. 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.


5. There needs to be an extended exit lane out of the project entrance westbound.  
6. 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.  


7. 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.  


8. The DEIR and Traffic Impact Study failed to adequately address potential impacts and needed 
mitigation measures at the at-grade railroad crossing at El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue.  The 
EIR for the SMR Ag Cluster found significant impacts and provided appropriate mitigation.


9. 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
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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 


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.      


Figure MP 4.11-10


Figure MP 4.11-11
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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)
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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.
•  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.  


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? 
• 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.   
• 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 
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.  It is 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?
• 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. 


 
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 
“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
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
pg. 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. 
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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. 
• 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.  


- 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. 


Hanson


Santa Margarita


Quarry
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El Camino Real


W
ebster
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Source: Microsoft Bing Basemap
              San Luis Obispo County
              Dept. of Planning and Building
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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.  


Figure 4.8-1 next page
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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.


Figure MP4.14-2 next page
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Figure MP4.14-2  Parcel Map overlaid onto Area Map (orange = one mile (5280’) from  scale 
house @ proposed quarry operation.  


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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#
APN Parcel 


Size


Permit 
issued 
since
EX1


LUC Location Notes


1       070-154-032     12 ac Not in EX1     RR adjacent to 070-141-070


2       070-154-009      5 ac      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    3.3 ac    vacant     RR adjacent to 070-141-071


8       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  < 20 ac     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.  
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#
APN Parcel 


Size


Permit 
issued 
since
EX1


LUC Location Notes


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     5 ac     yes      RR 6795 Hwy. 58


34       070-154-017     5 ac     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    14ac     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.  


46      070-154-033   17 ac     NA   RL/RR Kaiser (mining buffer 
parcel) adjacent to Oster
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#
APN Parcel 


Size


Permit 
issued 
since
EX1


LUC Location Notes


47      070-131-020   79 ac     NA      RL Kaiser (mining buffer 
parcel) adjacent to Oster


48      070-131-021   73 ac     NA      RL Kaiser 


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


50      070-141-008    5 ac     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
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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 
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 
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”. 
- 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 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.


- 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.  


DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.14 Land Use


Margarita Proud                                                   4.14-11







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


• 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.1 
• This quarry is adjoined almost entirely by parcels it owns or leases, including the smallest of 
these parcels, 070-154-033. 
  


Figure MP4.14-4 next page
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1. El 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.


Hanson


Hanson
Hanson


Hanson


Hanson


Figure MP4.14-4


1


2


Oster
Oster
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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


Parcels adjoining Hanson Aggregates Quarry


Table MP4.14-4


                                           Table MP4.14-5 
Contrast in ability to accommodate truck accumulation and staging between Hanson 
and proposed Las Pilitas Quarry


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)
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Rocky Canyon Quarry 


Located 3 miles north of Santa Margarita Quarry, Rocky Canyon is adjoined only by large parcels within 
the RL and AG land use categories (Table MP4.14-5)


Figure MP 4.14-5


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


Parcels adjoining Rocky Canyon Quarry


Table MP4.14-5
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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. 
• 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 Area2 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.
• Project conditions can address any aspect of a CUP application deemed appropriate to address. 
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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.


• 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.3
• 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.
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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.
•  It is 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.   
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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. 
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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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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. 
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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. 
• In 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 lbs. 
• 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.
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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.  


PM 5.0


DRC2009-00025 
proposed project 
entrance


DWR pipeline


Salinas River Bridge


DWR pipeline 


easement


Figure MP4.7-1 


 truck crossing
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Petroleum Pipeline


• 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


• 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.


• The cost of damage to private vehicles imparted through road hazards created by trucks 
routinely operating at the legal load limit of 80,000lb. 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.  
• Describe mitigation measures specific to the impact and separate from MM’s in other impact 
areas.  Separate issues need to be addressed separately.     


      Figure MP 4.7-2  Road wear and tear 
Field Observation of solar traffic to the Carizzo
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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 
(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 Element1 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. 
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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.2 


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. 
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• 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


• 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. 


ag·ri·cul·ture  The science, art, and business of cultivating soil, producing crops, and raising 
livestock; farm·ing  The activity or business of growing crops and raising livestock. 
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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 Brüel & Kjær 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 I “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 Brüel & Kjær 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; Brüel & Kjær Integrating SLM
Model 2230 SN # 1033493. Meter and microphone calibrated Sep 29, 2009; Brüel & Kjær 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


                                                                      DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.8 Noise Comments


Magarita Proud                                                         4.8-7







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).
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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.   
• 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.  


Figure 12 - Change in Sound Levels Showing Closest Residences 
as originally presented by David Dubbink Associates
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• Below is Figure 12 with additional impacted receptors.  


                                    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. 


(Noise Analysis) Figure 12 - Change in Sound Level Showing Closest Residences
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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 El 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)
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Figure MP4.14-2 Parcel Map overlaid onto Area Map  (orange = one mile (5280’) from scale 
house @ proposed quarry operations.  
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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


6       070-142-016 adjacent to Oster 071 north of 58  not incld.


7       070-142-026 adjacent to Oster 071 on east boundary  not incld.


8       070-141-059 adjacent to Oster 071 on north and 
boundary


 not incld.


9       070-142-027              Northeast on Hwy. 58  not incld.


10       070-142-033               Parkhill Rd.  not incld.


11       070-142-015               Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


12       070-142-024              Parkhill Rd.  (included in NRV)   not incld.


13       070-142-020              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


14       070-142-025              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


15       070-142-022              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


16       070-142-021              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


17       070-142-019              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.
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# APN Description of Location status


18       070-142-007              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


19       070-142-008              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


20       070-142-009              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


21       070-142-011              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


22       070-142-065              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


23       070-142-064              Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


24       070-155-005    southeast of operations Parkhill Rd.   not incld.


25       070-155-004    southeast of operations   not incld.


26       070-154-001    adjoins Oster 071 SE corner   not incld.


27       070-154-024    adjoins Oster 071 south boundary   not incld.


28      070-154-002         south of operations   not incld.


29      070-154-006         south of operations   not incld.


30      070-154-003         south of operations   not incld.


31      070-154-007         south of operations   not incld.


32      070-155-011         south of operations   not incld.


33       070-154-018         SW of operations (58)   not incld.


34       070-154-017      SW of operations (adj. to 009)   not incld.


35       070-154-019      SW of operations (58)   not incld.


36       070-154-022      SW of operations (58)   not incld.


37       070-154-021      SW of operations (Digger Pine Rd.)   not incld.


38       070-152-033       Digger Pine Road   not incld.


39       070-152-032       Digger Pine Road   not incld.


40       070-152-022       Digger Pine Road   not incld.


41       070-152-021       Digger Pine Road   not incld.


42       070-152-005       Digger Pine Road   not incld.
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# APN Description of Location status


43       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.


46      070-154-033  SW of operations (Hanson owned buffer)   not incld.


47      070-131-020   West of operations (Hanson owned buffer)   not incld.


48      070-131-021   West of operations (Hanson owned)   not incld.


49      070-131-018 West of operations (Hanson staging site 
on SMR)


  not incld.


50      070-141-008 NW of operations (Hanson owned buffer)   not incld.


51      070-141-006 NW of operations (Hanson quarried site)
on SMR (Mission Lakes LLC)


  not incld.


52      070-131-003  NW of operations (west of 141-006)   not incld.


53      070-141-054  NW of operations (Hanson quarried site)
on SMR (Mission Lakes LLC)


  not incld.


54      070-141-072 adjoins north boundary of both Oster 
parcels (Hanson owned buffer)


  not incld.


55      070-141-053 North of operations (Hanson owned 
buffer)


  not incld.


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.


59      070-141-060  North of operations (RL)   not incld.


60      070-141-049  NE of operations (RL on 58)   not incld.


61      070-141-039  East of proposal (RL)   not incld.
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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. 


   


• 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.  
  


                                                                      DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.8 Noise Comments


Magarita Proud                                                         4.8-17







Model of proposed Las Pilitas Quarry


El. 1100ʼ @ operations 
El. 1100ʼ @ SW ridge 


El. 1125ʼ @ SW ridge 


Access road


        58


                                                                      DRC2009-00025 Oster/Las Pilitas DEIR 4.8 Noise Comments


Magarita Proud                                                         4.8-18







   


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 
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.


SW Ridgeline exaggerated
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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 El 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 mufflers 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 
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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.  
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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. 
• A valid 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 c 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.
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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?  
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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.”1


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.”2


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.
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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.3
•  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.4   
•  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 lbs.


Hanson
SMR
• 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.
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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.
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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.   
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Comments     Figure 6.8-1


• Existing Private Road appears to be the currently proposed access driveway.
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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.   


Proposed quarry


2


1


        Figure MP 6.0-1
An Alternative Access Route
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New road    1. Private bridge over Salinas River  2.  Junction to existing Hanson access.







Figure MP 6.0-2   on access route to Rocky Canyon Quarry


Figure MP 6.0-3  on access route to Rocky Canyon Quarry
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Figure MP 6.0-4  Private bridge over Salinas River at Santa Clara Rd. in South Atascadero
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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.
• 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.   
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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



http://www.margaritaproud.com

http://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
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Dave Ballantyne
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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:
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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.
 


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


Margarita Proud                                                   2.0-2







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)


• 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)(o).


(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.


• Volume 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”?
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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
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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.  
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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.
• If 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.  
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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.


2.4 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.
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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”.  
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