




LETTER # 1 

SUMMARY MINUTES FROM PUBLIC HEARING ON DRAFT EIR FOR THE OFF- 
CHANNEL .MINING PLAN (OCMP) PROGRAM-LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT IEIR) HELD APRIL 17.1996 

The item was introduced by Chair Jim Grey. The staff explained the purpose was to 
provide a second workshop on the Draft OCMP and to receive oral comments from the 
public regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

The audience was informed that summary minutes would be prepared. Those wanting 
their comments verbatim in the record were informed to submit them in writing by the 
comment closure date of May 1 1, 1996. 

The staff provided an overview of the Draft OCMP and the EIR consultants provided an 
overview of the main conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

The hearing was opened to comments from the audience. 

Lois Linford, League of Women Voters of Woodland: The OCMP is a huge plan with 
huge significance. Off-channel resources are not renewable. Will the County be an 
importer after 50 years? We should go slower. 1 

What does "non-detect" mean? The staff responded that it meant the sample was either 
at 'O", or below the detection threshold. 

The commentor read a quote from the DElR in support of the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

Impacts to agriculture are significant. Will land be assessed at Williamson Act levels? 
The staff responded that it would not. 

Regarding traffic impacts, will citizens be safe? The Supervisors are being far-sighted 
to look at the Conoway Ranch. They should be equally concerned about water quality 
here. The Creek is impaired. 

A personal comment -- it is ironic that Henry can not comment on the documents, but theJ 
Scalmanini report was hired by the applicants. 

1-1 

Avery Tindell, Rumsey: Due to the limited time to read the documents, he offered 
general observations. Several of them attended a Mines and Geology Board meeting 
yesterday. This morning there was a favorable report on Hornestake Mine. These are 1-2 good examples of why there should be a public member on the TAC. 1 
The requirements for the TAC should be amended to include a public member. The 
technicians don't know anything outside their field -- this is the public perception. 

Has the staff looked at whether mining below the thalweg could occur under the proposed 
CCRMP? The Chair directed the commentor to focus on the OCMP. Questions about 
the CCRMP are not appropriate at this meeting. 1 
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What about the question of liability? If anyone "touches" the stream they become legally 
liable. 

The Scalmanini report is a conflict of interest. _] /j 

11 i 
1 -2 

The County is trying to induce the miners to help within the creek by going off-creek. The 
miners are absolved of responsibility unless you can absolutely prove their effect. 

\ 

Percy Haugen: Why was this plan initiated? The staff responded that is was at the 
Board's direction. Did private enterprise initiate this with their interest in expanded 
mining. The staff responded that this was a part of the reason. 

I 
I 

Gretchen Seterus: What about water quantity. Everything is about water quality. 
Creating large areas of open pit mines sinking into the aquifer could only draw water up 
to the surface and lose more to evaporation. Commissioner Grey indicated that the DElR 
does address water quantity issues. 

Commissioner Walker indicated that as a rule of thumb, evaporation accounts for one 
inch of water a week, on average, over a water body. 

Commissioner Lang asked whether the March 1995 flooding on Cache Creek was a 15 
year event. Staff indicated their understanding that it was considered a 50-year event, 
though they had heard some informal discussions that classification as a 15-year event 
could result from reinterpretation of the baseline data. This is just a rumor. 

I 
The public hearing was closed. i 

- 
Commissioner Lang asked about the size of the materials used to backfill the pits. The 
EIR consultant responded that sand and silt would be used. The make-up woutd then 
be similar to the best soils in the area. 

Jim George of the Farm Bureau asked a follow-up to Commissioner Lang's question. 
Can we assume others have similar material and how do we ensure that the material is 
not impervious. The EIR consultant responded that there is some variability in the 
percentage of fines, but it is generally 10 to 12 percent. The reason these aggregates 
are valuable is that there is not a lot of fine material. The backfill material is 
representative of overall conditions. 

Commissioner Lang asked whether the miners would have to "deep rip" the soils. The 
EIR consultant responded that the OCMP does require that and the EIR supports it. 

Commissioner Lang indicated that the 1,400 acres returned to agricultural uses would be 
better ground than normal. 

Commissioner Walker asked what production index could be assigned to the reclaimed 
soils. The EIR consultant indicated that that depends on what you start with. You will 
get uniformity, Class 2 at least. 
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Commissioner Lea indicated that there was no point in restating her issues. 
Commissioner Heringer had no comments. Commissioner Grey concurred with 
Linford that timing and staging of the road repair and impacts are important. 

The hearing was concluded. 
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LElTER 1: MINUTES FROM PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DEIR 

Response to Speaker a-4, Lois Linford, heague of Women Voters of  Woodlawd: 

As discussed on page 3-10 of the DEIR, additional reserves would be available for 
development once the mining applications processed under the OCMP are completed. 
Those areas within the mineral resource zones that do not have the SG or AGR overlay 
would be conserved for mining beyond the year 2047 or perpetuity. 

The DEIR identifies five impacts to agriculture in Section 4.5. One is identified as less than 
significant, three as significant but mitigable, and two as significant and unavoidable. 

The Transportation and Circulation section of the DEIR (Section 4.8) considers the safety 
impacts of the project in detail. Traffic safety was evaluated by reviewing accident data to 
identify frequent accident locations, and the physical characteristics of the roadway system 
to locate current deficiencies (e.g., deteriorated pavement, sharp curves and narrow 
bridges) that could cause safety concerns. The safety of pedestrians, bicyclists and school 
bus traffic was also analyzed. Impacts 4.8-5 through 4.8-16 relate to potential safety 
hazards, and each is mitigated by Measure 4.8-2a and 4.8-3a. The commentor is also 
referred to the extensive discussion of potential impacts to water quality, starting on Page 
4.4-30 of the DEIR. 

Staff responded to other comments during the public hearing as noted in the summary 
minutes, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Speaker 1-2, Avery Tindell: 

The meeting of a subcommittee of the Mlnes and Geology Board, to which the commentor 
refers was regarding the CCRMP. The OCMP does not propose a Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC). The TAC proposed in the CCRMP includes three scientists and one 
county staff member. No change in this composition is proposed at this time. No 
maintenance mining below the thalweg is proposed in the CCRMP. This issue is not 
relevant to the OCMP DEIR. 

Response to Speaker 1-3, Percy Haugen: 

Staff responded to the comment during the public hearing as noted in the summary 
minutes. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Speaker 1-4, Gretchen Ceteras: 

With reaard to the auestions reaardina water. the commentor is referred to discussions 
regarding groundwater quantity ?flow and groundwater levels) and evapotranspiration on 
pages 4.4-23 and 4.4-52 of the DEIR, respectively. Staff also responded to the comments 
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during the public hearing as noted in the summary minutes, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to post-public hearing Commissioner's Comments 1-5: 

Staff responses follow the comments raised during the public hearing, and no further 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER # 2 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AQENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
STATE MINING AND GEOLOGY BOARD 
801 K Street, MS 24-05 
Sawamento, California 95814-3528 

DeWaync Hobndahl, Clumun 
Ju(iw Mann, Wx ChtlmOMn 
Sands Fiausn 
AIvln Fmnb 
Bob QNnwald 
Raymond KRw 
Robert Munm 
Sheila M. Murphy 
Lee Thibadaau 

.'J TELEPHONE: (BIB) 322-1082 

ib, TDD UNE: (818) 324-2555 
L-- 

May 3, 1996 

David Morrison 
Resource Management Coordinator 
Community Development Agency 
Yolo County 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, California 95695 

Fie: Preliminary Review of Draft Yolo County Ordinances Concerning Cache I 

Creek 

Dear Mr. Morrison: 
I 

A preliminary review of the Yolo County Surface Mining Reclamation Ordinance 1 
(Chapters 4 and 5 of Title 10 of the Yolo County Code) has been completed. In 
general, the Ordinance appears quite thorough and well thought out. You and your 
staff certainly have worked long and hard on this document. 

1 
I 

As you know, in-stream mining (principally Cache Creek) was not addressed in I I Chapters 4 8 5. In order for the Ordinance to meet full compliance with SMARA, any I 

Although not thoroughly explored by our staff, the proposed draft Ordinance 
seems to allow for the release of financial assurances when phases of sites are 
reclaimed but later destroyed or "adversely affected" by a disaster (e.g. flood, 

in-stream mining operations need to be addressed. This topic was touched upon 
during the public meeting of the State Mining & Geology Board's (SMGB) Mining 
Reclamation Standards Committee on April 16th in which Ms. Heidi Tschudin of your 
staff gave an excellent presentation. It was the Committee's opinion that the proposed 
in-stream operations under the CCRMP would be subject to SMARA. In that light, the 
County's proposed Ordinance should address in-stream mining operations. 

It appears, also, that the proposed off-channel mining operations do not require 
County permits. Unless surface mining operations are deemed vested, SMARA 
requires the lead agency to issue permits. 
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David Morrison 
Proposed Yolo Mining Ordinance 
May 3, 1996 
Page 2 

earthquake, or other natural occurrence beyond control of the operator). SMARA 
allows for the release of financial assurances when the entire reclamation plan has 2-1 
been completed, and the lead agency agrees to "sign-off" on the whole reclamation 
operation. It is suggested that you may wish to revisit this language. 1 

Also, you may wish to reference or include SMGB reclamation standards in the 
Ordinance. For your reference, I have enclosed a draft copy of the SMGB's proposed 2-2 
Model SMARA Ordinance for use by City and County Lead Agencies. 1 

Thank you for allowing us to make a preliminary review of the County's new 
Ordinance. We will be pleased to review any later editions or answer any additional 
questions you may have. 

n 

ecutive Officer 
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, STATE OF CAUFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, G O ~ ~ ~ O ,  

.- 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
STATE MINING AND GEOLOGY BOARD 
801 K Street, MS 24-05 
Sacramento, California 98864-3528 

OaWoyno Holmdahl, C h a l m n  
Julia h n n ,  %as Chairwoman 
Sends Fiwom 
Alvin Franks 
Bob Grunwdd 
Raymond KIOUSS 
Robert Munro 
Sholta M. Murphy 
Lao TNbadaeu 

TELEPHONE: 19161 322-1082 
mD LINE: 19161 32~-25s5 
FACSIMILE: 191 81 3240948 

March 6.1996 

TO INTERESTED PARTIES: 

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (WXA, Public Resources Code Section 
2710 et seq.) became effective in 1976 to ensure adverse environmental impacts cawed by 
surface mining activities are mitigated through prudent reclamation practices. SMARA 
requires all lead agencies (cities and counties having surface mines within their jurisdictions) 
to adopt surface mining ordinances in accordance with state policy which establish procedures 
for the review and approval of reclamation plans, financial assurances, and the issuance of 
permits to conduct surface mining operations. 

Since the enactment of SMARA, the Board and the Department of Conservation have 
received numerous inquiries from lead agencies regarding the formulation of their ordinances 
in conformance with SMARA. The Division of Mines and Geology S~eciai  Publication 51 
(1979) contained a section entitled Model Ordinance for Counties and Cities for Use in 
Meeting Minimum Standards in Compliance with the 9MRR4. Since that 1979 publication, 
SMARA has been amended by the Legislature no less than 15 times, and the example model 
ordinance has been considerably outdated. 

The SMGB's Policy Committee approved the enclosed draft revised Model SMARA 
Ordinance for use by City and County Lead Agencies at its February 15, 1996 meeting. The 
purpose of this revised Model SMARA Ordinance is to assist lead agencies in developing and 
revising their own SMARA ordinances. The SMGB will consider adoption of this Model 
during its May, 1996 meeting. In the mean time, the SMGB's Policy Committee is soliciting 
your comments regarding the new Model SMARA Ordinance for its improvement. Please 
return any comments to the SMGB's Ofice not later than Friday, April 12, 1996 so that they 
may be considered by the Policy Committee and the SMGB. 

hn G. Parrish, Ph. D. 
Off~cer 
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MODEL SMARA ORDINANCE 
for use by City and County "lead agencies " 

Chapter - 
Surface Mining and Reclamation 

Sections: 

Purpose and Intent 
Definitions 
Incorporation by Reference 
Scope 
Vested Rights 
Process 
Standards for Reclamation 
Statement of Responsibility 
Findings for Approval 
Financial Assurances 
Interim Management Plans 
Annual Report Requirements 
Inspections 
Violations and Penalties 
Appeals 
Fees 
Mineral Resource Protection 
Severability 
Effective Date 

17rt( ordinance is intended for use by Ciry Md Couniy l e d  agencies needing assistance in developing rheir 
SMARA ordinanccr. While ir con&& each ofthe elemem required to be in n SMARA ordinance, a well as 
additional elements common ro ordinoncec utilized stotnvide, it should be qopropriately modified to reflecI 
local condirions and practices. Some provisiom may nor be applicable to some lead agencies. 
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Model SMARA Ordinance 
Page 2 

The Citv/Countvof recognizes that the extraction of minerals is 
essential to the continued economic well-being of the and to the needs of 
society and that the reclamation of mined lands is necessary to prevent or minimize adverse 
effects on the environment and to protect the public health and safety. The Cint/Counot 
also recognizes that surface mining takes place in diverse areas where the geologic, 
topographic, climatic, biological, and social conditions are significantly different and that 
reclamation operations and the specifications therefore may vary accordingly. 

The purpose and intent of this Chapter is to ensure the continued availabiiity of 
important mineral resources, while regulating surface mining operations as required by 
Catifomia's Surface M i  and Reclamation Act of 1975 (Public Resources Code Sections 
2710 et seq.), as amended, hereinafter referred to as "SMARA", Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 2207 (relating to annual reporting requirements), and State Mining and Geology 
Board regulations (hereinafter referred to as "State regulations") for surface mining and 
reclamation practice (Caliiornia Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Division 2. Chapter 8, 
Subchapter 1, Sections 3500 et seq.), to emure that: 

(a) Adverse environmental effects are prevented or rmnmuzed . .  . and that mined lands are 

reclaimed to a usable condition which is readily adaptable for alternative land uses. 

(b) The production and conservation of minerals are encouraged, while giving 
consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, and 
aesthetic enjoyment. 

(c) Residual hazards to the public health and safety are eliminated. 

The definitions set forth in this section shall govern the consttuction of this chapter. 

. . Areaof An area designated by the State Mining and Geology 
Board which is known to contain a deposit of minerals, the extraction of which is judged to be 
of prime importance in meeting future needs for minerals in a particular region of the State 
within which the minerals are located and which, if prematurely developed for alternate 
incompatible land uses, could result in the premature loss of minerals that are of more than 
local significance. 

Statewide Sienlficance . . . An area designated by the Board which is known to 
contain a deposit of minerals, the extraction of which is judged to be of prime importance in 
meeting future needs for minerals in the State and which, if prematurely developed for 
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Model SMARA Ordinance 
Page 3 

alternate incompatible land uses, could result in the permanent loss of minerals that are of 
more than local or regional significance.. 

&UZB~&. Excavations created by the surface mining of rock, unconsolidated 
geologic deposits or soil to provide material (borrow) for fill elsewhere. 

-. Land uses inherently compatible with mining and/or that 
reauire a minimum public or private investment in structures. land im~rovements. and which 
&y allow mining &cause ofhe  relative economic value of the land Ad its imprbvements. 
E2i&nP1es of such uses may include, but shall not be limited to, very low dens& residential, 
geographically extensive but low impact industrial, recreational, agricultural, silvicultural, 
gr&g, and open space. 

-. A road along which material is transported from the area of excavation to 
the processing plant or stock pile area of the surface mining operation. 

. Surface mining operations curtailed for a period of one year or more, by more 
than 90 percent of the operation's previous maxjmum anrmal mineral production, with the 
intent to resume those surface mining operations at a future date. 

-. Uses. uses inherently incompatible with mining andlor that 
require public or private investment in structures, land improvements, and landscaping and . . 

that may prevent &g because of the greater economic value of the land and its 
improvements. Examples of such uses may include, butshall not be limited to, high density 
residential, low density residential with high unit value, public facilities, geographically 
limited but impact intensive industrial, and commercial. 

Mined. The surface, subsurface, and ground water of an area in which surface 
mining operations will be, are being, or have been conducted, including private ways and 
roads appurtenant to any such area, land excavations, workings, mining waste, and areas in 
which structures, facilities, equipment, machines, tools, or other materials or property which 
result from, or are used in, surface mining operations are located. 

Mi&&. Any naturally occurring chemical element or compound, or groups of 
elements and compounds, formed from inorganic processes and organic substances, inc1udmg, 
but not limited to, coal, peat, and bituminous rock, but excluding geothermal resources, 
natural gas, and petroleum. 
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Model SMARA ordinance 
gage 4 o ~ n  s~BIICITO CMm 

QDerator. Any person who is engaged in surface mining operations, or who contracts 
with others to conduct operations on hisher behalf, except a person who is engaged in surface 
mining operations as an employee with wages as hislher sole compensation. 

Reciamation. The combined process of land treatment that minimizes water 
degradation, air pollution, damage to aquatic or wildlife habitat, flooding, erosion, and other 
adverse effects from surface mining operations, including adverse surface effects incidental to 
underground mines, so that mined lands are reclaimed to a usable condition which is readily 
adaptable for alternate land uses and create no danger to public health or safety. The process 
may extend to affected lands surrounding mined lands, and may require back

fi

lling, grading. 
moiling, revegetation, soil compaction, stabilization, or other measures. 

-. Excavation of sand and gravel from stream bed deposits above 
the mean summer water level or stream bottom, whichever is higher. 

. . Surface. All, or any part of, the process involved in the mining of 
minerals on mined lands by removing overburden and mining directly from the mineral 
deposits, open-pit mining of minerals naturally exposed, mining by the auger method, 
dredging and quarrying, or surface work incident to an underground mine. Surface mining 
operations include, but are not li i ted to, inplace distillation or retorting or leaching, the. 
production and disposal of mining waste, prospecting and exploratory activities, borrow 
pitting, streambed skimming, and segregation and stockpiling of mined materials (and 
recovery of same). 

The provisions of SMARA (PRC $2710 et seq.), PRC Section 2207, and State 
regulations CCR $3500 et seq., as those provisions and regulations may be amended from time 
to time, are made a part of this Chapter by reference with the same force and effect as if the 
provisions therein were specifically and fully set out herein, excepting that when the 
provisions of this Chapter are more restrictive than correlative State provisions, this Chapter 
shall prevail. 

Except as provided in this Chapter, no person shall conduct surface mining operations 
unless a permit, Reclamation Plan, and financial assurances for reclamation have fust been 
approved by the Cirv/Countv. Any applicable exemption from this requirement does not 
automatically exempt a project or activity from the application of other regulations, ordinances - - -  
or policies of the Cint/Countv, including but not limited to, the application of CEQA, the 
requirement of Site Approvals or other permits, the payment of development impact fees, or 
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the imposition of other dedications and exactions as may be permitted under the law. The 
provisions of this Chapter shall apply to all lands within the Citv/Countv, public and private. 

This Chapter shall not apply to the following activities, subject to the above-referenced 
exceptions: 

(a) Excavations or grading conducted for farming or on-site construction or for the 
purpose of restoring land following a flood or natural disaster. 

@) Onsite excavation and onsite earthmoving activities which are an integral and 
necessary patt of a construction project that are undertaken to prepare a site for construction of 
structures, landscaping, or other land improvements, including the related excavation, grading, 
compaction, or the creation of fills, road cuts, and embankments, whether or not surplus 
materials are exported from the site, subject to all of the following conditions: 

(1) AU required permits for the construction, landscaping, or related land 
improvements have been approved by a public agency in accordance with applicable provisions 
of state law and locally adopted plans and o r d i c e s ,  including, but not li i ted to, the 
California Environmental Quality Act (DCEQA". Public Resources Code, Division 13, 521000 
et seq.). 

(2) The approval of'the construction project included consideration of 
the onsite excavation and onsite earthmoving activities pursuant to CEQA. 

(3) The approved construction project is consistent with the general plan or zoning of 
the site. 

(4) Surplus materials shall not be exported from the site unless and until actual 
construction work has commenced and shall cease if it is determined that construction 
activities have terminated, have been indefhtely suspended, or are no longer being actively 
pursued. 

(c) Operation of a plant site used for mineral processing, including associated onsite 
structures, esuipment, machines, tools, or other materials, including the onsite stockpiling and . - -  
onsite recovery of mined materials, subject to all of the following conditions: 

(1) The plant site is located on lands designated for industrial or commercial uses in 
the general plan. 

(2) The plant site is located on lands zoned industrial or commercial, or are contained 
within a zoning category intended exclusively for industrial activities by the -. 
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(3) None of the rninerals being processed are being extracted onsite. 

(4) All reclamation work has been completed pursuant to the approved Reclamation 
Plan for any mineral extraction activities that occurred onsite after January 1, 1976. 

(d) Prospecting for, or the extraction of, minerals for wmmerciai purposes and the 
removal of overburden in total amounts of less than 1,000 cubic yards in any one location of 
one acre or less. 

(e) Surface mining operations that are required by federal law in order to protect a 
mining claim, if those operations are conducted solely for that purpose. 

(f)  Any other surface mining operations that the State M i  and Geology Board 
determines to be of an infrequent nature and which involve odly minor surface disturbances. 1 

(g) The solar evaporation of sea water or bay water for the production of salt and 
related minerals. 

(h) Emergency excavations or grading conducted by the Department of Water 
Resources or the Reclamation Board for the purpose of averting, alleviating, repairing, or 
restoring damage to property due to imminent or recent floods, disasters, or other 
emergencies. 

(i) Road construction and maintenance for timber or forest operations if the land is 
owned by the same person or entity, and if the excavation is conducted adjacent to timber or 
forest operation roads. This exemption is only available if slope stability and erosion are 
controlled in accordance with Board regulations and, upon closure of the site, the person 

I 
closing the site implements, where necessary, revegetation measures and postclosure uses in 
consultation with the Department of Forestry and F ie  Protection. This exemption does not 

I 
apply to onsite excavation or grading that occurs within 100 feet of a Class One watercourse 
or 75 feet of a Class Two watercourse, or to excavations for materials that are, or have been, 1 

I 
sold for commercial purposes. 

55.0 Vested BiehfS 

No person who obtained a vested right to conduct surface mining operations prior to 
January 1, 1976, shall be required to secure a pennit to mine, so long as the vested right 
continues and as long as no substantial changes have been made in the operation except in 
accordance with SMARA, State regulations, and this Chapter. Where a person with vested 
rights has continued surface mining in the same area subsequent to January 1, 1976, he shall 
obtain approval of a Reclamation Plan covering the mined lands disturbed by 
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such subsequent surface mining. In those cases where an overlap exists (in the horizontal 
andlor vertical sense) between pre- and post-Act mining, the Reclamation Plan shall call for 
reclamation proportional to that disturbance caused by the mining after the effective date of the 
Act (January 1, 1976). 

All other requirements of State law and this Chapter shall apply to vested mining 
operations. 

W e :  Seaion 5.0 may be clindnated in jurisdictions processing only posr-Act mining op&ation applications.) 

06.0 Process 

(a) Applications for a Site Approval or Reclamation Plan for surface mining or land 
reclamation projects shall be made on fqms provided by the Planning Department. Said 
application shall be filed in accord with this Chapter and procedures to be established by the 
Planning Director. The forms for Reclamation Plan applications shall require, at a m u m ,  
each of the elements required by SMARA ($2772-2773) andState regulations, and any other 
requirements deemed necessary to facilitate an expeditious and fair evaluation of the proposed 
Reclamation Plan, to be established at the diietion of the Planning Director. As many copies 
of the Site Approval application as may be required by the Planning W i t o r  shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department. 

(b) As many copies of a Reclamation Plan application as may be required shall be 
submitted in conjunction with all applications for Site Approvals for surface mining 
operations. For surface mining operations that are exempt from a Site Approval pursuant to 
this Chapter, the Reclamation Plan application shall include information concerning the mining 
operation that is required for processing the Reclamation Plan. All documentation for the 
Reclamation Plan shall be submitted to the CitvlCounn, at one time. 

(c) Applications shall include all required environmental review forms and information 
prescribed by the Planning Director. 

(d) Upon completion of the environmental review procedure and filing of all 
documents required by the Planning Director, consideration of the Site Approval or 
Reclamation Plan for the proposed or existing surface mine shall be completed pursuant to 
Section - of the Code at a public hearing before the Planning Commission, 
and pursuant to Section 2774 of the Public,Resources Code. 

(e) Within thirty (30) days of acceptance of an application for a Site Approval for 
surface minine ooerations andlor a Reclamation Plan as comolete. the Planuinp, Department - .  - - 
shall notify the State Department of Conservation of the filin;! of the application(s). Whenever 
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-6 
mining. operations are proposed in the 100-year flood plain of any stream, as shown in Zone A 
of the Flood Insurance Rate Maps issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and 
within one mile, upstream or downstream, of any state highway bridge, the Planning 
Department shall also notify the State Department of Transportation that the application has 
been received. 

(f) The Planning Department shall process the application(s) through environmental 
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quaiity Act (Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et seq.) and the .CintlCoumv's environmental review guidelines. 

(g) Subsequent to the appropriate environmen*ll review, the Planning Department shall 
prepare a staff report with recommendations for consideration by the Planning Commission. 

(h) The Planning Commission shall hold at least one noticed public hearing on the Site 
Approval andlor Reclamation Plan. 

(i) Prior to final approval of a '&clamation Plan, financial assurances (as provided in 
this Chapter), or any amendments to the Reclamation Plan or existing financial assurances, the 
Planning Commission shall certify to the State Department of Conservation that the 
Reclamation Plan andlor fioanciai assurance complies with the applicable requirements of State 
law, and submit the plan, assurance, or amendments to the State Department of Conservation 
for review. The Planning Commission may conceptually approve the Reclamation Plan and 
financial assurance before submittal to the State Department of conservation. If a Site 
Approval is being processed concurrently with the Reclamation Plan, the Planning 
Commission may simultaneously also conceptually approve the Site Approval. However, the 
Planning Commission may defer action on the Site Approval until taking f d  action on the 
Reclamation Plan and financial assurances. If necessary to comply with permit processing 
deadlines, the P1-g Commission may conditionally approve the Site Approval with the 
condition that the Planning Department shall not issue the Site Approval for the mining 
operations until cost estimates for f i c i a l  assurances have been reviewed by the State 
Department of Conservation and fml  action has been taken on the Reclamation Plan and 
fmc ia l  assurances. 

Pursuant to PRC 52774(d), the State Department of ~onkervation shall be given 30 
days to review and comment on the Reclamation Plan and 45 days to review and comment on 
the financial assurance. The Planning Commission shall evaluate written comments received, 
if any, from the State Department of Conservation during the comment periods. Staff shall 
prepare a written response describing the disposition of the major issues raised by the State for 
the Planning Cofnmission's approval. In particular, when the Planning Commission's position 
is at variance with the recommendations and objections raised in the State's comments, the 
written response shall address, in detail, why specific comments and suggestions were not 
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accepted. Copies of any written comments received and responses prepared by the Planning 
Commission shall be promptly forwarded to the operatorlapplicant. 

6) The Planning Commission shall then take action to approve, conditionally approve, 
or deny the Site Approval andlor Reclamation Plan, and to approve the financial assurances 
pursuant to PRC $2770(d). 

(k) The Planning Department shall forward a copy of each approved Site Approval for 
mining operations andlor approved Reclamation Plan, and a copy of the approved f m c i a l  
assurances to the State Department of Consewation. Bv Julv 1 of each vear. the Pianning . . . . - 
Department shall submit t i  the State Department of Consewation for each active or idle 
m&ng operation a copy of the Site ~ ~ i r o v a l  or Reclamation Plan amendments, as applicable, 
or a statement that there have been no changes during the previous year. 

(a) All Reclamation Plans shall comply with the provisions of SMARA ($2772 and 
$2773) and State regulations (CCR $3500-3505). Reclamation Plans approved after January 
15, 1993, Reclamation Plans for proposed new mining operations, and any substantial 
amendments to previously approved Reclamation Plans, shall also comply with the 
requirements for reclamation performance standards (CCR $3700-3713). 

(b) The may impose additional performance standards as developed 
either in review of individual projects, as warranted, or through the formulation and adoption - 
of standards. 

(c) Reclamation activities shall be initiated at the earliest possible time on those 
portions of the mined lands that will not be subject to further disturbance. Interim reclamation 
may also be required for mined lands that have been disturbed and that may be disturbed again 
in future operations. Reclamation may be done on an annual basis, in stages compatible with 
continuing operations, or on completion of all excavation, removal, or fill, as approved by the 
-. Each phase of reclamation shall be specifically described in the Reclamation 
Plan and shall include (a) the beginning and expected ending dates for each phase; @) all 
reclamation activities required; (c) criteria for measuring completion of specific reclamation 
activities; and (d) estimated costs for completion of each phase of reclamation. 

The person submitting the Reclamation Plan shall sign a statement accepting 
res~onsibilitv for reclaiming the mined lands in accordance with the Reclamation Plan. Said . - 
statement shall be kept by the Planning Depamnent in the mining operation's permanent 
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record. Upon sale or transfer of the operation, the new operator shall submit a signed 
statement of responsibility to the Planning Department for plaqment in the permanent record. 

(a) Site Approvals. In addition to any fmdings required by the Citv/Counot 
Code, Site Approvals for surface mining operations shall include a findimg that 

the project complies with the provisions of SMARA and State regulations. 

(b) Reclamation Plans. For Reclamation Plans, the followiing findings shall be 
required: 

(1) That the Reclamation Plan complies with SMARA Sections 2772 and 2773, and 
any other applicable provisions; 

(2) That the Reclamation Plan complies with applicable requirements of State 
regulations (CCR $3500-3505, and 53700-3713). 

(3) That the Reclamation Plan and potential use of reclaimed land pursuant to the plan 
are consistent with this Chapter and the General Plan and any applicable 
resource plan or element. 

(4) That the Reclamation Plan has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA and the 
environmental review guidelines, and all si-cant adverse impacts from 

reclamation of the surface mining operations are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

(5) That the land andlor resources such as water bodies to be reclaimed will be 
restored to a condition that is compatible with, and blends in with, the surrounding natural 
environment, topography, and other resources, or that suitable off-site development will 
compensate for related disturbance to resource values. 

(6) That the Reclamation Plan will restore the mined lands to a usable condition which 
is readily adaptable for alternative land uses consistent with the General Plan and applicable 
resource plan. 

(7) That a written response to the State ~e&ent of Conservation has been 
prepared, describing the disposition of major issues raised by that Department. Where the 
CjtvlCounor's position is at variance with the recommendations and objections raised by the 
State Department of Conservation, said response shall address, in detail, why specific 
comments and suggestions were not accepted. 
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(a) TO ensure that reclamation will proceed in accordance with the approved 
Reclamation Plan, the shall require as a condition of approval security which 
will be released upon satisfactory performance. The applicant may pose security in the form 
of a surety bond, trust fund, irrevocable letter of credit from an accredited financial institution, 
or other method acceptable to the and the State M i g  and Geology Board as 
specified in State regulations, and which the reasonably determines are adequate 
to perform reclamation in accordance with the surface mining operation's approved 
Reclamation Plan. F i c i a l  assurances shall be made payable to the of 

and the State Department of Conse~ation. 

(b) F i c i a l  assurances will be required to ensure compliance with elements of the 
Reclamation Plan, including but not l i t e d  to, revegetation and landscaping requirements, 
restoration of aquatic or wildlife habitat, restoration of water bodies and water quality, slope 
stability and erosion and drainage control, disposal of hazardous materials, and other 
measures, if necessary. 

(c) Cost estimates for the fmcia l  assurance shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to the operator securing f i c i a l  assurances. The 
Planning Director shall forward a copy of the cost estimates, together with any documentation 
received supporting the amount of the cost estimates, to the State Department of Conservation 
for review. If the State Department of Conservation does not comment within 45 days of 
receipt of these estimates, it shall be assumed that the cost estimates are adequate, unless the 
!3&K&my has reason to determine that additional costs may be incurred. The Planning 
Director shall have the discretion to approve the financial assurance if it meets the 
requirements of this Chapter, SMARA, and State regulations. 

(d) The amount of the financial assurance shall be based upon the estimated costs of 
reclamation for the years or phases stipulated in the approved Reclamation Plan, including any 
maintenance of reclaimed areas as may be required, subject to adjustment for the actual 
amount required to reclaim lands disturbed by surface mining activities since 
January 1, 1976, and new lands to be disturbed by surface mining activities in the upcoming 
year. Cost estimates shall be prepared by a California registered Professional Engineer andlor 
other similarly licensed and qualified professionals retained by the operator and approved by 
the Planning Director. The estimated amount of the financial assurance shall be based on an 
analysis of physical activities necessary to implement the approved Reclamation Plan, the unit 
costs for each of these activities, the number of units of each of these activities, and the actual 
administrative costs. Financial assurances to ensure compliance with revegetation, restoration 
of water bodies, restoration of aquatic or wildlife habitat, and any other applicable element of 
the approved Reclamation Plan shall be based upon cost estimates that include but may not be 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



limited to labor, equipment, materials, mobilization of equipment, administration, and 
reasonable profit by a commercial operator other than the ~ermittee. A contineencv factor of - .  
ten percent<l0%) shall be added tothe cost of financial ksurances. 

(e) In projecting the costs of financial assurances, it shall be assumed without 
prejudice or insinuation that the surface mining operation could be abandoned by the operator 
and, consequently, the l&fQu&y or State Department of Conservation may need to 
contract with a third party commercial company for reclamation of the site. 

(0 The f m c i a l  assurances shall remain in effect for the duration of the surface 
mining operation and any additional period until reclamation is completed (including any 
maintenance required). 

(g) The amount of financial assurances required of a surface mining operation for any 
one year shall be adjusted annually to account for new lands disturbed by surface mining 
operations, inflation, and reclamation of lands accomplished in accordance with the approved 
Reclamation Plan. The financial assurances shall include estimates to cover reclamation for 
existing conditions and anticipated activities during the upcoming year, excepting that the 
pennittee may not claim credit for reclamation scheduled for completion during the coming 
Year. 

(h) Revisions to fmncial assurances shall be submitted to the Planning Director each 
year prior to the anniversary date for approval of the financial assurances. The financial 
assurance shall cover the cost of existing disturbance and anticipated activities for the next 
calendar year, including any required interim reclamation. If revisions to the financial 
assurances are not required, the operator shall explain, in writing, why revisions are not 
required. 

(a) Within 90 days of a surface mining operation becoming idle, the operator shall 
submit to the Planning Department a proposed Interim Management Plan (IMP). The 
proposed IMP shall fully comply with the requirements of SMARA, including but not limited 
to all Site Approval conditions, and shall provide measures the operator will implement to 
maintain the site in a stable condition, taking into consideration public health and safety. The 
proposed IMP shall be submitted on forms provided by the Planning Department, and shall be 
processed as an amendment to the Reclamation Plan. IMPS shall not be considered a project. 
for the purposes of environmental review. 

(b) Financial assurances for idle operations shall be maintained as though the operation 
were active, or as otherwise approved through the idle mine's IMP. 
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(c) Upon receipt of a complete proposed IMP, the Planning Department shall forward 
the IMP to the State Department of Conservation for re~iew. The IMP shall be submitted to 
the State Department ofconservation at least 30 days prior to approval by the Planning 
Commission. 

(d) Within 60 days of receipt of the proposed IMP, or a longer period mutually agreed 
upon by the Planning Director and the operator, the Planning Commission shall review and 
approve or deny the IMP in accordance with this Chapter. The operator shall have thirty (30) 
days, or a longer period mutually agreed upon by the operator and the Planning Director, to 
submit a revised IMP. The Planning Commission shall approve or deny the revised IMP 
within sixty (60) days of receipt. If the Planning Commission denies the revised IMP, the 
operator may appeal that action to the p. 

(e) The IMP may remain in effect for a period not to exceed five years, at which time 
the Planning Commission may renew the IMP for another period not to exceed five years, or 
require the surface mining operator to commence reclamation in accordance with its approved 
Reclamation Plan. 

Surface mining operators shall forward an annual surface mining report to the State 
Department of Conservation and to the Planning Department on a date 
established bv the State De~artment of Conservation. won forms furnished bv the State 
M i g  and Geology ~ o a r d :  New mining operatio& skill file an initial surface mining report 
and any applicable filing fees with the State Department of Conservation within 30 days of 
permit approval, or before commencement of operations, whichever is sooner. Any applicable - fees, together with a copy of the annual inspection report, shall be forwarded to the State 

- Department of Conservation at the time of filing the annual surface mining report. 

d 

$13.0 In- 
.\ 

The Planning Department shall mange for inspection of a surface mining operation * within six months of receipt of the Annual Report required in Section 12, to determine 
whether the surface mining operation is in compliance with the approved Site Approval andlor 
Reclamation Plan, approved financial assurances, and State regulations. In no event shall less 
than one inspection be conducted in any calendar year. Said inspections may be made by a 
state-registered geologist, state-registered civil engineer, state-licensed landscape architect, or 
state-registered forester, who is experienced in land reclamation and who has not been 
employed by the mining operation in any capacity during the previous 12 months, or other 
qualified specialists, as selected by the Planning Director. All inspections shall be conducted 
using a form approved and provided by the State Mining and Geology Board. 
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The Planning Department shall notify the State Depament of Conservation within 
thirty (30) days of completion of the inspection that said inspection has been conducted, and 
shall forward a copy of said inspection notice and any supporting documemtion to the mining 
operator. The operator shall be solely responsible for the reasonable cost of such inspection. 

514.0 violations and P e  

If the Planning Wuector, based upon an annual inspection or otherwise confirmed by an 
inspection of the mining operation, determines that a surface mining operation is not in 
complice with this Chapter, the applicable Site Approval, any required permit andlor the 
Reclamation Plan, the shall follow the procedures set forth in Public Resources 
Code, Sections 2774.1 and 2774.2 concerning violations and penalties, as well as those 
provisions of the Development Code for revocation andlor abandonment of a 
Site Approval which are not preempted by SMARA. 

Any person aggrieved by an act or determination of the Planning Depamnent in the 
exercise of the authority granted herein, shall have the right to appeal to the Planning 
Commission or the p, whichever is the next higher 
authority. An appeal shall be filed on forms provided, withii fifteen (15) calendar days after 
the rendition, in writing, of the appealed decision. 

W e :  Section 15.0 should be appropriately modijred to reflect ka l  appealprocedures. This lan#uage har been 
provided only as a "placeholder" for such prwin'om.) 

The !XyICounty shall establish such fees as it deems necessary to cover the 
reasonable costs incurred in implementing this Chapter and the State regulations, including but 
not limited to, processing of applications, annual reports, inspections, monitoring, 
enforcement and compliance. Such fees shall be paid by the operator, as required by the 
-, at the time of filing of the Site Approval application, Reclamation Plan 
application, and at such other times as are determined by the Citv/Countv to be appropriate in 
order to ensure that all reasonable costs of implementing this Chapter are borne by the mining 
operator. 
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Mine development is encouraged in compatible areas before encroachment of 
conflicting uses. Mineral resource areas that have been classified by the State Department of 
Conservation's Division of Mies and Geology or designated by the State M i g  and Geology 
Board, as well as existing surface mining operations that remain in compliance with the 
provisions of this Chapter, shall be protected from intrusion by incompatible land uses that 
may impede or preclude mineral extraction or processing, to the extent possible for 
consistency with the General Plan. 

In accordance with PRC 82762, the ._CitvlCounor's General Plan and resource maps 
will be updated to reflect mineral information (classification andlor designation reports) within 
12 months of receipt from the State Mining and Geology Board of such information. Land use 
decisions within the _CitvlCowntv will be guided by information provided on the location of 
identified mineral resources of regional significance. conservation and potential development 

w of idenW~ed mineral resource areas will be considered and encouraged. Recordation on 
property titles of the presence of important mineral resources within the identified mineral 
resource areas may be encouraged as a condition of approval of any development project in the 
impacted area. Prior to approving a use that would otherwise be incompatible with mineral 
resource protection, conditions of approval may be applied to encroaching development 
projects to minimize potential conflicts. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this Chapter is for any reason 
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, it 
shall not affect the remaining portions of this Chapter. 

$19.0 Effective Da& 

This Chapter shall take effect thirty (30) days following its adoption. 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 . , 
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LETTER 2: DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, STATE MINING AND GEOLOGY 
BOARD 

Response to  Comment 2-1 : 

Thank you for your letter. Staff agrees with the description of what transpired as a result 
of the committee meeting on April 16th, however, a final determination regarding the 
applicability of SMARA to the CCRMP has yet to be made. An ordinance to regulate in- 
channel activities will be prepared following consideration of the OCMP, CCRMP, and long- 
term surface mining applications. This is in accordance with the schedule for the OCMP 
and CCRMP set forth in the work plan attached to Board of Supervisor's Resolution 94-82. 
At that time, if the CCRMP and CClP are determined to be subject to the requirements of 
SMARA, then an in-stream mining ordinance will be prepared and submitted to the State 
Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) for review. 

Staff disagrees that the proposed ordinance does not require County permits for off- 
channel surface mining operations. Section 104.301 states: "Unless otherwise provided 
in this article, no person shall conduct off-channel surface mining operations unless a 
surface mining permit has been approved in accordance with this chapter." Similarly, 
Section 10-5.301 requires the following: "Unless otherwise provided in this article, no 
person shall conduct surface mining operations within the unincorporated area of the 
County unless a reclamation plan has been approved and adequate financial assurances 
have been submitted, in accordance with this chapter." The only exceptions to these 
requirements are those that are allowed under SMARA. In addition, Section 104.419 
states: "Operators shall obtain any and all permits and approvals required by other 
agencies having jurisdiction over the proposed mining operations and shall provide copies 
to the County." Staff believes that these provisions are consistent with the requirements 
of SMARA and fulfill the County's responsibility as lead agency. 

Staff disagrees with the need to revisit language concerning financial assurances. The 
reference is to Section 10-5.712 of the Surface Mining Reclamation Ordinance, which 
describes the factors to be taken into consideration in determining the operator's 
responsibility for financial assurances following a natural disaster. This language was 
taken from Resolution 92-24 of the SMGB, which was adopted in response to a request 
for direction by a lead agency. The provision was included by staff in order to assure 
conformity of the County ordinance with State policy. This information has been discussed 
with John Parrish, Executive Director of the SMGB, who has informed the County that the 
comment should be considered withdrawn. 

Response to Comment 2-2: 

Staff agrees with the need to reference the SMGB reclamation in the County Surface 
Mining Reclamation Ordinance. Section 10-5.501 states: 
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"This article sets forth minimum acceptable practices to be followed in 
reclamation operations to implement this general standard. These minimum 
acceptable standards shall be considered and discussed in every 
reclamation plan approved pursuant to this chapter. In addition, the 
minimum statewide reclamation practices and standards set forth in the 
Regulations shall also be considered and discussed in every reclamation 
plan approved pursuant to this chapter. These standards shall be followed 
in addition to any other conditions of approval or regulations imposed on the 
surface mining permit." (emphasis added) 

The term "Regulations" is defined in Section 10-5.217 as the State Mining and Geology 
Board Reclamation Regulations. This provision is reinforced in Section 10-5.601, which 
describes the necessary contents for a reclamation plan application. Subsection (a).(6) 
requires: "Separate sections demonstrating compliance of the proposal with each 
minimum performance standard set forth in the Regulations and Article 5 of this chapter." 
Staff believes that these requirements are consistent with SMARA and fulfill the County's 
responsibility as lead agency. 

Since the time that this letter was submitted, the SMGB has distributed a copy of the 
adopted Model SMARA Ordinance. After review of the final version, staff believes that the 
County Mining and Reclamation Ordinances are consistent with the state model ordinance. 
The Board's assistance is appreciated. 
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YOLO COUNTY 
AGGREGATE 
PRODUCERS 
ASSQPCPATPOPi 

624 COURT STREET . WOSDLAND . CA . 95635 

TO: Mr. David Momson, Resource Management Coordinator 
FROM: Yolo County Aggregate Producer's Association 
SUBJECT: Comments on DEIR - Off-Channel Mining Plan 
DATE: May 6,1996 

- 
The Yolo County Aggregate Producers Associatiin (YCAPA) has reviewed the 
Draft EIR for the Off-Channel Mining Plan (OCMP) for Lower Cache Creek and 
offer the following comments. Our comments are indexed by page and section 
number corresponding to the page and section numbers found in the Draft EIR. 
Please call Anthony Russo, YCAPA President, if you have questions or need 
clarification about any of our comments.. 

1. Sections 1 .I, Introduction and 3.1 Proiect Description. We suggest that 
the Final ElR include a simple summary acreage table to help the reader quickly 
understand how the various acreage figures used throughout the document are 
derived. Please see the example below: 

ACREAGE SUMMARY 
Acreage to be Mined During 30 Year Permit 221 1 
Borrow Area to Facilitate Reclamation 45 
Total 30 Year Acreage Affected by Mining and Reclamation 2256 
Reserve Acreage for Mining (Years 31-50) 676 
Total 50 Year Acreage Affected by Mining and Reclamation 2932 

Acreage to be Mined During 30 Year Period *;;q I Reserve Acreage for Mining (Years 31 -50) 
Total 50 Year Mining Acreage 2887 

2. Sections 1.2 and 1.5, lntroduction. We recommend that line 10 in 
I 

paragraph one under the Section heading 1.2 have reference to Chapter 5.0 
added at the end of the parenthetical reference to the environmentally superior 
alternative. We also recommend that the description of the contents of chapter 
5.0, found at the top of page 1-7, have reference to the environmentally superior 
alternative added. 

- 
3. Section 2.2, Areas of Controversy. Although Section 2.2 refers to the 
interpretation of Net Gain as an area of controversy we do not find adequate 
discussion of this topic in the DEIR. The original concept and definition of Net 
Gain should be reported along with the justification for any subsequent 
modifications. We recommend that a page or section number reference be given 
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following the Net Gain reference and each of the other listings in Section 2.2 so 
that the reader can find the relevant discussion. 

A copy of the original "no net loss" concept, prepared by Sandy McLellan, which 
later evolved to the "net gain" idea, is attached. Also attached is a May 1992 
analysis of the original net gain concept. Please see Attachments A and B. The 
current interpretation of net gain being used in the OCMP seems to differ 
substantially from the original intent. - 
4. Page 34,  Heading Proiect Location. This paragraph describes the 
CCRMP ~lannina area as eaual to the in-channel area of the creek svstem with I 
the boundary to said systemrdefined by the 100 year flood elevation described in 
the U.S. Army Corps Westside Tributaries Study. This study is out of date and 
is superseded by the detailed 100 Year flood analyses provided as part of the 
Off-Channel Minina a~~lications. A more accurate boundaw for ournoses of the I 34 . . 
OCMP DEIR and figure 3.2-4 would be defined by deleting reference to the I 
Westside ~ributaries Study and rewriting the sentence beginning at line four to 
read as follows: 'The ~lannina area for the CCRMP is eaual to the in-channel I 
area of the creek system, as iefined by the present channel bank line, or the 
current 100 year flood elevation, whichever is wider". 

- 
5. Page 3-10, Paraara~h 2. Line 8. The brief discussion of the 30 year 
mining term and its purpose does not include reference to the possibility that . . 

permits may need to be renewed or extended to allow continued work in the 
event the acreaae or minina tonnaae has not been de~leted bv the end of a 30 
year term. A more complete statement at this location'would read as follows: 
"The OCMP also recommends a 30-year term for offchannel mining permits, in 
order to address the issue of vested rights and to allow for periodic review, 
update and possible renewal of permits, for up to 20 additional years, if 
necessary". - 

6. Page 4.2-19, Paraara~h 3. The brief statement about rezoning the 
channel to Open Space leaves the reader with no understanding as to how the 
in-channel area will continue to be maintained. A more complete statement 
would read as follows: "Since commercial mining would not be allowed within the 3-6 
channel, and the County is considering rezoning the channel to Open Space, 
this subsection would be deleted. Inchannel extraction for stream maintenance 
purposes would be implemented through the open space provisions of the 
CCRMP". 1 
7. Page 4.2-26, Bottom of Daae. The final statement on this page suggests 
that implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-4a and 4.4-3a would reduce the 
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Page 3 

impact of non-consistency with the Water Board's Basin Plan. Please clarify how 3-7 
the implementation of these measures would accomplish the implied mitigation. I - 
8. Page 4.2-32, Fiaure 4.2-1. This figure shows growth management study 
areas for Es~arto, Madison and Yolo: it does not delineate the actual soheres of 1 34 
influence. ~t;e map title is misleading. 

9. Page 4.2-36, Impact 4.2-8, Heading Draft OCMP etc. Please refer to 
comment number 4, above. The reader would better understand the reference to 
adoption of a new creek boundary if the definition were to be repeated here in 
the form of a new fourth sentence reading as follows: 'The new channel 
boundary would be equal to the existing channel bank line or the current 100 
year flood line, whichever is wider". 

Aggregate conveyors will need to cross the creek in some instances to carry 
aggregate from extraction sites to process plants. The original fourth sentence in 
this section would be more accurate if it read as follows: ''The only permanent 
structures within the new creek boundary would be limited to existing power line 
towers, access roads (which would be protected), levees (which may be 
removed or breached to restore the flood plain) and aggregate conveyors". - 
10. Page 4.3-3, Paraara~h 1. There is no basis given in the DElR for the 
speculative statement that subsidence of the ground surface east of the 

I 
Dunnigan Hills in the vicinity of Woodland is likely related to high rates of 1 3-10 
groundwater withdrawal. Ground water level hydrographs in Woodland show no 
perennial declining trend. 

I 
11. Page 4.3-5, Table 4.3-1 and Text re CRSBBZ. The CRSBBZ does not 
belong in Table 4.3-5 along with established faults since it currently has the 1 
status of being a potential fault. Research is continuing. This fault has not been 
placed on the State of California Geoloaic M ~ D  and there are still outstandina I - 
questions about its activity. - 
12. Page 4.3-7, Bottom Paraara~h. There is no Capay Creek - the reference 
needs to be changed to read "Cache Creek". 1 
13. Page 4.3-15, Bottom Paraara~h. Capay dam may have had some historic 
effect on downstream sediment reduction but field investigation reveals that the 
creek bed is currently level with the spillway. Therefore, Capay dam does not 
currently have the capacity to act as a sediment trap. 1 
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14. Page 4.3-17, Heading Channel Stability. The reference to work by 
Cunninaham Enaineers was most recentlv completed in 1995 -not 1993. Work 1 3-14 
dated 1995 was also contributed by ~urr&,  ~ u m s  and Kienlen Engineers. _] 
15. Page 4.3-27, Performance Standard 2.5-21. This standard would require 
that erosion control seedinn be "established" on slopes prior to November 1 1 
each year. We recommendthat the wording be revised to require that erosion 
control seeding "occur" or "be installed" prior to November 1 since 
"establishment" suggests a much earlier planting sequence which would 
interfere with mining. ! 3-15 - 
16. Page 4.3-30, Performance Standard 2.5-17. The standard does not 
clearly state that it applies to runoff from reclaimed lands. This standard would 1 9-16 
be more easily understood if it read: 'Storm water runoff from reclaimed mining 
areas ..." 

modifications should be evaluated based on criteria contained in the in-stream 

I - 
17. Page 4.3-38, Action 4.4-3. This action item suggests that the off-channel 

plan. Cross reference between two plans is inconvenient. A stronger approach 
can be achieved by using the same definition for the channel boundary (See 
Comment 4, above) for both the in-stream and off-channel plans, and, making 
offchannel evaluation criteria part of the offchannel plan. 

in-stream channel maintenance procedures must be established so that 

I 3-l7 

18. Page 4.3-38, Performance Standard 4.51. The 100 year flood protection 
line will be established upon approval of the off-channel mining plans. However, 

increased flood risk does not occur and the 100 year flood line does not become 
a moving target with the potential to invalidate the off-channel mining setbacks. 
The term "protection" needs to be clarified so as to define the amount of 
freeboard required above the 100 year flood line. 

19. Page 4.3-38, Performance Standard 4.5-3. This standard is not clearly 
written. The intent seems to be that off-channel mining would be acceptable 

I 3-18 

when a properly engineered levee, a minimum of 200 feet wide, and constructed 
to provide 100 year flood protection, is located at or beyond the Test 3 line. This 
needs to be clarified. 1 3-19 

The DElR authors propose a list of bulleted items following the initial statement 
of this performance standard. These bulleted items carry over onto page 4.3-39. 
Mining applications have been submitted pursuant to this performance standard, 
prior to.the amendments recommended by the DElR authors, with the 
understanding that this standard has been adequately addressed and no 
additional studies are required. This needs to be confirmed. - 
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20. Page 4.4-3, Headina Surface Water. Paraaraoh 3. The text is not clear 
regarding diversions. Indian Valley Dam was constructed to store water on the I 
n&h fork of Cache Creek for subsequent release down the channel and 
diversion at Capay Dam. Clarification is needed regarding what is meant by the 
discussion of diversions of Cache Creek at Indian Valley Dam and at an earthen 
dam at Rumsey. 

21. Page 4.4-6, Top of Paae. The thickest deposits occur several miles west I 

of the Plainfieid Ridge, west of Interstate 505; the thinnest deposits occur on I 
I 

immediately west of the Plainfield Ridge. 
I 

22. Page 4.4-10, Paraaraoh 3. Limited historical data suggest that TDS 
concentrations in the OCMP area have been consistently below the state 1 

I 
recommended 500 mgll secondary drinking water standard for TDS and notably 3-22 
better than some other nearby areas such as Capay Valley and Davis. The 
statement that groundwater quality in the western portion of the valley is typically 

I 
poorer than elsewhere needs to be qualified so that the reader knows what I 
areas are being compared. 1 
23. Page 4.4-15, Table 4.4-2. Footnotes 1 and 2 appear to be reversed. 7 3-23 I 

I 

24. Page 4.4-15, Paraaraoh 1. SWTR provisions apply to groundwater if it is 
considered under the influence of surface water. Municipal wells in the vicinity of 
the mining project area are not near enough to surface water supplies to be 8-24 
considered under the influence of surface water, therefore the SWTR does not 
apply. Statements about ground water being considered surface water are 
misleading. 1 i - 
25. Page 4.4-18, Paraaraph 2. A delineation of the current 100 year flood line 
has been provided to Yolo County for each of the five, off-channel mining 
applications. It is incumbent upon the County staff to forward this information to 

j 3-25 I , 
FEMA in a timely manner to assist in the updating of FIRM maps. 

26. Page 4.4-18, Paraaraohs 3 and 4. References to Figure 4.4-7 should 
actually be to Figure 4.48. Although people commonly refer to the "chipped tea I 
cup theory", Woodward-Clyde originated this as an analogy to illustrate the 
relationship between lowering the thalweg elevation and its effect on potential 
groundwater storage. This analogy was not intended to illustrate the basic 
concept of a gaining reach of a creek. 

13-26 \ 
1 

27. Page 4.4-20, Topic State Reclamation Board Policv #I. This policy is not 347 
clearly written in the context of the OCMP. Clarification needs to be added in the 1 
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EIR to specify whether the setback applies to the land side or creek side toe of a 
Reclamation Board levee. The reference to setbacks from adjacent property I 3-27 . .  - 
lines does not indicate where such property lines are locatedrelative to 
Reclamation Board jurisdiction. - 
28. Page 4.4-20, Topic State Reclamation Board Policv #2. The statement 1 3-28 
most likely refers to the land side of a levee; not a landslide. 

29. Page 4.4-22, Topic Flood Ordinance. The Flood Ordinance Development 
Permit provision needs to be incorporated into the OCMP review and approval 

as part of the off-channel mining permit applications provide information that 

] 3-29 process so that a separate permit procedure is not retained. information required 

addresses the ordinance objectives. 

30. Page 4.4-23, Heading Impact 4.4-1. first Daraaravh. line two. The 
reference to Figure 4.48 is incorrect. The relevant figure is number 4.4-9. 

] 3-30 
31. Page 4.4-26, Mid-paae. The speculative discussion of low permeability 
zones leading to the emernence of groundwater as surface flow is misleadinn 1 - 
and fails to recognize thatihe cache Creek system effectively infiltrates all 
stream flow (under low flow conditions) immediately downstream of Plainfield 
Ridge. Groundwater discharges into the perennially gaining reach above the 
Plainfield Ridge are effectively recaptured by the groundwater basin now; and 
that would be expected to continue for any other groundwater discharged to the 
channel. 

32. Page 4.4-29, Performance Standard 3.5-1. The suggested expansion of 
this performance standard specifies that analyses of off-site groundwater level 
impacts be limited to MODFLOW model simulations. There are other public and 
proprietary model codes which could be equally applicable. Specifying one 1 
currently available model code is overly restrictive considering that mhing 
operations may span several decades during an era where available analytic I 
tools are rapidly evolving. / 3-32 
There is no support or justification for the recommended standard that two (2) 
feet of water level chanae would be considered sianificant. BY discussing this 

I - - -  

standard in the same sentence with ''well failure" the reader h given an improper 
impression that the two might be linked. The term "well failure" is not defined in 
the DElR but in common usage is means some type of collapse or other 
catastrophic changes which precludes use of the well. A two (2) foot change in 
water depth in a well will not cause well failure. Consider the fact that seasonal 
fluctuation in the groundwater level routinely ranges from 20 to 40 feet without 
well failure. 
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The recommended mitigation measures following this recommended standard 
are not realistic. One alternative, well redesign, is not necessary to mitigate for 
water level change in a well. A two foot water level change in a well will cause 
no effective change in the pump performance (due to the performance 
characteristics of deepwell turbine pumps) and therefore there will be no change 
in the discharge capacity from a well. The second alternative, well relocation, is 
totally inappropriate given the existing seasonal fluctuations already noted 
above. - 
33. Page 4.4-29, Performance Standard 3.5-17. This performance standard 393 
refers to wet pit mining. The words "wet pit" need to be inserted in front of the 
word "miningM. I 
34. Page 4.4-30, Heading Impact 4.4-2. ~arasrra~h one. This paragraph is 
clear. A recommended revision would read "Mining below the water table 
in the creation of wet pits, which have a potential for groundwater degradation 
because wet pit mining allows the gmundwater to be exposed at its surface". 

35. Page 4.4-30, Paraaraoh 2. The listing of potential sources of water quality 
degradation associated with wet pit mining includes bioaccumulation of mercury 3-35 
in flora and fauna, yet the subsequent discussion is limited to fauna. Note also , . 

that the reference to Impact 4.3-3 should be 4.4-3. 1. 
36. Page 4.4-31, Heading OCMP and lm~lementina Ordinances. Line six lists 3-36 
the types of mining equipment that may be operated. Dredges need to be added 
to the list. 1 

1 
37. Page 4.4-35, Performance Standard 3.5-6. Both paragraphs one and two 
need to be amended by inserting "wet pit" before the word "mining". See 1 
comment 33, above. 

The suggested expansion of performance standard 3.5-6 specifies that capture 
zone analyses utilize the USEPA model WHPA. This single layer model is not I 
appropriate for use in the multi-layer Cache Creek environment where mining is 
proposed in the alluvium while nearbv wells are completed in the underlvina I . - 
~ehama Formation. See also comment 32, above, regarding the specification of 
a single model code in an era where analytical tools are rapidly evolving. - I 
38. Page 4.4-37, Performance Standard 3.5-3. The recommended wording in 
paragraph one is not clear despite the first sentence that refers to preventing 
surface water from entering mining areas. The intent seems to be that the 20 

1 3-38 
year storm criteria would apply and be limited to drainage at the perimeter of the 
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mining excavations. Water in betow grade excavations would not be expected to 
flow up out of the excavations into surrounding creeks and sloughs. 1 
The recommended wording in paragraph two would establish a program to 
inspect drainage facilities every five years following reclamation. This is an 1 3-38 
impractical requirement. It is recommended that the inspection requirement be 
deleted and replaced with two deed provisions: I )  that County staff has the right 
to enter property and inspect ditches, etc.; and 2) corrective action, if warranted, 
is required of the property owner. 

The responsibility for inspection of berms and ditches for control of surface 
erosion is normally assigned to soil scientists or civil engineers rather than to 
geologists. 

39. Page 4.4-38, Performance Standard 3.5-4. The first paragraph needs to 

J 
be amended by adding the word ''wet pit" preceding the word "mining" in several 
places. See comment 33, above. 1 
At the end of the first paragraph the recommended new language would require 
that water levels be measured to an accuracy of 0.01 foot. This is unnecessary. 
Readings to 0.1 0 foot provide sufficient accuracy to interpret the results. Note 
that all of the follow up action (reporting and reaction to ground water quality 
degradation) does not include any specification for water level interpretation. 

40. Page 4.4-39, Performance Standard 3.5-4. The bulleted items on this 
page recommend well sampling at the start of excavation and again on a semi- 
annual basis for the first two years. This is unnecessary. Sufficient information is 
aenerated if the wells are tested six months orior to excavation and the wet oits 1 
The suggested modification to require semi-annual pit monitoring for pesticides 
(EPA 8140 and 8150) and semi-annual well monitoring for these same two 
pesticides is unnecessary. Remember that the DElR already requires permanent 
maintenance of berms and ditches to preclude agricultural ~ n o f f  from entering 
the pits, and, the potential for aerial drift of agricultural chemicals to cause a 
significant impact is dismissed in Appendix 7.4 of the DEIR. As a result, the 
monitoring requirements suggested here do not apply to any apparent impact 
resulting from wet-pit mining. 

ire tested on a semi-annual basis. It is recommended that the well testing be 
made only an annual requirement and that the standard be rewritten to specify 
that the semi-annual testing be performed prior May I and prior to December 1 
each year. 
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I 
Monitoring of wet pits and wells is also recommended on a semi-annual basis for I I I 
general mineral and inorganic chemicals. If this requirements were literally 
interpreted in accordance with the California Code of Reaulations Title 22 for 1 
general mineral and inorganic chemical constituents, teskg would have to be 

! ! 
I 

done on a semi-annual basis for a minimum of 18 general minerals and 18 
inorganic chemicals. This is excessive when the real thrust of the measure 
seems aimed at major cations and anions, related to evaporation, and nitrates, 3-40 
related to past or adjacent agricultural land uses. Concern about mercury is 
comprehensively addressed elsewhere. Most inorganic chemicals monitored to 
date are at levels below analytical detection limits. Therefore, once baseline 
monitoring has been done a more appropriate recommendation would be to limit 
the testing to cations, anions, nitrates and, if necessary, any site-specific 
constituents of concern. 

Mid-page is a recornmendation that groundwater testing results be provided in a 
report to the County within 30 days of testing. This is impractical. It is 
recommended that this requirement be changed to specify that the report to the 

I 
County must be sent within 60 days of testing or combined with the Spring I 
ReporVAnnual Review. 

41. Page 4.4-39, Performance Standard 3.516. Bonding for monitoring is not 
required during the mining period because it can be made a condition of the ] 3-41 
pennit. This provision needs to be revised so that it applies just to the 10 year 

I 
period following reclamation. 1 
42. Page 4.440, TOD Paraara~h. Clarification is needed to specify that the 
cost of copies and coordination among public agencies is a cost to be born by ] 3-42 
the County. i 
43. Page 4.440, Second Paraara~h. This section needs to be clarified by 
including a statement that no further testing or review is required when all ] 343 I 

I 

constituents fall within allowable ranges. 

44. Page 4.440, Fourth Paraara~h. The vicinity needs to be quantified. 
Perhaps a 1,000 foot criteria would be appropriate. 1 3-U 

I 
45. Page 4.440, Bottom of the Paae. An additional performance standard is 
recommended which would require testing of A-horizon soil before it is reused 1 3-45 

1 
for reclamation within the drainage area of a wet pit. This is overreaction since 
A-horizon soil sediments are typically part of all agricultural tail water in the 
County including existing runoff directly to Cache Creek Previous testing of soils 

I 
at the Solano Concrete operation has shown that historic, residual pesticide 
levels in the soil are not a problem. Testing of agricultural soils contributing such I 
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runoff is currently not done elsewhere. The planned testing of water in the wet 
pits will provide sufficient monitoring data without including this unnecessary 
requirement. Note, also, that the recommendation here is inconsistent with the 
finding that no mitigation is required for Impact 4.12-2 (Historic Pesticide Use) 
discussed on pages 4.12-10 and 4.12-1 1. 

1 
46. Page 4.4-51, ImDact 4.4-3. The suggested additions to the OCMP 
standards mandate sampling of sediments, water and predatory fish. However, 
there are no provisions in the recommended verification standards for comparing 
the results of the sediment analyses. 

The DEIR text (page 4-4-47) concludes, after much speculative logic, that there 
could be some health effects to people consuming certain fish. The "potential 
increased conversion of inorganic mercury to methylmercury as a consequence 
of development of anaerobic conditions within lakes formed in proposed mining 
areas is a possible impact"; the "increased production of methylmercury could 
have a significant impact on aquatic life within the lakes"; and, "bioaccumulation 
of methymercury within fish inhabiting the lakes could present health effects to 
people consuming these fish". An appropriate and logical mitigation would be to 
simply control the consumption offish by humans. Fencing of pits is already a 
recommended mitigation for general public safety; warning signs against eating 
fish could be included. 

An extensive investigation is being conducted of the occurrence of mercury in 
soil and around water near Cache Creek. its environmental fate in reclaimed I 
lakes an; a more comprehensive risk assessment of its presence. The results 
should provide more technical knowledge on the issues, including the 
appropriateness of using EPA guidelines as performance standards for mercury- 
related sampling and evaluation requirements. 

is incomplete. The loss of water to evaporation is more than made up by the 

1 
47. Page 4.4-52, Heading lm~act 4.4-4. ~araara~hs 2 and 3. This discussion 

increased storage capacity provided by the wet pits. Groundwater occupies from 
16 to 25 percent of the aquifer volume when sand and gravel is in place and it 
occupies 100 percent of the aquifer volume in those areas where the aggregate 
has been removed. A 771 acre area 40 feet deep could contain up to 7,710 acre I 3-47 feet of water before wet pit mining and up to 30,840 acre feet after wet pit 
mining. Even though 3,022 acre feet may be lost to evaporation consider the fact 
that 23,130 acre feet is gained by wet pit mining. 

Another way to look at this analysis is to recognize that precipitation that does 
not run off stays within the basin as soil moisture (used by plants) or 
groundwater recharge. Under existing conditions, 16.5 inches of the average 19 
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inches of rainfall remains in the basin. However, if one accepts the water budget 
approach an average of 16.5 inches of ~reci~itation offsets the consum~tive use I 
by.current agriculture. From Table 4.4-1, for example, tomatoes I 
evapotranspirate 27.4 inches per year; the net consumptive use on land planted 
to tomatoes, based on the DElR water budaet ao~roach. would then be 10.9 1 547 
inches per year (27.4 - 16.5). Continuing t6e same logic, the contribution of 
precipitation to offset evaporation from a ground water lake would then be the 
full 19 inches per year (no runoff). For consistency, then, the net loss would be 
2.34 feet per year from lakes (3.72 - 1.85) and 3.84 feet per year from wetland 
habitat (5.42 - 1.58). The total net loss for reclaimed wet pits would then be on 
the order of 1,761 to 1,861 acre feet per year rather than 2,861 as reported in 
the DEIR. 

48. Page 4.4-55, ImDact 4.4-5. The discussion of potential impacts associated 
with groundwater recharge is misleading. Recharge can only occur if 
supplemental water is brought to the aquifer. Pumping water from the aquifer 
and putting it back into the same aquifer is not a logical recharge scheme and 
does not belong in the DEIR. It is recommended that the entire discussion be 1 ,- 348 
made in the context of the Yolo County Flood Control and Water conservation 
District's planned recharge and recovery project which, although still conceptual, 
would introduce supplemental water using surplus storm flows as a primary 
source. 

49. Page 4.4-59, Action 4.4-1. The U.S. Army Corps Westside Tributaries 
Study is out of date for use in determining the current 100 year flood line. See ] 349 

Comment 4, above. 

50. Page 4.4-60, Action 4.4-7. It is not clear how maintenance of a stable low 
flow channel would allow for natural revegetation of offchannel areas along 1 3-50 
Cache creek. This needs to be discussed. Manipulation of flows in the creek will 
have impacts on the YCFCWCD system and impacts on the availability of the 
irrigation water supply. 

51. Page 4.4-64, Bottom of Paae. The text mentions "extreme conditions" that 
could render a reclaimed surface unfarmable. No example of such extreme 
condition is given. Consider, for instance, the Yolo Bypass area where the land 

] 3-51 

is inundated each year and the beginning of the farming season is delayed but 
the land is not rendered unfarmable. 

52. Page 4.4-67, Performance Standard 3.5-16. This suggested Performance 
Standard is extreme. The distance from reclaimed surfaces to ground water 
be five to six feet to provide sufficient unsaturated rooting depth for agriculture. 
Wet season groundwater elevations are too conservative and would not 
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practically impact typical farming; spacing above dry season ground water levels 3-52 
will effect acceptable unsaturated rooting depths during the growing season. I - 
53. Page 4.5-21, Paraara~h two. This section acknowledges the site specific1 
soil analyses that were required as part of each offchannel mining application. 3-53 
The SCS mapping is superseded by this information. Soil map~inzl in the OCMP I . .  - 
need to be amended accordingly. - A 

1 

54. Page 4.5-24, Performance Standard 4.5-9. Mining is an acceptable use in 
the AP (Agricultural Preserve) zone. However, this standard would require a 
mining operator to place one acre of agricultural land into an open space I 
easement for each acre of land subject to mining or, alternatively, to upgrade 
non-prime aaricultural soils or provide irriaation to non- rime lands on a one-to- I 3-54 

one basis.  he nexus for this proposed requirement is not explained nor is it I . . 

clear whether this type of requirement is universally applied to other conversions 
of vrime aaricultural lands. This vro~osal does not seem to acknowledae that I 
there is already mitigation in the'fok of the open space values of the reclaimed 
mining sites and the net gain amenities that will be provided. 1 
55. Page 4.5-24, Performance Standard 4.5-9. The second bulleted item in 
this section suggests that a permanent agricultural preserve easement should be 1 
applied to all lands that are not currently under Williamson Act contract. Since ,+55 
Williamson Act contracts are not vermanent the statement would be more useful I * 
if it read "Placement of a permanent Agricultural Preserve easement on lands 
meeting the Williamson Act definition of "prime farmland". 

56. Page 4.5-24, Bottom of Paae. Yolo County has no jurisdiction or ability to 
regulate mining operations in other counties; this statement does not belong in 3*56 
the OCMP EIR. 1 
57. Page 4.5-26, Table 4.5-4. Each of the mining applications submitted to 
Yolo County identified a gross acreage figure for the area subject to mining. 
There was no requirement to break this number down into acreage devoted to 
hedgerows, access roads, pump station sites, utility rights-of-way and actual 
agricultural fields. Therefore it could easily be assumed that the entire gross 3-57 

acreage figure was devoted to agricultural fields. The subject table, however, 
subtracts land devoted to side slopes, access roads and ponds, after 
reclamation, to reach a net figure which is then compared to the original gross 
agricultural acreage. The difference is termed a loss of agricultural land. In order 
to get a true comparison the net acreage before mining needs to be compared to 
the net acreage after reclamation and proper recognition needs to be given to 
the habitat values created by the ponds and vegetated side slope areas. 
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58. Page 4.5-31, Action 5.5-2. Clarification is needed so that aggregate i 
stockpiles are exempted from the erosion control seeding requirement. 

] 3-58 

59. Page 4.536, Mitiaation Measure 4.56a. The statement regarding the 
I ] 3-59 OCMP and ordinances does not make sense. It appears that the statement may 

be incomplete. 1 
60. Page 4.6-34, Performance Standard 6.57. It is logical that the County 
would provide copies of proposed habitat restoration or mitigation plans to the ] 3-60 I 
specified agencies in the normal process of interagency coordination and project 
review. This responsibility should be specified herein. I 

I 

61. Page 4.636, Poliw 6.4-9. The net gain concept discussed here is not ] 3-63 
consistent with the original concept. See Comment 3, above. I - 
62. Page 4.7-12, Performance Standard 2.56. Subsection (a) of this standard 
would require that soil be kept vegetated, enclosed, covered or watered at all 
times. However the factors listed at AP42 indicate that an inactive stockpile 
emits very minor amounts of particulate emissions because a resistant crust 
develops if the soil is simply watered and then left alone. it is more practical to 
water active stockpiles, as recommended, but to leave inactive stockpiles alone 
unless the soil will not be returned within a mining season. Soil retained more 
than a single season would then be broadcast seeded for longer term erosion 
control. 

I 
Subsection (c) of this standard would require that inactive portions of the site be 
seeded or watered until vegetation is grown, or, shall be stabilized using 
methods such as chemical soil binders, jute netting or other YSAQMD approved 
methods. It is more practical to water or otherwise treat active work areas but to 
leave inactive areas alone unless the areas will remain inactive for more than 
one season. inactive portions of the site will produce little in the way of fugitive 
dust. Additionally, the YSAQMD may have acted to approve certain chemical 
agents but the Regional Water Quality Control Board has not. 

63. Page 4.7-19, Performance Standard 2.57. This performance standard 
specifies that vehicles should not be left idling for longer than five minutes. 
minutes is not a reasonable period of time for three reasons: 1) Vehicle 

Subsection (b) of this standard would require unpaved roads to be watered at all 
times. it is not appropriate or practical to require that this be extended to 
weekends and holidays when the roads are not in use. To increase the 
frequency as suggested would be disruptive. 
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emissions at start up are larger than at idle, 2) Start up generates excessive j 3-63 wear of vehicle engines, and 3) Fueling and lubing of most equipment cannot be 
completed in five minutes. Fifteen minutes is a more reasonable limit. 

64. Page 4.8-30, Footnote 21. The worst case condition should be analyzed 
in the EIR. If this is the worst case it should be so identified. If it is not then the 
worst case should be evaluated. 

65. Page 4.8-34, Analvsis of Cumulative Conditions with the Proiect 
Alternatives. The worst case analysis throughout this section is artificially high 

maximum production at one time. This has never happened in the history of 

1 
because it assumes that each of the five mining operations could be shipping at , 

mining along Cache Creek. In reality there are two factors that limit the 
I 
I 

cumulative effect. One is the limited number of jobs that require aggregate at 
any one time. Second is that the trucking firms that serve the area have a i 
cumulative fleet that is sized to serve the average production level. The mining 
comoanies do not maintain their own fleets of deliverv trucks. In effect. onlv one / 3-65 

or & operations could be running at maximum prod;ction.before theivaiable 
trucks are fully committed. Trucking firms, like other businesses, can be 
expected to structure themselves to serve the average requirement of an 
industrv: it would be uneconomical to retain a truck fleet and a staff of drivers I 
that may not be utilized on a regular basis. 6onsequentiy, it is recommended 
that the average traffic level based on the average production level be utilized in 
estimating the real impact on intersections for purposes of determining when 
sianals and other traffic control devices mav be needed. The worst case analvsis I 
shbws a possible Level of Service problemat two locations whereas the average I 
condition would not reveal such a problem. A Method of monitoring the real 
imoact on intersections needs to be devised so that imorovements would onlv be - 1 
iniiated when a real Level of Service deficiency is detected. 

. 

AVAILABLE TRUCKS TRUCKS REQUIRED PER 
WORST CASE SCENARIO 

COMPARISON: AVAILABLE VERSUS NEEDED TRUCKS 
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A second concern about the estimate of traffic is the assumption that trucks carry 
22 tons per load. In actuality a figure closer to 25 tons per load is more 
representative. By using the lower figure an artificially high number of trips is 
generated. 

A third concern is the use of a passenger car equivalent to account for the 
greater length and slower acceleration ability of trucks. This is a conservative 
approach which uses one multiplier for all trucks. In the present case this effect 
may be overestimated since most of the trucks coming to the aggregate plants 
are empty trucks. - 
66. Page 4.844, Performance Standard 2.5-5. This standard would require 
that operators share the res~onsibilitv for certain oavement maintenance with I 1 
the county. Clarification is needed tdconfirm thai repairs to roadway segments 
affected by mining traffic would not be expected to meet a higher standard than 
that applied to other roadway repairs, and, that the shared responsibility will not 
extend to the assumption of liability of any kind. 

The proposal to evaluate roadway segments on an annual basis seems to be 1 1 
more frequent than necessary. It is suggested that a review every five years 
might be more appropriate for those segments that have been re~aired to I I - 
county standards. 

67. Page 4.8-46, Mitiaation Measure 4.8-3a. This proposed mitigation 
measure does not identii the procedure that would be used to determine how 1 3-67 1 
the work is to be done. ltis suggested that work affecting one operator's haul I I 

route be negotiated with the affected operator and that a bid procedure be I 1 
avoided. J 1 

68. Page 4.4-47, Mitiaation Measure 4.8-3a. This measure would require 
operators to pay a fair share toward improvements required to maintain LOS C 
on County roads and LOS D on State Highways. The text needs to be revised to 
clarify that this measure does not apply to all County roads nor all State 
Highways. I i 

1 4 

69. Page 4.914, Mitiaation Measure 4.9-la. Leq (Equivalent Noise) is.a valid 
yardstick for noise measurement in a rural setting and was the standard required 
when mining applications in the rural Cache Creek area were submitted. A 
change to CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent) imposes an urban standard and 
is unfair. The residences of concern are rural residences in an agricultural 
setting. If CNEL is used as the yardstick for measuring noise then "agriculture" is 
the appropriate land use category, in Table 4.9-3, from which to draw the noise 
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exposure standard. The applicable standard for normally acceptable noise would 3-69 
then be a maximum of 75 dB. _I 
70. Page 4.9-15, Mitiaation Measure 4.9-lc. Using the CNEL noise standard 
and applying it to the residential land use category is not appropriate. See ] 3-70 
Comment 49, above. Mining applications were submitted to meet the established 
60 Leq standard. 

71. Page 4.9-24, Mitiaation Measure 4.94a. All of the noise analyses 
submitted to the County as part of the Off-Channel mining applications included 
back up alarms in the calculation of total noise impact. Mitigation measure 4.9- 

alarms and that the effect was not considered earlier. If this is true then 
Mitigation measure 4.94a would double count the effect of back up alarms. In 

1 
4a seems to indicate that additional mitigation is needed to account for back up 3-71 

effect, if the standard for nighttime noise is met then no further mitigation is 
necessary. J 
72. Page 4.10-1, Bottom ~araora~h. Farming practices include personal 
vehicles and farm equipment that leave a trail of dust as they move along 
unpaved roads and over unpaved fields. A common view of farm equipment 

] 3-72 

includes the plume of dust behind it. This needs to be added to the 
characterization of farming operations. 

1. ' 

73. Page 4.10-15, Mitiaation Measure 4.10-lb. An exception needs to be 
added for mining operations that are screened. See Performance Standard 7.5-3 

1 3-73 

documented on page 4.10-17. -I 

74. Page 4.10-17, Mid-Paae. The sentence starting just below the 
. documentation of Action ltem 6.4-1 1 makes no sense. 

13-74 
75. Page 4.10-20, Mitiaation Measure 4.10-2a. If there is no impact then no 
mitigation is needed. This section needs to be omitted. ] 3-75 

76. Page 4.10-27, TOD Paraaraph. Careful thought needs to be given to the 
designation of scenic roads. A scenic "river road, for instance, is normally 
applied to a road that parallels a river and offers scenic views towards the river 
for some extended period of time. A road that crosses a river perpendicular to 
the flow of the river does not normally fall into the definition of a scenic "river 
road" because the river is only seen for a few seconds and is sometimes not 
seen at all due to view blockage by the bridge railing. 

1 3-76 

77. Page 4.12-9, Action ltem 2.4-2. This recommended action item is not 
consistent with the discussion found at the top of page 4.12-7. Submittal of 1 3-77 
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-- David Morrison 
May 6,1996 
Page 17 

Hazardous Materials Business Plans and associated Spill Control and 
Countermeasure Plans are anticipated on a biannual basis. These plans are not 3-77 
subject to frequent change therefore filing of plans on an annual basis is 
unnecessary. It is recommended that the annual tiling requirement be dropped 
from this action item. 

equipment for some mining operations. This standard needs to be amended to 
read "Fueling and maintenance activities of heavy equipment (except draglines 

1 
78. Page 4.12-10, Performance Standard 4.5-9. Dredges are included in the 3-78 

and dredges) ..." I i 
-7 

79. Page 5-7, Section 5.4. The discussion of Alternative 4 (Environmentally 
Superior Alternative) is misleading. Positive asoects of the alternative are noted 1 
bG significant nega6ve aspects &e omitted. ~undamental to the discussion is 
the irrefutable fact that the state Department of Conservation has established a 
quantity of aggregate that will be needed over the next f@ years to meet the 
demands of society. Most important to understanding the negative aspects of 
Alternative 4 is the fact that a choice must to be made between supplying 
needed aggregate from sources within the County versus importing such 
materials from the outside. 

If the demand for future aggregate is to be met by local sources, under 
Alternative 4, then the amount of land identified in  the five mining applications 
will be insufficient to meet demand. The shallow minina aooroach in Alternative - .. 
4 involves the surface removal of topsoil and overburden, identical to the 
process proposed by the five mining applications, however once the surface soil 
has been removed only a small amount of aggregate is removed before the 
surface soil must be replaced. If mining proceeds at the rate necessaw to meet I 
demand all of the acreage identified in-the five mining applications wilibe used 
up by the end of six years. In fact, in order to generate the quantity of aggregate 
necessary to meet the demand established by the state Department of 
Conservation an additional 18,000 acres of land will be needed. This means that 
much more land will be disturbed and that dust, noise and visual impacts, for 
instance, will be more wide spread. 

If the demand is to be met from outside of the County, the County will become an 
importer within six years. lmportation raises the cost of the aggregate, causes 
more traffic, more wear on roads and contributes more air pollutants. lmportation 
means a loss of jobs and tax revenue lomll~, less money in the local economy I I 
and a higher cost for all construction including road repairs, bridge - 
repairs, erosion control projects, drainage improvements, new schools and even 
road rock for rural driveways. lmportation means that there will be no net gain 
amenities derived from mining. 
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companies. Consequently, some of the mining companies would conhue to 
o~erate within the channel to make UD the difference and the cumulative I 

Finally, there is the issue of vested rights that has not been addressed in this 
section. Alternative 4 would not provide off-channel extraction at a level which 
has historically been utilized within the channel for some of the mining 

objectives of the Cache Creek ~esodrce Management Plan could not be met. J 

3-79 
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PREAMBLE 10 MiNtNB ALTERNATIVE 

Sandy Mclellan has prepared the following discussion of the over-riding philosophy 
upon which consideration of any future mining activities are baed: 

Yolo CounIy aggregates are non-renewable. removal means the depletion of a valuable 
resource. Aggregate mining should not be allowed in ways which will deplete or 
reduce the quality or capacity of the other, equally valued rasources within the 
County. These include, but are rot limited to, ~ura~ricuttural hnd base, groundwater 
aqulfera, surface water supplies, the natural envlmnmnt, biokgioal and ecological 
habltats and the quallt.9 of our human envtronrnem. 

~t thquih the removal iiaggregate causes en lnterferenciwith the existing landscape 
and land uses, in order to be acceptable tothe County, this interference wlll be . 
teml)orarj andshott DV&. Mining of am allowable reser~es must lewa the rasultlng 
landscape in a state that can be wed and enjoyed by current as-well-as future 
'gehemtlons, I@ perpetuity. ; 

This Attarnative is therefore ba&ad,on the premlse that, toe,~,~c.eptable. all mi,nin~ 

qualiiies (a 'net gain
g 

philosophy should be fully expected);. 
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LETTER 3: YOLO COUNTY AGGREGATE PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 

Response to Comment 3-1 t 

Thank you for your letter. In response to the comment, a new table has been added to the 
end of Section 1 .I Background and Nature of Project on page 1-3 (Introduction) of the 
DEIR. See Text Change # 1. 

Response to Comment 3-2: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 2 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-3: 

The current concept of net gain is taken from Board of Supe~isor's Resolution No. 94-82, 
regarding the short-term mining applications. Subsection B,(1) of the Resolution states: 

The application shall contain a program which will result in the restoration of 
some unrestored portion of Cache Creek, or shall oromote educational and 
interpretive values relating to Cache Creek, or wili result in some other net 
gain, based on social, economic, or other benefits to the County; 

Although this use of the term may have differed from earlier discussions and document, 
it is the most recent direction provided on the subject to staff by the Board of Supewisors. 
Subsequently, it is this definition that is used in both the Mining and Reclamation 
Ordinances, as well as the OCMP. 

The issue of Net Gain is addressed in more detail on a project by project basis within the 
individual mining application EIRs. 

Response to Comment 3-4: 

The boundary has been defined based on the best available, current, published information 
at the time the OCMP and CCRMP were prepared. Where more recent, detailed studies 
have become available, as in the case of the individual mining applications, the information 
will be incorporated into the plans. Staff is therefore not recommending any text changes 
to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 3-5: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 3 has been added. 
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Response to Comment 36: 

There are no "open space" provisions within the CCRMP. In-stream maintenance activities 
would be coordinated through the CCIP, as contained in the CCRMP, consistent with the 
requirements of the OS Zone. In response to the comment, the Text Change # 8 has been 
added. 

Response to Comment 3-7: 

As described in the discussion of impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4.-3, the proposed off-channel 
mining projects under the OCMP could result in the degradation of water quality during and 
after mining. Specifically, the mining and reclamation activities could result in the release 
of hazardous material, particularly fuels, to the water-filled mining areas. Although these 
activities should be regulated under NPDES non-point sources permitting requirements, 
a potential for releases that does not currently exist could result from the activities posed 
under the OCMP. In addition, creation of lakes within the Cache Creek watershed could 
result in the increased potential for methylation of mercury, a compound occurring 
throughout sediments in the watershed. The potential for mixing creek waters (known to 
contain relatively high levels of mercury) and water in the mining areas could occur during 
low-frequency (larger than 100-year) flooding events. The DElR presents mitigation 
measures for the mining and reclamation periods (Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a) and the post- 
reclamation period (Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a) which would reduce the potential for the 
development of water quality impacts that could be inconsistent with the objectives of the 
Basin Plan, including numerical standards set for oil and grease and dissolved oxygen. 

Response to Comment 3-8: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 9 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-9: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-5. In response to the comment on aggregate 
conveyors, the Text Change # 10 (page 4.2-36) has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-10: 

The Technical Studies for the CCRMP (NHC, 1995) present data documenting subsidence 
in the Woodland area. Although tectonic movement presents a possible contribution to the 
measured subsidence, fluid withdrawal is the most common cause of subsidence. 
Hydrographs presented in the Technical Studies (David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers, 
1995) for the Woodland area show significant groundwater level declines during the period 
from 1945 to 1985. Although groundwater levels appear to have recovered in recent 
years, depressed levels during the previous four decades would have created conditions 
favorable for subsidence. 
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Response to Comment 3-1 1 : 

The Coast Range-Sierran Block Boundary Zone (CRSBBZ), described as an active seismic 
source in the DEIR, is a complex system of multiple faults and folds. The CRSBBZ 
includes at least one fault (Dunnigan Hills fault) in the vicinity of the project site that is 
identified on the "Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas" (Jennings, 1994) as 
having Holocene activity. Active seismicity in the region also supports recognition of the 
CRSBBZ as an active seismic source. The requested change has not been made. 

Response to Comment 3-12: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 12 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-13: 

Information provided in the comment suggests that sediment deposition at Capay Dam has 
resulted in filling of the area upstream of the dam. As the commentor suggests, the period 
during which the dam served as a sediment trap may be over. However, the response of 
the channel to previous alteration of the sediment budget and changes in stream gradient 
caused by the aggradation may still be influencing the channel dynamics of the creek. The 
information provided in the comment does not invalidate the description of channel 
morphology presented in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 3-14: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 13 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-15: 

The preparers of the EIR do not consider seeding of a slope prior to the beginning of the 
rainv season as sufficient erosion protection. As stated in Performance Standard 2.5-21 
of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a, alternate erosion control can be proposed if the vegetative 
cover is not established prior to November 1. 

Response to Comment 3-16: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 17 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-17: 

Staff does not agree with the premise of the comment which indicates that the intention of 
the Performance Standard would be met by a redefinition of the planning area boundary. 
The CCRMP planning area is bounded by the OCMP planning area. The purpose of the 
performance standard is to provide not only physical continuity for the two plans but to 
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acknowledge that activities conducted under the OCMP could result in changes to or be 
influenced by the provisions of the CCRMP. 

Response to Comment 3-18: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 18 has been amended. 

Response to Comment 3-19: 

Staff considers Performance Standard 4.5-3 to be clearly and succinctly presented. The 
standard requires that all mining areas be set back a minimum of 200 feet from the existing 
channel bank. The standard does not require construction of levees. However, levees 
may be required to provide 100-year flood protection for a project. Levees can be located 
within the 200-foot setback provided that the setback does not include former historic 
stream channels or formerly mined areas. The standard does not reference the Test 3 
boundary as a datum for definition of the setback zone. However, the Test 3 boundary and 
related modifications should be considered in the design and approval off-channel mining 
plans. In some circumstances, channel improvement projects that would promote 
development of the more stable channel configuration under the Test 3 model could be 
appropriately integrated into an acceptable setback area. 

The second part of the comment requests clarification on the specific requirements 
  resented in the standard for evaluation of minina areas within 700 feet of the active 
channel with respect to previously filed mining applications. As described on page 4.3-7, 
the Dreoarers of the EIR considered that the OCMP ~erformance standard did not include , , 
specific requirements which would provide a suffidient technical basis for evaluation of 
channel stability. The preparers of the EIR and staff consider it necessary to strengthen 
the intent of the performance standard with specific requirements which define the level 
and methodology of channel stability evaluations. The appropriateness of individual 
evaluations will be evaluated in the project-specific ElRs prepared for each of the proposed 
long-term permit applications. However, it should be pointed out that each applicant has 
previously documented in a signed statement their understanding that changes to the draft 
OCMP could occur subsequent to their application submittal and that compliance with 
those changes would be required, including possible modifications to proposed projects. 

Response to Comment 3-20: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 20 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-21: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 22 has been added. 
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Response to Comment 3-22: 

The statement that "groundwater quality in the western portion of the valley is typically 
poorer than elsewhere ..." was a general characterization made by the California 
Department of Water Resources. The commentor states that "limited TDS concentrations 
in the OCMP area have been consistently below the state recommended 500 mgll 
secondary drinking water standard for TDS ..." The data presented in Appendix 7.4 of the 
this DElR (LuhdoR and Scalmanini, et al., 1996) does not support this statement. Of the 
26 TDS measurements made on water samples collected from within the OCMP area, I 1  
of the samples contained greater than 500 mgll TDS. 

Response to Comment 3-23: 

In response to the comment, Table 4.4-2 has been modified. See Text Change # 23. 

Response to Comment 3-24: 

The commentor and staff appear to be in agreement on this issue. Staff believes that the 
last sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.4-15 "None of the municipal wells in the 
vicinity of the project site are near enough to surface water supplies to be considered 
under the SWTR." clearly states the relevance of the SWTR and is not a misleading 
statement. 

Response to Comment 3-25: 

100-year flood delineations submitted with the applications have been sent by staff to 
FEMA for use in their current efforts to revise and update FIRM maps for Cache Creek. 
In addition, a procedure to address the periodic updating of the FIRMS for the OCMP area 
has been presented in the Cache Creek Resource Management Plan DElR (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2). Under this mitigation measure, the County Floodplain Administrator shall 
file for a Letter of Map Revision with FEMA every ten years, or as needed. 

Response to Comment 3-26: 

No implication was intended that the "chipped teacup theory" was developed to illustrate 
the concept of a gaining reach. However, channel incision and high groundwater levels 
in adjacent banks (the chipped teacup) would result in a gaining reach. In response to the 
comment, the Text Change # 24 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-27: 

The policy is quoted verbatim from Reclamation Board requirements. Staff believes that 
it is adequately clear that the policy refers to landside excavations, since the statement falls 
under the heading of "...off-channel excavations ..." and this is the type of excavation being 
evaluated in the DEIR. Any ambiguity regarding location of property boundaries relative 
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to Board jurisdiction would be resolved on a project-by-project basis during the permit 
application process. 

Response to Comment 3-28: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 25 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-29: 

A Floodplain Development Permit (FDP) is identified in each of project-level EIRs, as a 
required entitlement where proposed mining sites would be located within floodplains as 
designated on the most current FIRMs. Upon revision and release of new FIRMs, most 
of the proposed mining sites would no longer be located within the 100-year floodplain, and 
therefore would likely not require subsequent permits. However, some projects may 
require FDPs for channel bank protection improvements. More importantly, the Flood 
Ordinance applies to all 100-year floodplains (as determined by FEMA) throughout the 
County. These requirements do not apply to Cache Creek alone, and since this is a 
federally mandated program, the County cannot restrict its scope. 

Response to Comment 3-30: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 26 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-31 : 

The intent of the discussion in the DEIR was to inform the reader that backfilling a series 
of wet pits near the creek could increase groundwater levels locally, resulting in increased 
discharges to the creek, relative to the existing condition. The comment states that the 
"Cache Creek system effectively infiltrates all streamflow (under low flow conditions) 
immediately downstream of the Plainfield Ridge." The discussion in the DElR was not 
intended to be limited to low flow conditions only. The EIR did not analyze data to support 
the assertion that the system recaptures all emergent groundwater that may result from 
proposed backfilled pits during the entire year. 

Response to Comment 3-32: 

MODFLOW is based on a series of partial differential esuations which describe, in three 
dimensions, fluid flow through a porous media. It is unlikely that these basic equations will 
be modified in the future. Furthermore, MODFLOW is generally considered the most used 
and rigorously tested model available today. ~owever,as the commentor indicates, other 
models may be applicable. 

The DElR states that two feet of groundwater level change, resulting from backfilling of wet 
pits with fine-grained sediment, would be considered a significant impact. The commentor 
challenges this significance criteria. Staff has considered 1) the analytical data available, 
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2) the standards of significance employed in similar situations in other jurisdictions, and 3) 
the burdens potentially placed on nearby well operators resulting from increased electricity 
required to l i i  water from deeper in the aquifer or deepen wells that become too shallow. 

The analytical data suggests that groundwater level perturbations caused by backfilled wet 
pits are limited to near the pit boundaries (Todd, 1996) and therefore, few wells are likely 
to be impacted, relieving the applicants of the likelihood of protracted analysis. The EIR 
preparers acknowledges that the "two foot" standard is somewhat arbitrary, but recognizing 
that some standard is required to establish significance, considers it a reasonable criteria, 
based on interpretation of analytical data and precedent. 

"Well failure", as used in the DEIR, refers to a condition in which a well suddenly or 
gradually fails to produce an adequate volume of water. This type of well failure would 
occur if the groundwater level was lowered below the screened intake of the well. Staff 
agrees that lowering or fluctuation of groundwater levels would not cause collapse of a 
well. A shallow well operating with little tolerance with regard to the saturated water 
column overlying a submersible pump could conceivably break suction (fail) with a two foot 
drop in summertime water levels. Well relocation is the only practical mitigation for a 
mining plan the would result in significant impact to a nearby well. The situation described 
above is likely to be uncommon, requiring a very shallow well in close proximity to a 
backfilled wet pit. The fact that the commentor disagrees with the significance criteria and 
mitigation measures regarding impacts to wells is noted for the record. 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 27 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-33: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 27 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-34: 

Staff believes that the existing statement is adequately clear and very similar to the 
commentor's suggested wording. 

Response to Comment 3-35: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 21 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-36: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 30 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-37: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 32 has been added. 
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Response to Comment 3-38: 

The intent of the performance standard is to keep as much runoff as possible out of the wet 
pits. It is recognized that during mining, the pit area would be internally drained and that 
rainfall falling on pit sideslopes may drain into the pits. However, the post reclamation 
drainage plan must direct runoff from the reclaimed lowered surfaces away from wet pits 
and accommodate the 20 year11 hour storm. To add clarity, Text Change # 32 has been 
added. 

Response to Comment 3-39: 

The first sentence of Performance Standard 3.54 requires that all proposed off-channel 
excavations extending below the groundwater table "shall develop and maintain a 
groundwater monitoring program ..." The requirements of the program are further 
discussed in the performance standard. Adding "wet pit" in front of each reference to 
mining would be redundant, in this case, since monitoring programs are only required for 
wet pit mining. 

The second part of the comment states that groundwater level measurements collected 
with an accuracy of 0.1 foot is adequate, rather than the 0.01 foot accuracy required in the 
performance standard. Numerous brands of reasonably priced electronic water level 
measurement devices are available that provide measurement accuracy of 0.01 foot. 
Particularly in early phases of mining, when fewer more closely spaced monitoring wells 
may be installed at a wet pit mining site, the added accuracy may prove beneficial. Since 
the accuracy can be achieved without additional effort, the EIR preparers believe 0.01 foot 
accuracy is appropriate. In addition, groundwater level data will be important to successful 
implementation of a monitoring program. It is required that wells be placed in a 
downgradient position, relative to wet pit locations. This positioning could not be confirmed 
without water level data. Furthermore, any additional investigation andlor remediation of 
identified degradation of water quality would require a thorough understanding of the 
hydrogeologic regime. 

Response to Comment 3-40: 

The preparers of the DElR disagree with the commentor. Several monitoring scenarios 
and schedules were considered, and the program thought to be most conservative 
(protective of the environment) and reasonable (feasible to implement) was presented in 
Performance Standard 3.54. Analyzing only a subset of the full scan of general mineral 
and inorganic chemicals would eliminate the primary method for early detection of potential 
trends in water quality in the vicinity of the wet pits. The commentor suggest establishing 
a baseline with the full scan and then limiting subsequent tests to a few constituents, yet 
provides no practical method for further evaluation of the discontinued constituents. 

The preparers of the DElR believe that submittal of analytical results to the County within 
30 days of testing is reasonable. Typically analytical laboratories can complete the 
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determine if the data sets are sufficiently similar to be considered a single data set. 
However, standard statistical techniques may be difficult to apply if the variability in the 
data set is high or if the data sets differ in their composition. For example, fish population 
samples for the two events may not be identical due to availability of species at the time 
of sampling. 

The preparers of the EIR recognize that, as currently worded, the portion of the 
performance standard under Mitigation Measure 4.4.3a which addresses sampling of the 
existing wet pit does not specify that the standard of 0.5 mglkg for fish samples applies to 
the mean value for the fish sample population. Text Change #3-46 has been made for 
clarification. 

Staff considers that the DElR presented sufficient information and analysis to establish that 
the production of methylmercury in lakes in reclaimed mining pits was a significant 
environmental impact. The commentor suggests that the impact of the accumulation of 
methylmercury in fish could be mitigated by controlling the consumption of affected fish by 
humans. Staff agrees that prohibiting access and posting the lakes with signs that warn 
of potential health hazards would be an appropriate mitigation. However, these measures 
would only address the potential impacts to humans. The potential production of 
methylmercury in the lakes would ultimately affect the food chain. Bioaccumulation of 
sufficient concentrations of methylmercury could result in a toxic environment for biota 
within the lake. The creation of an environment that could be detrimental to wildlife is 
considered a significant impact. 

The final point of the comment is not clear. The "extensive investigation" described in the 
comment is not identified. However, staff assumes that the commentor is referring to the 
sediment and water quality presented in Comment Letter 14 from Foster & Wheeler. The 
commentor is referred to Responses to Comments 14-1, 14-2, 14-3, 14-4, and 14-5. 
These responses also discuss the results of the investigation of the mercury levels in the 
existing mining pit lakes at the Solano Concrete Company, Inc. property which is presented 
in Appendix C of this document. 

Response to Comment 3-47: 

Excavation of aggregate and creation of wet pits may increase the storage capacity, but 
does not increase the actual storage of groundwater within the system. The mining 
process does not bring more water to the aquifer, nor does it retain water that may leave 
the system. Creation of a wet pit lake, resulting in increased storage capacity locally, 
results in the slight lowering of groundwater in the surrounding aquifer as groundwater 
flows in to fill the pit. Actual storage within an aquifer cannot be increased without either 
increasing inputs or decreasing outputs. 

The DElR acknowledges that evaporative losses would occur at the wet pit lakes, but that 
these losses are acceptable (as a matter of Regional Water Quality Control Board policy 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



and per the draft OCMP) to support biological habitat diversity. The preparers of the DElR 
have revised the water balance calculations and present revisions in Text Change # 35. 

i 
Response to Comment 3-48: I 
The purpose of the discussion in the DElR regarding groundwater recharge was to clarify 
that no County recharge plan had yet been formalized, and therefore the assertion by the 1 
applicants that the proposed wet pit lakes were groundwater recharge features was 
deemed premature. Staff believes that the discussion is adequately clear. 1 

i 
Response to Comment 3-49: 

I 

Please refer to Response 3-4. I 

Response to Comment 3-50: 
I 

\ I 

The concerns of the commentor are noted for the record. Maintenance of a stable low flow 
channel would contribute to revegetation of in-channel areas, not off-channel areas as 
indicated in Action Policies 4.4-7 and 6.4-1 of the OCMP. In response to the comment, 

I 
Text Change # 37 has been added to delete these policies, since they are more 1 
appropriately discussed in the CCRMP. 1 
Response to Comment 3-51: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 39 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-52: 

The performance standard requires a minimum of five feet between the elevation of 
average high groundwater and the reclaimed surface. If the lowered surface were to be 
reclaimed to the level of average high groundwater, the surface would be inundated, on 
average, every other winter. This would severely limit winter crop opportunities. It should 
be noted that the successfully reclaimed agricultural surface at Solano Concrete was 
reclaimed to eight feet above average high groundwater. 

Response to Comment 3-53: 

The commentor is correct in pointing out that Yolo County required each long-term mining 
application to include a site-specific soils analysis. The DElRs for each of the project 
applications summarize the results of these analyses. The project DElRs also include the 
soil classifications in the Yolo County Soil Survey, prepared by the U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service. The commentor suggests that "soil mapping in the OCMP needis] to be amended 
accordingly." The draft OCMP does not include a soils map figure, so no amendment to 
soil mapping needs to be done. The DElR for the OCMP includes Figure 4.5-1, Site Soils, 
which is based upon the Yolo County Soil Survey. The figure presents the various soil 
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types throughout the entire OCMP planning area as mapped by the Soil conservation 
Service. It would not be appropriate to revise the official Soil Survey regional maps to 
indicate the results of the site-specific soil surveys. The site-specific soil surveys are 
appropriately mapped and discussed separately in each of the project DEIRs. 

Response to  Comment 3-54: 

With the zoning text amendment recommended as a part of the draft OCMP, commercial 
mining in the AP zone would indeed be an allowed use. 

The commentor has asked about the "nexus" for the proposed Performance Standard 4.5- 
9, which is part of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a. The proposed Performance Standard is 
recommended to provide mitigation for impact 4.5-2, which states "Potential Impact of 
Permanent Loss of Agricultural Land Caused by Conversion of Agricultural Land to Other 
Post-Reclamation Uses." A nexus, or legal connection, must exist between the mitigation 
measures and conditions of approval imposed upon an applicant, and the specific 
environmental effects of the proposed development project. The nexus for Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-2 is found in the draft OCMP and the Yolo County General Plan, and the 
environmental analysis contained in the OCMP DEIR. 

Objective 5.3-1 of the draft OCMP states the County's intent to "Encourage the 
preservation of prime and important farmland along Cache Creek, while giving 
consideration to other compatible beneficial uses, such as groundwater storage and 
recharge facilities, surface mining operations, riparian habitat, and public recreation." This 
objective in the draft OCMP is consistent with the strong agricultural conservation polices 
that have been adopted in the Yolo County General Plan. Goal 2.2-3 of the draft OCMP 
states "Prevent or minimize the adverse environmental effects of surface mining." 

Much of the prime agricultural lands that are proposed for mining will be reclaimed to 
productive agricultural uses, thus complying with Objective 5.3-1. Other mined prime lands 
will be reclaimed to non-agricultural uses, such as lakes, slopes, and access roads. The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines state that "A project will normally 
have a significant effect on the environment if it will convert prime agricultural land to non- 
agricultural use or impair the agricultural productivity of prime agricultural land" (Appendix 
G, item (y) of the CEQA Guidelines). Even though policies of the draft OCMP state the 
intent to "give consideration" to other beneficial non-agricultural uses such as lakes and 
recharge basins, the loss of prime agricultural lands to lakes, slopes, and roads is a 
significant impact under CEQA and mitigation should be recommended. 

The proposed Performance Standard 4.5-9 is an attempt to mitigate for the loss of prime 
lands, that are not reclaimed after mining to prime agricultural productivity. The standard 
requires mining operators to mitigate for the loss of only those prime lands that have been 
permanently converted to non-agricultural uses, not for the loss of all lands that have been 
mined. 
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Additionally, this is a typical, if not standard condition for the County and region. It was 
required of the recent Davis Municipal Golf Course project which was the last major land 
use project before the Board of Supervisors. 

The commentor states that 'there is already mitigation in the form of the open space values 
of the reclaimed mining sites." When existing agricultural lands are mined and then 
reclaimed back to agricultural use, there is no net increase in open space values, since the 
pre-existing open space was recreated after excavation. Furthermore, the impact to be 
mitigated concerns the conversion of farmland and the resulting loss in agricultural 
productivity, not the reduction in open space values. Measure 4.5-2a correctly seeks to 
ensure that farmland lost to nonagricultural uses is sufficiently mitigated. 

It is true, as the commentor notes, that each of the long-term mining project applications 
were required to identify specific "net gains" to the County, such as the creation of riparian 
and wildlife habitat, or the dedication of lands for future recreation facilities. Goals and 
policies of the draft OCMP propose that the County require a "net gain" from any proposed 
mining application that is approved under the provisions of the draft OCMP. This net gain 
is to accrue to the County and its residents to justify the permitting of surface mining. The 
net gain concept is not intended to include specific mitigation measures or programs that 
are incorporated into the project to mitigate any potentially significant impacts upon the 
natural environment that are identified, such as the permanent loss of prime agricultural 
land. 

It should be noted that mining is an acceotable use in the AP Zone onlv for erosion control 
and bank maintenance under ihe present regulations. off-kannel mining wold 
become a conditional use in the AP Zone under the OCMP. Even then. however. it would 
still have to meet the necessary findings contained in the Williamson Act. 

Response to Comment 3-55: 

In response to the commentor, Text Change # 43 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-56: 

The statement at the bottom of page 4.5-24 is made to address potential impacts due to 
permanent loss of agricultural lands under project Alternatives 2 and 3. Under these 
alternatives, no future aggregate mining would occur in the OCMP area in Yolo County. 
The analysis in the DEIR assumes that additional mining would occur in other nearby 
aggregate resource zones in Yuba and Sacramento counties to supply demand within the 
region that would be supplied by Yolo County aggregate reserves. If Yolo County ceased 
all aggregate mining there would be increased demand on other mineral resource areas, 
and prime agricultural lands could be affected as a direct result of the Yolo County actions 
to not allow mining. To help mitigate those expected impacts on agricultural lands outside 
Yolo County, the language at the bottom of page 4.5-24 was included in the DElR for 
consideration by adjacent jurisdictions. This language was included to illustrate that 
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implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3 may not prevent the loss of prime agricultural land, 
but would merely transfer the consequences and responsibilities to another jurisdiction. 
Special findings pursuant to Section 15091(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines would be 
required should the noted mitigation and alternative be adopted. 

Response to Comment 3-57: 

The commentor states that Table 4.5-4 should be amended to identify the net acreage of 
lands before mining (subtracting out hedgerows, access rods, utility rights-of-way, etc.) so 
that the comparison with the reclaimed uses is more accurate. Text Change # 44 adds a 
footnote to Table 4.5-4 to state: "The gross "before mining" agricultural figures include 
some non-agricultural uses, such as hedgerows, access roads, and utility rights-of-way." 
The net agricultural acreages of the proposed mining sites were not submitted with the 
application and thus were not available for comparative analysis. 

The commentor additionally states that "proper recognition needs to be given to the habitat 
values created by the ponds and vegetated side slope areas." The purpose of Table 4.5-4 
is to estimate how much productive agricultural land is expected to be permanently 
converted to non-agricultural uses due to mining activities. The right hand column of the 
table, "Net Loss of Agricultural Land," is calculated by adding the two columns titled "Haul 
RoadslSlopes" and "Acres To Be Reclaimed for Other Uses." The creation of habitat lands 
and values is included under the "Other Uses" column. Attempting to calculate how much 
habitat value is created by slopes, as opposed to habitat created separate from lakes, 
would not change the final assessment of "Net Loss of Agricultural Land" in the right hand 
column. 

Response to Comment 3-58: 

The suggested clarification regarding the distinction of aggregate stockpiles is appropriate. 
Text Change # 46 has been made in response to the comment. 

Response to Comment 3-59: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 50 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-60: 

The concerns of the commentor are noted for the record. Mitigation Measure 4.6-4a on 
page 4.6-34 of the DElR calls for including the Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in the review of habitat restoration and mitigation plans, as 
suggested by the commentor. 
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Response to Comment 3-61: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-3. 

Response to Comment 3-62: 

As currently written, Performance Standard 2.5-6 would require continuous dust treatment 
at times and locations where there is little potential for dust generation. The modifications 
to Performance Standard 2.5-6 provided in Text Change # 60 are intended to eliminate 
unnecessary dust control activity: 

Response to Comment 3-63: 

The Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District CEQA guidance document' recommends 
that construction equipment and vehicle idling to kept to an absolute minimum (below 10 
minutes). OCMP Performance Standard 2.5-7 has been revised, as shown in Text Change 
#3-63, to provide for a IO-minute limit on idling equipment and vehicles. 

Response to Comment 3-64: 

The impact analysis assumes the Road 85lRoad 14 haul route for Cache Creek 
Aggregates because it is the route currently approved. This results in a worst case 
analysis for some facilities, (i.e., Roads 85 and 14), but not others (i.e., Road 19 and 87). 
The discussion of each applicable impact describes the change in status if an alternative 
haul route is implemented (see Impacts 4.8-7,4.8-8,4.8-11,4.8-12, and 4.8-13). The EIR 
being prepared for Cache Creek Aggregates discloses the project-specific impacts under 
this haul route, as well as the two other haul routes being considered by the applicant. 

Response to Comment 3-65: 

Page 4.8-22 of the DElR notes that the trip generation assumptions are conservative. 
While it is recognized that not all producers will be operating a maximum production, the 
analysis must consider cumulative impacts of all producers at their maximum permitted 
levels. The fact that the commentor disagrees with the assumptions is noted for the record. 

None of the identified impacts would be eliminated if average production levels were 
assumed instead of maximum production levels. The pavement impacts are mitigated via 
measure 4.8-2a, which requires annual monitoring of pavement wear based on actual 
conditions. impacts to existing roadway and intersection deficiencies would also be 
applicable under average conditions. 

' Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, Draft Air Qualitv Handbook, August 1994. 
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The commentor states that the two level of service impacts identified under the worst case 
analysis would not be applicable under an analysis of average production conditions. This 
statement is not supported by the results of the cumulative no project analysis on Table 
4.8-11, page 4.8-31, that show the two intersection deficiencies would occur in the 
cumulative no project condition. 

The assumption of 22 tons per truck load was identified in the Transportation Overviews, 
November 28, 1995, submitted by each project applicant in conjunction with their long-term 
application. The fact that the commentor disagrees with the assumption is noted for the 
record. 

The intersection analysis is based on procedures outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual - Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 1994. This methodology does not 
assume a single passenger car equivalency factor for all locations. It computes a 
passenger car equivalent factor for each approach of the intersection, and varies based 
on the percentage of trucks in the traffic stream. 

Response to Comment 3-66: 

The commentor's suggestion is noted for the record. However, given the magnitude of the 
potential increase in truck traffic on several of the roads, the Public Works Department 
considers it necessary that the pavement evaluations be performed annually. Performance 
Standard 2.5-5 would require that operators share the responsibility for certain pavement 
maintenance with the County. The need for roadway repairs should be evaluated based 
on standards determined by the County. Roadways should be evaluated on an individual 
basis using data from a geotechnical analysis. 

Response to Comment 3-67: 

- In response to the comment, the Text Change # 63 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-68: 
- 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 63 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-69: 

The change to Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) from L, does not impose an 
urban standard. The CNEL is based on the Le, and is adopted by the State of California 
as the metric used to determine land use compatibility for all types of land uses (see 
Table 4.9-3). For agricultural uses, the commentor is correct in that the "normally 
acceptable" standard for agriculture is a CNEL of up to 75 dB. The CNEL 60 dB standard, 
however, would more appropriately apply to low-density residences as are found on 
agricultural lands. 
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Response to Comment 3-70: 

See Response to Comment 3-69. Mining applications which meet the established 60 dB 
L, standard in the OCMP can also meet the CNEL standard as long as night-time and 
evening levels are controlled to approximately 50 dB L, and 55 dB L,, respectively. The 
change from Lf, to CNEL was done to include a nighttime penalty for people's increased 
sensitivity to n~ghttime noise. 

Response to Comment 3-71: 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4a is intended to account for the particularly annoying nature of 
backup beeper sounds. The OCMP performance standards alone may not be adequate 
to minimize annoyance caused by the backup beepers due to their unique acoustic 
characteristics. 

Response to Comment 3-72: 

in response to the comment, the Text Change # 65 has been added. 

Response to Comment 3-73: 

The goal of Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 b is to limit the actively disturbed area visible within 
1,000 of a public right-of-way. In some cases, mining operations within 1,000 feet of a 
public right-of-way may be screened from public view by vegetative buffers or berms. In 
response to the comment, the Text Change # 44 has been added to account for this 
potential. 

Response to Comment 3-74: 

A word was omitted from the sentence starting just below the documentation of Action Item 
6.4-11 on page 4.10-17. Text Change # 68 has been added to correct the error. 

Response to Comment 3-75: 

The commentor's first sentence is correct, however, the EIR preparers disagree that the 
text should be omitted. The language is recommended for consideration as a condition of 
approval. Text Change # 69 has been added to clarify this point. 

Response to Comment 3-76: 

Comment noted. No response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment 3-77: 

The commentor is correct. The original text of this proposed Action 2.4-2 was inadvertently 
left in-place in the DEIR. Text Change # 71 has been added to reflect that Health and 
Safety Code requirements be implemented for the submittal schedules for Business Plans. 

Response to Comment 3-78: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 72 has been added to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 3-79: 

As discussed on page 3-32 of the DEIR, the Shallow Mining Alternative assumes the same 
total mined acreage as the OCMP, and implementation of the CCRMP. The description 
does acknowledge the negative aspects of the alternative (i.e., that resulting gravel 
extraction would be approximately one-fifth of the tonnage proposed under the OCMP over 
thirty years). As provided under Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion 
of alternatives may include those that "would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives" as would the Shallow Mining Alternative. The environmental impacts 
of importation (Alternative 3), including those noted by the commentor, are discussed 
throughout the relevant sections in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR. 

Economic factors, such as the cost of aggregate, effects on jobs and tax revenue, and 
higher construction costs do not fall under the scope of CEQA and have not been 
evaluated in this EIR. 
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May 8, 1996 

Mr. Dave Momson 
Resource Management Coordinator 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Off-Channel Mining Plan Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Dave: 

At the request of L i e  Noble of Teichert Aggregates, Jones & Stokes Associates has 
reviewed the draft Off-Channel Mining Plan (OCMP) environmental impact report (EIR) for iower 
Cache Creek We have commented only on measures or text we believe should be modified for the 
reasons explained below. 

Biological Resources Section 

Page 4.6-9, Figure 4.6-1 Riparian Habitst Types. 
1 

Comment: The remaking natural vegetatioz! at the Yolo Flyers Club golf course (see large 
purple polygon on map west of Road 94B) could be described more accurately as remnant "Valley 
Oak Woodland", not "Riparian Forest". 

Page 4.6-12, Wildlife, E&tr&. 
1 

Comment: The discussion of wildlife use of riparian habittat overlooks the unique importance 
of this habitat type to numerous resident and migrant bud species in Yolo County. Cache Creek's 
forest and scrub represent some of the largest riparian habitat patches in the lower Sacramento 
Valley. Although most of the creek has been affected by agriculture and mining in past years, many 
large existing forest groves are relatively undisturbed, and are diverse in structure and botanical 
composition. Therebre, avian qedesrichness also is high, especially between 1-505 and Road 94B. 
The narrative should be expanded to reflect this parameter. - 

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
2603 V Svett Suite 153. Sanamenta, CA 95818-1914. Fax 916/737-3030.91M37-3WO 
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Mr. Dave Monison 
May 8,1996 
Page 2 

- 
Page 4.619, Impact 4.6-1, Impact on Existing Vegetation Cover. 

Commeot: No mitigation is proposed in the draft EIR for this impact, but the text refers to 
Performance Standard 6.5-1 of the draft OCMP, which stipulates that "Existing vegetation and 
habitat to be retained shall be enclosed by temporary fencing . . . ," presumably to avoid mining- 
related short-term impacts or unintentional impacts from grading activity. Fencing of habitat to be 
retained seems an u n n w  financial burden of limited value in a typical rural area of Cache Creek 
mining activity. Posts with flagging or other suitable markers identifying boundaries for the limit of 
grading should su86.ce for most project conditions. 

OCMP ActionPolky 6.4-5 promotes the eradication of giant re& and tamarisk, "especially 
in Zone 5 . . . described in the Technical Studies". No map is provided in the OCMP draft EIR 
showing the locations of the Management Activity Zones. A map in the Technical Studies report 
indicates that Zone 5 is between Capay Dam and Capay Bridge. Invasive shrubs are a problem in 
Zone 5, but they occur in equal or greater numbers in other reaches as well, and have the potential 
for a new invasion in reaches that are currently mined in-channel. Zone 2 is the only reach of the 
creek where reliable perennial flow, M o w  groundwater, and mature riparian forest appear to 
prevent an extensiveinvasion of these ubiquitous species. For these reasons, we recommend the 
&ords "in Zone 5" be removed frdm ~ c t i o i  policy 6.4-5. Furthermore, I recommend the 
word "eradication" be replaced with the word "control" for practical reasons. Eradication, though 
desirable, is likely impossible for these species. Controlling incipient stands through selective 
removal, seedling suppression, and early revegetation with larger native trees after disturbance should 
be practicable and sufficient to promote a dominance of native riparian forest cover. - - 
Page 4.6-28 Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a (to mitigate for impact 4.6-3 Disturbance to Wildlife 
Habitat and Disruption of Movement Comdors). 

Comment: We concur with the value of field border escape cover for reptiles, smaU rodents, 
and other prey species important to raptors and other wildlife. However, the use of the term "fence 
row habitat" to describe a required mitigation measure may be an unintended source of confiision and 
anxiety regarding this proposed measure. Field border habitat can easily be provided without the 
addition of fences along the perimeters of reclaimed cropland, roadway margins, and mine setback 
zones. The recently approved mine and reclamation plans for Teichert's short-term applications at 
the Muller, Haller, and R e B  properties contain examples of field border habitat, or "fence row 
ha

bi

tat" without the fence. Our recommendation is to replace the term "fence rowWwith "field border" 
in Measure 4.6-3a. Under terms of the OCMP, reclamation plans should be required to include 
creation of new field border ha

bi

tat plantings only when this type of habitat is impacted by the 
individual mine project, and the existing habitat is considered a significant wildlife resource. 

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
LWU v S ~ L  huae ~w.~acramenro, LA r>g la - l~14  tax YIWIJ%~U~U.YI~II>I->~~ 
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. . 

Mr. Dave Momson 
May 8,1996 
Page 3 

Page 4.6-29, Impact on Special-Status Species, Third Paragraph I i 1 
Comment: The California Department of Fish and Game's 1994 "Staff report regarding 

mitigation for impacts to Swainson's hawks (Buteo swain son^ in the Central Valley of California" 
should replace the 1993 Swainson's hawk mitigation guidelines. 

Page 4.6-29, Impact on Special-Status Species, Fourth Paragraph 1 I 
I 

Comment: Beaurse gravel extraction projects could have temporary or permanent impacts 4-6 
on Swainson's hawks, the mitigation also could be temporary or permanent. We suggest inserting 
"temporary or permanent" in front of "replacement habitat" to allow for temporary or permanent 
mitigation. ] I  \ 

I 
Geology and Soi Section 

I 
Page 4.3-30, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a. 1 I 

Comment: Measure 4.3-2a recommends m o d i i g  OCMP Performance Standard 2.54 by 
reducing allowable vertical cut slopes from 10 feet to 4 feet in height, and then only if the soil is 
composed of cohesive clay. This measure seems overly d c t i v e  and intlexible for the range of site- 
specific conditions at various reclamation sites. 

The modified measure precludes the creation of a bank swallow habitat proposed by Teichert 
on the south side of the reclaimed Esparto wet pit. In this design, a series of stepped benches are 
separated by vertical walls excavated into stratified loamy soil required to support bank swallow 
burrow nests in steep-bed banks near water. However, the overall slope of the benches is 2: 1, and 
the lowest waterside bench is diuectly across from a breakwater banier with a gradual-sloped 
shoreline and relatively shallow water. The majority of pond perimeter will be reclaimed to very 
gradual slopes at the shoreline of the riparian ha

bi

tat areas, wide submerged terraces 4 feet deep, or 
2:l bank slopes. Furthermore, the bank swallow temces adjoin a fenced topof-bank comdor that 
will be off limits and not easily accessible to the public or trespassers. Taken as a whole, the 
reclaimed pond design provides adequate safety and slope stabiity factors. We recommend modiied 
Paformance Standard 2.5-4 be revised to aUow for design variances under special circumstances that 
provide other important benefits such as groundwater recharge and special-status wildlife habitat. 

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
I 
County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP ElR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



. - . , . . . .. , 
-. . . . . . . .. , . 

Mr. Dave Momson 
May 8,1996 
Page 4' 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Li ie  Noble of Teichert 
Aggregates at 484-33 19 or me. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Chainey 
Senior Environmental Scientist 

cc: Heidi Tschudin - Yolo County 
John Taylor, Attorney 
Lillie Noble - Teichert Aggregates 

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
zwu v SWL b u ~ e  IUO. ~snamcnto. CA'VJBF~-IYI~. tax - 5 1 4 ~  . . 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response lo Comments 
Response to Comments 



LETTER 4: JONES & STOKES (on behalf of Teichert Aggregates) 

Response to Comment 44: 

Thank you for your letter. Figure 4.6-1 should have been modified as shown in Figure 4.6- 
1 of the CCRMP DEIR. This modification addresses the point made by the commentor. 
Revised Figure 4.6-1 is included as Text Change # 52. 

Response to Comment 4-2: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 53 has been added. 

Response to Comment 4-3: 

As discussed on page 4.6-19 of the DEIR, existing vegetation to be retained would be 
protected through installation of temporary fencing, as required by Performance Standard 
6.5-1. This would generally consist of remnant stands of riparian forest, oak woodland, 
individual trees, elderberry shrubs, and other important vegetation. Use of fencing is 
required to ensure that heavy equipment operators do not disturb the sensitive root zone 
of vegetation to be retained, and although it may represent an additional cost to the mining 
operators it provides a greater level of assurance that intentional or unintentional 
infringement within a designated protected area would not occur. 

Action 6.4-5 was included in the OCMP to promote the eradication of invasive species 
within the various subreaches of Cache Creek in the planning area. Occurrences of giant 
reed and tamarisk are generally limited to the in-channel area of Cache Creek, outside the 
OCMP planning area. A more detailed description of the various subreaches of Cache 
Creek, the extent of giant reed and tamarisk infestations, and reference to the 
Management Activity Zones referred to by the commentor (included as Figures 6 and 7 of 
the CCRMP) is provided in the Biological Resources section of the DElR on the CCRMP. 
Reference to Management Zone 5 in Action policy 6.4-5 should not be interpreted as 
meaning eradication of these species in other Management Zones is of any less 
importance to the health and opportunities for restoration of the creek corridor. While 
complete eradication of giant reed and tamarisk within the planning area is unlikely, as 
noted by the commentor, the objective should be to eliminate them from managed reaches 
or these species will continually re-establish and spread along the creek corridor. 

Response to Comment 44: 

As pointed out by the commentor, the possible confusion over use of the term "fence row" 
habitat when no fences are actually present is noted for the record. In response to the 
comment, Text Change # 56 has been added to clarifL replacement of field margins in 
areas where fences are not present. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, field 
margin habitat will be created to offset losses incurred through mining. 
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Response to Comment 4-5: 

As pointed out by the commentor, the most recent information regarding the position of the 
Department of Fish and Game over treatment of Swainson's hawk is addressed in the 
1994 "Staff report regarding mitigation for impacts to Swainson's hawk (Bufeo swainsoni) 
in the Central Valley of California". This document should replace the 1993 "Draft 
Mitigation Guidelines for Swainson's hawk" referred to in the DEIR, but discussion 
pertaining to Swainson's hawk otherwise remains unchanged in the Biological Resources 
section of the DEIR. In response to the comment, Text Changes # 54,55, and 72 have 
been added to reflect this more recent reference. 

Response to Comment 4-6: 

The discussion on page 4.6-29 regarding the need for mitigation simply states that the 
County currently considers even the temporary loss of suitable foraging habitat for 
Swainson's hawk to be a significant impact which requires mitigation. Details regarding 
temporary or permanent mitigation would be defined in consultation with the CDFG, as 
required in Action policy 6.4-4 and discussed on page 4.6-31 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 4-7: 

The purpose of requiring limitations on the height of vertical cutslopes is to allow for long- 
term stability, safety, and function of the slopes. Vertical slopes in unconsolidated alluvial 
materials would not be expected to remain vertical without continuing maintenance. Near 
vertical slopes (I:? or steeper) are generally required for bank swallow habitat. Natural 
slopes favored by this species are relatively recent slopes, such as stream banks and 
recent excavations. With time, the slopes created at the mining sites would be subject to 
minor failures, resulting from deformation related to earth pressures. The formation of 
tension cracks and wedge or rotational failures would be expected. These type of slope 
processes would result in accumulation of soil at the base of the slope and eventual 
development of a less steep slope, more stable slope. This type of slope would not be 
attractive habitat for bank swallows. The habitat proposed in the comment would likely 
need to be maintained though periodic "freshening" of the vertical face. The text of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a has been modified to allow more flexibility in the management 
of special habitat areas. Please refer to Text Change # 17. 
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LETTER # 5 
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LElTER 5: WOODY PORTER 

Response to Comment 5-1: 

Thank you for your letter. Staff and the EIR preparers agree with the comment. The issue 
of transferability of mining permits is discussed in Impact 4.2-1 1 beginning on page 4.2-49 
of the DEIR. 

County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
June 14,1996 4-71 Response to Comments 



May 7,1996 

Mr. David Morrison, Resource Management Coordinator 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 

RE: Draft OCMP Comment Letter 

Dear David: - 
Teichert appreciates the opportunity to submit the following comments on the Draft EIR for 
the Olf-Channel Mining Plan (OCMP) for Lower Cache Creek. Our comments are based on 
discussions with the plant manager and the consulting team which assisted Teichert with the 
applications. 

The OCMP is silent on the use and operation of a dredge. As you are aware from Teichert's 
Esparto application, we propose to mine the site with a dredge. We hope that the omission of 
a reference to dredges in the OCMP is merely an oversight, since our project requires use of 
this mining technique to be successful. - 

Pages 2-2,3-10,f 19 and Chapter 7: Open Space and Recreation Element: 
1 

Teichert appreciates the County's goal and desire to provide a range of public 
recreational opportunities on reclaimed land along Cache Creek. Currently access is 
in private ownership. The OCMP seeks to establish the groundwork for public access. 
As you are aware, Teichert intends to transport aggregate via a permanent system of 
conveyors to the Woodland plant. This operational activity is not compatible with 
recreational uses, since the conveyor system will be placed in channel paralleling our 
Ston, Coors and Muller properties. Neither Teichert nor the County would wish to 
create a liability situation. OCMP goals and performance statements would penalie 
mining and its immediate view shed if recreational endeavors were provided in close 
proximity. While there may exist opportunities where recreational activities are 
appropriate, a false expectation could be created if the public believes that recreational 
opportunities are imminent in areas of the creek where active mining occurs. - 

Continuing Over A Century of Quality And Service 
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Regarding all discussions of the Sand and Gravel Reserve (SGR): 
(Page 3-26, etc.): 

Market demand, permitted reserves and allotment determine the rate of mining. It is 
conceivable that an application to mine aggregate within the SGR could be submitted 
to the County before the lapse of thirty years. Again the market determines depletion 
of permitted reserves, not the calendar. The STEVE GRANT Zone would be a holding 
zone, as stated on page 4.2-19. Please add a reference to the importance of market 
demand to mining rate. - 

Table 2-1, Page 2-11, Mitigation Measure 4.3- 2a (Performance Standard 2.5.21): 
1 

"...A drought-tolerant, weed-free mix of native and non-native grass species shall be 
established on slopes prior to November 1, or alternative erosion control (mulch or 
netting) shall be placed on exposed soil on the slopes prior to this date." We 
recommend that Performance Standard 2.5.21 be modified to "... a drought-tolerant, 
weed-free mix of native and non-native grass species shall be on slopes prior 
to..." This approach is consistent with the short-term EIR's and Industry practice. 

Page 2-6, and Pages 4.2-17 to 20, Mitigation Measure 4.2.2a: 1 
Measure 4.2.2a discusses amendments necessary to allow mining and accessory uses in 
the A-P zone. We request acknowledgment that Teichert's Woodland and Esparto 
plants are located within the in-channel area of the creek which is zoned A-1. Teichert 
intends to continue processing at these facilities; thus, their status requires aflirmation. 
If the in-channel land is rezoned open space, the entitlement to process at the existing 
plants must be incorporated. - 

Page 3-15, Floodway and Channel Stability Element: 
1 

The synopsis paragraph, which refers to defined areas where pit capture is of greatest 
concern, is misleading. On page 4.3-17 the authors state, "Hydraulic analyses prepared 
for the proposed projects within the planning area indicate that the 100-year flood 
flows would be contained within the channel of Cache Creek throughout most of the 
planning area." On page 4.3-33 the EIR states, "...the potential for stream capture to 
cause or be initiated by the excavation of off-channel mining pits is remote due to the 
elevation of the terrace surfaces above the existing channel." Please add these pivotal 
statements to the project components and characteristics text. - 
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Table 3-1, Page 3-22: 

Per the entry for Woodland slopes and maintenance roads, this acreage should be 38, 
not 32. (Please see attached digitized acreagc) In addition, your total area of 283 acres I I 
for \Voodland is not consistent with our records of 281 total mined acres. Teichert's I 

I total for the Coors site is 89 acres, not the 92 acres stated in the OCMP. Does the 
difference reflect digitizing based upon recently submitted legal descriptions versus use 6-7 
of a planimeter calculation? i 
Regarding net gain (habitat acreage restored), Table 3-1 shows no entry for Esparto. 
Please add a footnote indicating that the 40 acres listed in the Woodland column is also 
applicable to Esparto. 

Pages 4.2-7 & 4.2-25, Consistency with Regional Water Quality Control Board's Basin Plan: 1 I - 
The proposed mitigation measures presuppose that deep pit mining generates 
discharges which would impact water quality. Given existing levees, OCMP setbacks, 
and the statistical probability of a flood event greater than 100 years, it is extremely 
unlikely that the water in the pits would commingle with the creek. The discussion 
presented is not suficient in detail to warrant a finding of significant impact. Please 
reevaluate this finding and clarify how the implementation of the mitigation measures 
is relevant to the RWQCB's basin plan. - 

Table 3-3, Page 3-26: 
-7 i 

Per the Lowe property legal description submitted by Nolte and Associates, Inc, the 
site contains 625.17 acres, not 662. 

Page 4.2-36, Draft OCMP and Implementing Ordinances: 

Conveyors will be utilized to transport aggregates from extraction sites to processing plants. 6-10 
Please add this item to structures within the creek boundary. J 1 I 

Page 4.2-38, Land Disturbance During Mining: 

County of Yolo 
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Please define how you are using the term "phases". Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-7 
indicate a mining and reclamation order which is generally correct. Please note, 
however, that on Figure 4.2-4, Reiff should be highlighted for mining, not Mast. (See 
page 6 of. the application.) The Esparto order on 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 is reversed. 
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Depending on the property, mining will occur in two to four phases (sequences) 
depending on the size of the property. As noted in an earlier comment, market 
demand, not the calendar, determines the mining and reclamation rate. - 

Page 4.2-52, Compatibility with Watts-Woodland Airport: 
1 

The text is misleadine. The Coors minine site is 89 acres which will be reclaimed to I 
I agricultural The S ton  will result in a 43-acre pond. The water 6-12 

surface is about 37 feet below grade in a pit scheduled to be mined to a depth of 47 feet. 
Teichert has submitted follow-up documentation to the project level interpretation for 
a finding of less than significant. Please modify this section accordingly. J 

GEOLOGY, SOILS & GROUNDWATER - 
On page 4.3-21, first paragraph it is stated that overburden materials placed as fill in the oits 
below the groundwater level may be susceptible to liquefaction. The application and 
consequences are being applied to the wrong reclamation scenario. The area is zoned A-1 and 
A-P. Reclamation is to agricultural production and/or habitat, with erosion measures 
applicable to the slopes. The analysis and text are perhaps too preoccupied with urban 
consequences (structures, roads, public facilities). - 

Page 4.3-4,4.3-5 Regional Fault Map: 
1 

The luting of the Coast Range-Sierran Block as a major fault potentially affecting the OCMP 
area is questionable. Nolte and Associates indicate that it has not yet been placed on the State 
of California Geologic Map, and there are still considerations regarding the activity of this 
fault The Coast Range-Sierran Block is mapped on Figure 4.3-1 as a boundary, which may 
over state its impacts since it is only mapped as a boundary and not an active fault. Its 
proximity to the planning areas has not been definitively established to date. Three 1995 
mining EIR's found, regarding exposure to geologic hazards: 

"Seismic hazards in the project area are not considered substantial because of the 
absence of onsite active faults, the distance to major regional faults, and onsite 
subsurface conditions. Moreover, the proposed project activities would not alter 
existing structures or place workers at risk if a seismic event occurred." This text 
should be modified so that references to the Coast Range-Sierran block do not 
overstate its significance to the OCMP area. - 
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Page 4.3-26, Performance Standard 2.5-17: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3a proposes to modify Performance Standard 2.5-17 of the 
I 

OCMP to include design and maintenance information on the drainage conveyance 1 system in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) Plans. If all storm water I 

runoff is contained on site, as required by the OCMP, then a SWPP plan is not required /I 

by the regional Water Quality Control Board. 

J GI2 

I 

Page 4.3-30, Impact 4.3-2a, et. aL, Potential Impacts Related to Slope Stability, Erosion, and 
Sedimentation: - 

The EIR preparers are applying an incorrect guideline (California Code of Regulations- 
-Construction Safety Orders) for slope construction. The appropriate guideline for 
slope stability is the Mine Safety Orders, a copy of which is attached. (Please note 
section No. 6954, Application, on page 1129 and Article 12, Ground Control, on page 
1134.) The difference between the two regulations is that one applies to construction 
and the other is relevant to mining activities. 

Regarding slopes and steepness: Teichert's proposed wet pit slopes are 21 with 
benches that transition to 1.5:l. As you are aware, the reclaimed uses are habitat 
andlor agricultural production. The requirement that slopes located five feet or less 
below the average summer low groundwater level shall not be steeper than 21 is 
arbitrary, and a rationale of public safety is offered. Is this rationale applied equally 
to other water bodies in the County (e.g., stock and irrigation ponds)? The 
Performance Standard then suggests that after this fivefoot interval, slopes can be 1:l. 
Why the abrupt change? 

Teichert's slopes, as proposed in conjunction with the habitat vegetation and associated 
benches, are  not a threat to public safety. In addition, the mining areas are to be 
fenced and posted against trespassing. Our consultant team looked at seasonal water 
fluctuations in establishing slopes and bench widths; safety and survival of the habitat 
were factored in. As proposed, we disagree with Performance Standard 2.5-4 that 
slopes located five feet or less below the average summer low groundwater level shall 
not be steeper than 2:l. We recommend mitigation language that allows site 
specifics and reclamation goals to be evaluated when establishing slopes. 

i 
County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
June 14.1996 4-76 Respanse to Comments - 



Performance Standard 2.5-17: 

In  regards to conveying surface runoff to interior basins, does this pertain to land 6-17 
reclaimed to agricultural uses? 1 

Performance Standard 2.5-18: 

Since the mining wiU occur in a rural area and pit water is below grade, if slope failure 
were to occur it would be contained in the mining site. The static and pseudo static 1 - 
parameters applied are too severe. Earlier, in Table 2-1, Page 2-10,4th paragraph, 
third sentence: "The minimum factor of safety for aU design reclamation slopes located 
adjacent to levees or  below existing structures shall not be less than 1.5 for static and 
1.1 for pseudo static (seismic) conditions." The wording "...stopes located adjacent to 
levees o r  below existing structures..." is vague and could lead to contention. We 
recommend the following wording: "...slopes that would impact the stability of levees 
or  where a 1:l projection from the toe intercepts buildings or  other essential 
facilities...". 

Page 4.3-39, Paragraph 4: 

"Analytical slope stabiiity analysis in conformance with Performance Standards 2.3-16 
and 2.5-18. Thii slope stability analysis of slopes separating the mining area from the 
creek channel shall include evaluation of stability conditions during 100-year flood 
nows in the channel." Performance Standard 2.5-18 should be amended to include a 
minimum safety factor for conditions during 100-year flood flows in the channel. 
Because of the temporary conditions, it is recommended that no pseudo static analysis 1 6-1 9 

be required. The following addition is recommended: "The minimum factor of safety 
under static conditions during 100-year flood flows in the channel shall be 1.2." 

As mentioned above, on page 4.3-17 the hydraulic analyses prepared for the proposed 
projects indicate that the 100-year flood flows would be contained within the channel 
of Cache Creek throughout most of the planning area. 1 

Page 4.3-32, Impact 4.3-3: 

Thii entire discussion is very general and does not define key elements. The terms "pit 
capture" and "stream capture" should be defined and contrasted. 1 
a frequent basis. The creek bed would remain separated from the pit, and Cache Creek I 
Apparently "pit capture'' is defined as a complete removal of the separator between the 
mining pit and the creek. This would allow flood waters to enter the mining area on 
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would flow downstream as it currently does. Once the water level in the pit equals the 
water level in the creek, the creek would flow independently of the pit. A breach of the 
bank during a major flood would result in the pit filling in a very short period of time 
(less than 35 hour). The potential for this breach to result in a "channel 
destabilization" is remote. The maximum flows entering the pit would occur in the 
initial few minutes of the breach. Once the water level in the pit began to rise, the 
water entering the pit would slow, and the impacts to the creek would begin to 
diminish. 

The "stream capture" definition includes the permanent realignment of the creek 
through the p i t  This would normally occur by realigning the channel through a river 
bend, thereby shortening the river reach. This would be similar to a river channel 
cutting off a meander bend and shortening the flow distance. This condition will result 
in "channel destabilization" both upstream and downstream of the stream capture 
location. 

No distinction is made in the document as to severity or performance standard required 
for "pit capture" versus "stream capture". Off-channel mining that would occur in 
areas where "stream capture" cannot occur should have a different setback 
requirement than areas where "stream capture" can occur, since the potential impacts 
from "stream capture'' are potentially more severe than those from "pit capture". 

Page 4.3-36, Performance standards 4.5-2 and 4.5-3: - 
The minimum set back requirement of 200' has not been explained or justified. This 
standard appears to be independent of the threat of lateral movement of the channel. 
The essence of thestandard is that after a determination is made that the channel and 
banks are stable, then a minimum set back of 200' is required. What is the minimum 
set back accomplishing? The following quote is from the Technical Studies and 
Recommendations for the Lower Cache Creek Resource Manaeement Plan: 

"On Cache Creek, the lateral extent of bank loss has been observed to be 200' to 800' 
during severe flood events. Therefore, it is prudent to set hack structures, off-channel 
mining pits and other valuable facilities far enough from the edge of the present 
channel to avoid damage and provide sufficient room for flood and bank erosion 
fighting during large events. In  reaches where engineered or  stabilized bank sections 
exist, narrow set hacks could be accepted." 

This statement clearly describes that the setback is for I 
(1) avoiding damage due to lateral erosion and 
(2) providing room for emergency access. 
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It is significant that the statement refers to a "narrow setback". A 200' setback cannot 
be considered narrow. Urban levees have a minimum top width of 20', and 50' would 
be considered adequate for access and flood fighting. Therefore, the additional 150' 
width (200'-50') must be providing some other function. If the banks have been 
analyzed as geotechically stable, and they are protected from lateral erosion, the 200' 
setback requirement is unreasonable. The document seems to err in that the maximum 
channel migrations observed during flood events along the entire Cache Creek channel 
(which varies significantly in gradient, width and depth of flow) are established as 
minimum observations. Once a location is shown to be protected from lateral erosion, 
the setback requirement should be reduced to the 50-foot width required for access. 

Page 4.3-38 and 39, Performance Standard 4.5-3: 
-7 

No justification or rationale for the 200' minimum is provided. The standards require 
extensive engineering studies to document historic channel positions, determination of 
erosion potential, and slope stability analysis. If all of these studies result in a finding 
that the bank is stable and not subject to lateral erosion, then why is a 200' setback still 
required? This is an unreasonable standard. Again, the 200 feet setback appears 
arbitrary from a geotechnical or hydraulic viewpoint. Portions of the channel will not 
require such a setback for erosion and slope stability. Protective measures could also 
be implemented to allow a reduction in the setback 

The definition of "historic channels" alsoneeds to be explained. Since the gravels that 
are being proposed for mining were deposited by Cache Creek, all of the mining sites 
are in the historic channel. If historic means the last SO years, not the last 50,000 years, 
this should be explained. - 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALlTY - 
Teichert agrees with the comment submitted and discussed regarding hydrology and 
quality (Chapter 4.4) by YCAPA. When discussing mining equipment please add use of a 
dredge. 

AGRICULTURE 

Teichert concurs with the comments in the YCAPA correspondence. Several clarifying 
remarks are, however, warranted. It appears that Haller acreage has been included in text and 
tabulations. Please make all relevant corrections so that impacts are not over estimated 
stated, since the Haller property is not a part of the long-term application package(e.g., pages 
4.5-20,21, etc). On page 4.5-26 (Table 4.5-4) the haul roadslslopes acreage is 38 not 32. 
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Page 4.S32, Performance Standard 5.5-4: 

This performance standard may be excessive. According to DellavaUe the first potential 
6-25 adverse impact occurs when the first foot of B horizon is laid into place. The standard 

requires ripping beyond the B horizon and two feet into the parent materials. Ripping 
the parent material is not required to establish the agricultural field. I t  is suggested 
that the soils be ripped to a three foot depth as each two feet of soil is placed back. This 
limits ripping into the parent materials to just one foot. In addition, ripping every two 
feet of depth can be as effective as ripping every foot, while reducing the equipment 
tral?lc on the replaced soil. We recommend that the soil be ripped to a three foot depth 
as each two feet of soil is laid into place. 1 

Page 4.5.35, last paragraph: 

"The Teichert Aggregates-Fong site attempted to reclaim lands for agricultural use. 
According to the proposed reclamation plan prepared by the company, approximately 
22 acres of mined lands near Cache Creek were to be restored as productive 
farmland..." Please explain what reclamation document is being referenced. Teichert 1 
Upon the conclusion of reclamation, an attempt was made to place the site into 
agricultural production. Thii initial voluntary effort was not successfnl. In the interim 
Teichert, with the assistance of Jones & Stokes and Dellavalle Laboratory, Inc., has 
restored the site to a combination of agricultural, habitat and wetland acceptable to the 
California Department ofFish and Game as a temporary Swainson's Hawk mitigation 
site. (For additional details please see the enclosed Dellavalle Laboratory, Inc. 
correspondence.) 1 
reclaimed the* property, which is incorrectly labeled ~ o n ~ i n  accordance with its 
reclamation plan which specified slope control and flood protection per the 1980 EIR 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

We are in concurrence with the YCAPA comments. ] 6-27 

AIR QUALITY 7 

6-26 
.:- 
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Diet (YSAQMD) is updating the permits for Teichert Esparto. The permits currently allow 
processing of 1,000,000 tons of material, but load out of a lesser quantity. The load out permit I 6-28 
is the only air permit that must be modified to allow ~e iche r t   spart to to operate-at the 
projected volumes. 1 
There are several errors in the ~ i r  Quality section (4.7). The threshold for SOX is listed as 100 
tons per day on page 4.7-9. It should be either tons per year or pounds per day. In Table 4.7-3 
under "change from existing" for the OCM9, please correct the math errors. Footnote 6 on 6-29 
page 4.7-11 neglected to state the number of miles assumed for 5% of the trips. Finally, while 
some offset was allowed for agricultural activity for particulate matter, none was given for 
NOx from the farm equipment. 1 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Teichert generally agrees with the comments in the YCAPA letter; a few additional remarks 
are warranted. 

Page 4.8-25, Table 4.8-9: TripGeneration for Projects Assumed Developed with the OCMP 

As you are aware, Teichert does not agree with Yo10 County's interpretation of the ] 6-30 expiration of the Esparto permit. Please complete Table 4.8-9 to have Esparto 
represented in all categories. 

Page 4.8-44, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2a: - 
"As a condition of approval, the operator shall enter into a maintenance agreement to 
assume joint pavement maintenance responsibility with the County (or shared with 
another producer using the same roadway) for all County roads along a designated 
haul route... The operator shall agree to submit an evaluation of the structural 
integrity of the identified roadway s... Based on the results of this annual evaluation, the 
Public Works Department shall identify the improvements required to maintain safe 
and efficient traffic operations on the road for the upcoming year." 

The mitigation is reasonable; however Teichert does not assume any liability 
responsibility for County roads. We would like to underscore that the maximum 
number of daily trips that could originate from the project site reflects worst-case 
scenario. The EIR notes that accidents occurred infrequently a t  the primary 
intersections reviewed in the analysis. The majority of accidents involved single 
vehicles running off the road or hitting a fued object, such as a telephone pole or a tree. 
We recommend adding a statement that industry is not assuming liability responsibility 
for County roads. - 

10 
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Page 4.847, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3a: 

"Each operator shall pay its fair share toward improvements required to maintain 
MS-" Given that payments are directly to roads primarily used by an operator 
County Road 20 and County Road 96) it is our understanding that this would not 
trigger a bid process by the County. Please confirm. t 

\ 

NOISE 1 i 
I 

With regard to the proposed alternative noise standard Teichert strongly differs with the 
replacement of 60 dB(A) CNEL for noise level (Leq) of 65. The current standards are 80 and 
65 dB Leq at  the property line during day and nighttime hours, respectively. The Leq 
descriptor represents the average noise level during any given one-hour period. Leq-based 
noise standards have been shown to correlate well with public reaction to industrial noise 
sources. It is our position that descriptors based on averages (CNEL) are not appropriate for 
industrial operations. 

The standard applied to onsite activities should be in terms of hourly Leq, not Ldn o r  CNEL 
The CNEL descriptor, which was developed for California airports, is difficult to use and is 
not commonly applied to industrial noise sources. Different Leq standards can be developed 
for day, evening and nighttime periods, and should recognize the need for processing 
equipment to occasionally operate during evening and nighttime hours as demand dictates. 

Off-site noise sources should be evaluated through use of the Ldn standard. The hourly- 
standards should be applicable at affected noise sensitive areas such as backyards, patios, pool 
areas, e tc  Property line standard may not provide a true measure of protection for either the 
industrial noise source or the noisesensitive receptor. The noise standards must recognize that 
mining and reclamation activities are noise-producing by virtue of the equipment and 
processes involved in the mining and moving of aggregate. In addition, it should be recognized- 
that mining noise impacts are relatively short-term in nature (limited by the time it takes to 
mine or reclaim an area in close proximity to a residence), and that as mining equipment 
recesses into the mine area, the pit walls typically provide an additional measure of noise 
attenuation. No compelling rationale is provided for the change. Submitted applications were 
appropriately based on: 

From 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., noise levels shall not exceed an average noise level 
equivalent of 80 dBA measured at the property boundaries of the site. However, 
noise levels may not exceed an average noise level equivalent (Leq) of 60 dBA for any 
nearby off-site residence or other noisesensitive land uses. 

From 6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m., noise levels shall not exceed an average noise level 
equivalent (Leq) of 65 decibels measured at the property boundaries of the site. 
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Wk respectfully remind the OCMP authors that three 1995 mining Em's found the exis t in4 
regulations appropriate for evaluating environmental impacts. Impacts were less than 
significant Intennittent evening or nighttime operations are covered by existing regulations. I 
l&ing occurs on land zoned airicul6ral and is not adjacent to residential areas. A change 
in standard is not justified, since no complaints have been received. In conclusion, the OCMP 
states "It should be noted that, in the absence of significant nighttime and evening mining 
operations, the descriptor would be more or less interchangeable." Let status quo prevail, 
delete CNEL references in Mitigation Measure 4.9-la and Mitigation Measure 4.9-lb, and 
omit proposed Mitigation Measure 4.9-lc. - 

Pages 4.9-10,11, Draft OCMP and Implementing Ordinances: 1 
A dredge will be used at Esparto. Usage will occur during the second phase of 
a t  that point mining activity is approximately 55 feet below grade. Although the 
dredge will not be used until approximately 2007 its use should be acknowledged. 

AESTHETICS 

The OCMP discusses setback requirements for public right-of-way, adjacent properly and 
recreational uses. Mitigation Measures 4.10-la, l b  (page 4.10-15) restrict mining acreage 
within 1,000 feet from public-rights-of way, l i t  landscape alternatives, and then conclude that 
regardless of what is done the vista andlor view still experiences a significant and unavoidable 
impact, even with mitigation. Teichert submits that its mining and reclamation activities are 6-38 
an established part of the existing view shed and are not creating a visual incompatibility to 
the surrounding land uses. Differences in site specifics and locations could reasonably allow 
mitigation language more flexible than that which is currently proposed. Page 4.10-11 states 
that within the planning area, these kinds of landscape changes (mining) presently occur, 
"...and are not readily visible from local communities, recreation areas or heavily traveled 
roads...". 

fifty foot setback, then the mitigation measure needs to be responsive to this request. 

; 
Please add an agricultural buffer to the list of options to "minimize the visibility of mining 
operation". If the mining location is buffered by adjacent prime land, then the setback 
requirement may he less than 1,000 feet as currently proposed in Mitigation Measure 4.10-lb. 6-39 
The rationale is that the agricultural buffer strip has economic value. If an adjacent properly 
owner requests a setback less than 1,000 feet and does not want a berm which would allow a I 

7 

We do not understand Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a. If no impact occurs, then the "...further 640 
means of improving the appearance of the landscape after reclamation...'' has no nexus. Please I 
delete. 1 

County of Yolo 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Teichert agrees with the mitigation measures proposed. 

HAZARDS 

Impact 4.12-1, Performance Standard 4.5-9: Potential Human and/or Environmental Impacts 
from the Accidental release of Petroleum Products: 1 

The Performance Standard should be changed to allow for the fueling of a dredge or 6-42 
dragline. A release response provision could be included in either a SWPP plan, a 
SPCC plan, or a business plan (hazardous material management plan). The SPCC plan 
is meant to deal with the release of petroleum products and would include fueling of all 
equipment including draglines andlor dredges. 1 

Regarding proposed Mitigation Measure 4.12-32IPerformance Standard 2.5-4,2.5-16 and 2.5- 
18: 

With respect to the language, "...to require that slopes shall not be steeper than 2:l five 
feet below the average summer low groundwater level...", please see our comment 
above. We request that this requirement be deleted. 

If you should have questions regarding Teichert's comments please call (484-3319). 

Sincerely, 

Lillie O'Keeffe Noble 
Project Manager 

CC: Heidi Tschudin 
Dan Reiff 
Randy Sater 
John Taylor 
Demar Hooper 
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Title 8 Mine Safety Orders P 6957 . 

Subchaptea $7. Mlne Safety Qsdew 
INTRODUCTION 

$6950. TlUa 
lhcrs Ordm shall k known as the Murc Safctv Was. 

- -  
~ ~ , c t y O r d r n t u & c ~ ~ a u ~ ~ r ( u y ~ n i a r  

mblirbai in Mami. Mminirtrativc Code. liUc 8. Cbaptcr 4. Sub 

'Ilu Miac & f a y ~ d r n  us duigncd topmrnok nfuy umincs and 
uc pmrnulptd u rUodnrdr for cbc p i d a x  of anployas and a- 
pbyeu?hcymm~tariththcplicyoxprrPsdinSeaion21.&. 
tidc X X  of tbc Consti~im of thc Statc of Wmia-aplcy which 
inch "fuU pmvirion fm seeming d c t y  in pLcu  of cmpbymsnt" 

P 6953. Excervta tmm the Callfomla Labor Code. 
- 1 h c f o ~ o ~ ~ v i d o n a o f D i v i d o n 5 , ~ ~ 1 . ~ h a p ~ r 2 o f t h ~ ~ . l i -  
rani. Labor Codk 1%9 EdMon. arc .ppUablc to dl employments: 

W o n  cW1. Emy cmploycr rhsll fmniah and PK tPfoy devices 
acdrafcguards.urdrhall.doptmd uso~ccs,meuumclhcds,oprr- 
UiMu+.od pro~muwhioh usn~r0nablyldeq~atctoIC~d~tuCh~~- 
p~oymmt~dp~ofcmploymcnt  ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ o y p s h a t l d o c v a y  
Mhrr thing mwmsbly nscrsay to polkt  the life lad nfcty of cm- 
. . 

'Scdion 6446. No prnoo shall do my of thc follow in^ 
"(a)Remwe.dirplacs.dDmagc.dcmy oraqof imy  anfay device. 

anfc& notice. or wMliaz. M h c d  for urc in my mplormsnt or - . . .  
PI& ofemp~o)munt 

'@I incsrIc~~ in my way with thc UP lhCrrOf by my 0thCrpCnor~ 
W )  lotcrfne with the use of MV muhod a rno~ssr doptsd for h e  

(a)Thc operations to which thus Ordcn apply ax t h m  employed 
minw in thcexwctionofmind.cithamstallic ornonmetaltic. ncle 
opaations incIud5: 
(l)Rorpcaing.~~p1oRti0~dc~1opmcnLc~ti0nofmi1~ral~~~d 

othcr opaations i n d o n  thmwith. 
(2) Placsr and h y d d b  mhhg. 
(3)Transpwionof m n , m t m i a l r ~ d q u i p m ~  

ations mvmd by thcrconias. 
(4) qprrntio~ md m P i n t a ~ ~ ~ - ~  of the equipment applicable to the 

foregoing. 

O 6856. Psrmlts tor Varialons tmm There Orders. 
(a)WhmthcDividonfin&~nadamcb~ti~~~~shallki~ 

c i f i & a ~ m ~ m t h e t g m r o f a S a f ~ y C r m a w i u ~ i v c . u c h ~ o m  
from d m g a  u tho omplcymant mamubly pcmdta, thc Division upon 
anitwl8ppliatio~ & r h a t i @ ~ n  a d  nub bcPring as th Division 
m a y d i r s t r m y m P t r c u d c n ( r r b m d a ~ ~ . u c h v ~ o n h m  
the tnmt of the aaid Safw Onla in place ofemploym~nt own rush 

- - - - .. . -. . 
mcumw ~ . p p ~ ~  rhsllin cbcfl;dgmnn of (hs said Division k 
CUK the nfuy ofmploym. A w m o f  add ordashall k mad o n -  
s p i a r d Y  &a && i cbc plass kcmploymcnt and rhnll bc main- 
rnincd in  lcgiblc coditim dnriug the timc said order it in cffca 
(b)AawaalfmmaW0110f(hcDiv*ionwd~a~tfor 

vs~tionr;dmtbcxordsnnm~ kmde w thc lndumial Sduy ~oard.  
(c)Whsn(hcDividmbu-toklkv~uponrecsiptofasan- 

ditiona spGkcdE mCh &. 
(d) Whacdcplb orraiouspsnandinjury uthc placc ofcmploymcnt 

wvxn in the iudnmcnr of h c  Dividon to k amibutablc to a variation 
ikn thc -oG Safety O&r. .lho Division may u t  sridc or amad  
said w i d o n  &Iftern&-+ LO Lbecmploycru~d such hearings as the 
Diviaionnuly dirra~oticcoftuch.ctioe&booonspiarouly posed 
ar thc p k a  of mrpIoymmL 
(e)Nokclantioh.e~orom*rimoftheDivitionorofi~mprucnta- 

orimpticdly.any mrploya~~placcofcmploymcntt full mmpliancc 
with the lmnr of any Sdcty Ordaissued by the Division. 

pkct of cmplopunf - Any cmploy& paformi;lg wmlr 61  con^ %i u a location 
~ ( d ) d ) F a i l o r n e g M t o d o ~ s r y ~ l h i a g d l ~ ~ t o p r p  mbjcc(tohcse01dahbond by msss(hdcn..ndihallicquainIhim- 

tca thc life ud d a y  of ~ p l o y c s ~ ~ "  rslf~th~chcof~mploymcafmdrb.Uinaauclhircmployces 

NmU~MbavjvddtgsudmUlir~,bghnra~&uim"rr-  
f a r t o U r a n r a a D i v t i m o f ~ S a f  U d m & a t n Y o l a ~ -  
- h r W P Q f s n a ~ d d ~ S d ~ o r ~ ~ ~ * m o l O r m O r m  

W S U q m d H a h h  uoa Rd- to Q famu Dir.hirnmof 
&umtI Sq a D i V h k o ~ I ~  SUap a d  ~ a ~ h  AdmmulnWm 
mlbncmlmnmanttorrlertoQk1~-,UIcMnrim~~.lim11 
Safety md Huld& a my mbxqumt -wW.  

(b) At minuthcsc hdar tsrc prccdmamramy othu Safcty Or- 

(c) M B C ~ ~  equipmmh p l~a&s ,  md ~~ not rpcdfiEplty 
m v d  by lhre~nsshallbsgovrmcdbythcQmd~dua~ry SafUy 
was. 
N o ~ ~ : A ~ S h d : S I c l i m 1 4 Z 3 . L . b a C o d ~ R C f m ~ ~ ~ S a i a u 1 4 Z 3 u d  
6Wd). Lk Codt. 

Hsm~r 
I. Ammdmcnt of rmbwnian (I) filed 7-6-79 u pcrrdunl ~d agmiutkd 

eRmivc  u r n  tiling (Register 79. No. 27). 

u t o ~ h p n r d r a n d n r s u g l y n f c ~ .  
EDITORIAL NOTE The F&l d ond non-me&flic Mirv 

Health ond SoJay Mandamy Slanhds wnbm h e  been indude< 
with the Mint 0rdn Mmbas. ~ s e n i o ~  and nondordr ar' 
MiCmedbvodmruch1u(MJ.TheMineSofrtvOrdrr&pre 
crdcslht US. Bureo~ D~K& ~ ~ k .  6965. (35).  s o n  
Srore SaJtfy Orders hmt no Fedrml rc/erence number but all Federc 
MondmmyScnndm&~emmrdbyWeSo~ny&&#. n i l r m n g r  
n u ~ u ~ i l l k ~ l h t n r l n e o p e m r ~ ~ ~ d ~ i r r m p ~ c e s i n  compIying wit 
borh the Fedrml and Scat Minc Snfm Orders. 

f i e  ~~deral~andoto~y& "pan" numbers ore nor include 
in t k  SIaion nrrmbm, batart Iidedhere/oryour infonMti~:  

ParfSS--Omn Pit Midnp O ~ e r n l i m  
~ w i 5 6 ~ ~ o ; I d ,  GweI, o k ~ m h d ~ t o n e  Operations 
Pm57-4ndegrmndMining Op+rntios 

The Minc Safety Ordm uc idmtificd by headings such as: 
' 

"Osncrsl"-Applies to both aurfm and undcrgmund mining opsr 
tions. 
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P 6980 BARCLAYS CALIFORNIA CODE OFREGULATIONS Title 8 
.-. 

(~)EachcloruMbcprovidcdwith~omcdirinf~tmdcodaant ( c ) ( I fL i )Hduama ta*L  .halt bc Wcdinmnfomamcwith  
to bc a&kJcd upon the w n m u  thamf. thc Labeling ofInjluiws SubaUtnccr Standards of thc Ocnnal Industry 
(d)~mmcmploy~U~ymin~wherec~~~~~anproviadahallbc Sdcty Ordm. 

requid tow such doxu.  (d)(4-18)~165)Comrmsscdandlisuid1~sc~~ shallbcslomd 
andlorlocud in wnfo& with t h e b t n - d & d u m y ~ d u ~  ~rdm 

Article 10. Personal Protection (e) (]Mi) Vdvu on wmprssscd y cylinders .hall be protected by 
w v m w h c n b c i n g ~ ~ o r s ~ . a n d  by adelocarion when Ihe 

(a) Employees shall bc safeguunlcd w i h  pnona) pmlsdivc quip 
m a  u q u i d  by the &nsral ladway SalUy Ordrrr. 
(b)(15-2)AUpc~lwshallsrs~rsuimblc hanf6atawhminorsmund 

& a p l s n t w h e n ~ g o b i & ( s m a y ~ a h a z a r d  
(c) (15-2) Every p a ~ n  undsrgrowrd shell be safcguardcd by an a p  

- 
or& an ~8 of a minc or plant whns a hazard &Is whkh could 

(0 ( l a )  4) pawns W warcar safety glspcs. goggks. or f.cc 
rhiddsorotherruicablepotcc(ivc&viccswhenin ornvmdurmesof 

(9 (16-9) Mcn M my chrofswpendcd i d .  
( s ) ( l ~ 1 4 ) ( 1 6 1 S ) C r a n w m d h o ~ g ~ u i p m s n t f a ~ s h a l l  

Bdas 
O(lbl1)Mmrhsllnotxideonlosdrbcingm~vcd byrrsnwordcr- 

lLeks nor .hall they ride the hoisting hoolm Ilnlcp N& method elhi-  
natua~harardmdthcmaai.cmrrdbya.af~ybcltorquiva- 
l ea  

Artlcle 12. Ground Control 4 
SURFACE 

P 6084. (3-1). Face or Bank o f  Plt 
( a ) ~ r s ~ ~ ) n a b l e ~ s t u l l ~ ~ t o 6 n c t h c f a e c o r b a n k  - .  

~ s t . d e ~ & .  oflhc pit fmm loose ktainh (hat may be dang- to employcsr. 
(g) (14-14) F.oc lhisldr mgogglu. i n g o o d d t i 0 5  ahdl bc worn (b) Whcn paclicabIc. the face of thc pit .halt bc g i v a  a slopc w a s  

01) il.5-7) -~o~rcaive-clothin~ or e q u i w  md hc shields or (c) (3-3) ~ h s n c v k  thc division &nddsn'thai(hc kight and wndi- 
go& .halt be m when welding. cutting, or w&g with molten tionof the f a c e d o 1 t a  alniow hslardtosmployrss.it may rquirc 

6) (15-20) Life jukus a bclu .halt bc w m  whac thac i danger (d)Whcnn knchormultipl~msthodofopaatia<rsquircd. 
h m  falling into ~nrsr. asehckof Ulsastonc-h~thebsightofthcs~gkhcorbankforcach 

P 6981. (16-5). Sstety Belts and Life L h s .  
(8) ~efety bcls and ~insl shell bc &om whm men work wh& Ihac 

i danger of falliig. 
N o c m p l o ~ s W b s p n m i ~ t o e ~ ~ y b ' m . h ~ , o r & m r -  

.ns plscc wntainiig ma&ids which mw cave or NU unlcu he k PIC- 

Uallfimcs. 
@)Life lints &all bc of duedounhf inch diamcw Manitp mpc or 

equivalent. 
(c)Lifclinw s u b j c c t t o ~ ~ ~ ~ s s i v e f r a y i n g o r ~  

tcncd or shall hpvc w i ~ ~  antes rope. Setimly w m  or dsms8cd mpc 
ahall bc pmmptly rcmovul Imm actvice. 

(d) Safuy Mu md life linu shall bc iaJpcad by a quali6cd pcmon 
bcfoncpph w.Whmfib~mpsrthnw raiw,abra~iw.bmkcnfibas 
a&fraying.a&udc~m&&fsdrshellbc~tothepcmon 
bchagc. 
( c ) ~ n i n ~ ~ ~ c l i n c M b c s 4 w ~ t o p r c ~ t ~ h m  

being .rri&rdly I d  01 dislodged. 
(0 Safcty belts M bc of a type approved by the Divisiou. 

Article 11. Materials--Storage and 
Handling 
GENERAL 

P 6982. Meterlala Stomgeand Handling. 
(a) Mslcrids s W  bc rlnui in confomrinEc with the Howkeeping 

and Maintcnancc Standards of the O t n d  Industry Safely Ordc~~ .  
@)(l63)~azardwsma1~riakshall bcsrorcdnidhandid in wnfor- 

mam with Hot Flammable. Poisonous. Conosive. and Inilant Sub- 
aIanocs Slandardp of thc Gencral lndusq Safety Orders. 

P 69%. (34). ExmMtlons of Sand, Grsvel a n d  Slrniisr 
Meterlal. 

( a ) E x ~ ~ v n t i ~ ~ i n t a n d g n v d , o r o ~ n m a b a i s l ~  bcslopcd to rn 
~@eslwhichcmplnycu~~tkmdangned by falling ordlidiingma- 
caiaL. 

@)Whcndctaminingthc&wnpamif(cdrlopcof the facc. wn- 
sidnntion shell bc nivsnuc 

(1) Nature of th&uxid king ercavusd 
(2) Went to which the mataial is ccmenlod orwnsolidatcd. 
(3) Height of the fPCC. 
i4j~&mdiizcof~ui~m~ntatcd1lta~f~~+.~damo~ntofprotw 

tion &is equipment affords the opaam. 
(s) snfiy of cmploycu who & IPS grotcQsd by mch quipmenr 
(c) Wm the fiCc is unupossd of l ~ m s  a unstable matsrials. thc 

slow of ihs fscs shall n o t e d  Mdearsw whns ik height h mats 

-- 
(dl Whac the hc is i r c m n p a c d  of modartcly compacted m a W  

(hat ars not firmly ccmsntcd &cotuolidslcd but &-cxpaiena indi- 
gtctaiUnandazUinpkcc.theslops.hannotucted65degrcuwhvhns 
t h c h d n h t b ~ t h a n ~ a n b c ~ ~ b y t h c d i ~ o r b u c k s t o f t h c  

(e) WCIS IIIC f m  islmmpomi of f i d y  ccmsntcd or wnwlidatcd 
matczialr chat capaicnoc indiwdonotshsllmmverradily. Ihe dope 
shall not c a d  80 & p s  when the height h pn Ic r  than ssn bc 
reached by the dipper or bucket of Uv excavator or loader king uscd 

0 6966. (3-2). Overburden. 
(8) NoanonshaU b c d t t s d  under a fact or bank whns shiooine .. " 

~ ~ t i o n i c o n s t i ~ t c  a hazard. 
(b) When cplploycu sn c n d a n g d  by mateids rolling or slidin)! 

down the slopes above a pit, such e&ploy&s shall bcremovld fmm th; 
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August 11,1995 

Mr Randy Sater 
Teichert Aggregates #7783 
3500 American River Dr 
S m e n t o ,  CA 95851 

Re: Coon Pit Alternative Reclamation 

Dear Randy: 1 
I am sending this letter to follow-up on our thoughts regarding the reclaimed pit at the Coors 
property. As we discussed during the site visit, Teichert would like to pursue a temporary 2081 
conservation easement with California Department of Fish and Game ut ikhg the Coors 
property for provision of both foraging and nesting habitat Achieving this goal will require 
planting a combi ion  of vetch, bell beans and oats on a portion of the site. - 
I contacted Mr Frank Muller of Joe Muller and Sons to get his opinion on why their prevismt 
attempt to return this site to agriculture was not successful. Mr Muller stated this site was not 
farmed prior to mining due to the highly variable and gravelly soils in areas. Thus, an attempt 

I 
was made to reclaim a site to agriculture that was not previously suitable for crops. In addition. 
the stockpiled soils were not uniformly W b u t e d  throughout the field during the resoiling 
process. The field was returned to the variable soil condition that existed prior to mining. Some 
areas near the western edge of the pit have grrtvelly surface soils while the eastem 10 to 12 acres 

I 
of the site contains a somewhat uniform loam soil. I was able to verify this using backhoe 
excavation sites to expose the soil pmfiles for visual observation. Mr Muller also believes that 
water seepage following the irrigation of the adjacent fields wuld affect the westem edge of the 

I 
field. The intermittent water seepage was preventing the drying of the western edge of the field 
for harvest. 

I 
We propose leaving the western area of the field in the existing habitat This would exclude the 
gravelly soils and the water seepage areas fium the proposed agricultural reclamation. The 
ialanc; of the field, which con& the more uniform &my &IS, would then be returned to 
agriculture. 
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Teichert Aggregates #7783 
August 11,1995 
Page 2 

The temporary conservation easement contemplated would dovetail with Teichert's longer term 
goals to integrate agriculture and habitat at the subject site. Further evaluation will be required to 
determine the feasib'ity of a long term successful agricultural reclamation. I am suggesting the 
following steps to evaluate the situation. 

1. Discontinue the deliberate applications of water into the pit. 

2. Evaluate the degree of water seepage from the adjacent agricultural fields following 
irrigations. 

3, If water is periodically seeping fium the adjacent fields, then use one to two drainage ditches 
to route the water into the habitat area to help maintain the existing trees and shrubs. 

4. When the soil moisture status is appropriate, disc the dry weeds and prepam the field for 
planting in the fall of 1995. 

5. For the duration of the temporary collservation easement, a biomass building cover crop 
(vetch, bell beans, oats or other suitable mixes) will be planted and irrigated as needed. A deep 
rooted cover crop will improve the soil biomass and tilth while providing foraging for wildlife. 
The cover m p  could be moved or swathed, as needed, after June 1st of each year the temporary 
conservation easement is in effect. The minimum height for the crop cutting will be about 12 
inches above the soil surface. 

I 

6. Evaluate subsoil water status during the winter to establish the extent of any temporary 
flooding from winter rains or perched subsoil water. Monitor the spring moisture status to 
determine when the soils are suaticiently dry for planting a cash crop. 

- 7. At the conclusion of the temporary conservation easement and once the field ,dat! is 
evaluated, then the feasibility of a crop rotation (tomatoes, com, *heat) c a i ~  be evaluated. 

I will contact you to further discuss this alternative use for the reclaimed site. Please call if you 
have any questions (800) 228-9896 or (916) 927-7449. 

Bryan i. Rahn, CPAgISS 
Agronomist/Soil Scientist 

RECEIVED 
AUG 1 4 1995 
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LETTER 6: TEICHERT AGGREGATES 

Response to Cornmerit 6-4 : 

Text Change #s 24 and 27 have amended language to acknowledge suction dredges 
among the equipment that may be used in mining operations. The commentor is assured 
that the impact analysis did consider that technique and the text changes serve to make 
that more explicit. 

Response to Comment 6-2: 

As the commentor notes, the OCMP lays down the groundwork for public access and 
recreation. Implementation of actions and performance standards identified in Chapter 7.0 
- Open Space and Recreation Element of the OCMP would ensure the compatibility of 
recreational facilities with surrounding land uses, including mining, in order to minimize 
adverse impacts. These issues would be dealt with in more detail throuah future oDen 
space and recreation planning efforts by the County. It is not the ~ounty'sintent to bring 
future recreation and active mining in closer proximity to one another than is prudent. 

Response to  Comment 6-3: 

The process whereby new operators would be allowed to mine within the SGR zone is 
provided on page 4.2-19 of the DEIR. The importance of market demand to mining rate 
is not a CEQA issue. However, the issue is addressed in Chapter 2.0 - Aggregate 
Resource Element of the OCMP. 

Response to Comment 6-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1 5. 

Response to  Comment 6-5: 

Under the OCMP, Teichert's Woodland and Esparto plants would continue to operate 
under their existing permits. The application of the OS Zone to in-channel lands is 
discussed in Impact 4.2-2 of the CCRMP. 

Response to Comment 6-6: 

The commentor is confusing the t e n s  "pit capture" and "stream capture." While the 
potential for stream capture may be remote, there is a significant potential for pit capture. 
A discussion of these terms, potential impacts, and recommended mitigation is provided 
in lmpact 4.3-3 of the DEIR. The purpose of Chapter 3.0 - Description of Project and 
Alternatives is to thoroughly document all components of the project for the purpose of the 
impact analysis in Chapter 4.0 - Environmental Analysis. 
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Response to Comment 6-7: 

The data provided in Table 3-1 is based on the best available information supplied by the 
mining operators early in the preparation of the EIR. Corrections to the table are provided 
in Text Change # 5; however, calculations throughout the entire document have not been 
revised as they are considered reasonably accurate for a program-level analysis. In 
response to the comment on the net gain footnote, Text Change # 5 has been added. 

Response to Comment 6-8: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-7. 

Response to Comment 6-9: 

In response to the comment, corrections to Table 3-3 have been made as shown in Text 
Change # 6. 

Response to Comment 6-10: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-9 and Text Change # 10 (page 4.2-36 dealing 
with conveyors). 

Response to Comment 6-1 1 : 

The term "phases" refers to the sequence of mining and reclamation as provided by the 
mining operators in the individual mining applications. In response to the comment, 
Fiaures 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 have been corrected and included as Text Chanae # I  I. Staff 
a&nowledges that the proposed phasing plans assume continual production-at maximum 
annual allocations and that actual phasing timetables may differ. 

Response to Comment 6-12: 

The staff does not agree that the text is misleading. No finding of significance was made. 
The conclusions reached in the DEIR are based on information available at the time the 
analysis was performed and before Teichert submitted its follow-up documentation. As 
noted in the DEIR on page 4.2-52, compatibility of Teichert's application with the airport 
safety zones are being addressed in the project-level EIR for that application. 

Response to Comment 6-13: 

The comment indicates that the commentor does not agree with the analysis presented in 
the EIR related to the potential for disturbance of reclaimed areas caused by seismically- 
induced settlement. The preparers of the EIR consider the potential for settlement and 
disruption of drainage to be a significant impact on agricultural uses, as well as possible 
future development of improvements, in areas underlain by non-engineered fill. The 
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purpose of adding Performance Standard 2.5-25 in Mitigation Measure 4.3-la was not to 
emphasize "urban consequences" but to acknowledge that improvements could be 
affected by the stability of non-engineering fills resulting from mine reclamation projects. 

Response to Comment 6-14: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-1 1. 

Response to Comment 6-15: 

The preparers of the EIR do not agree with the commentor's conclusion that if storm water 
is contained at the site no Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required. 
The Fact Sheet for the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Industrial Activities states that the regulations require that stormwater associated with 
industrial activity that discharges to surface waters must be regulated by a storm water 
discharge permit. All wet pit mining operations would result in the creation of a surface 
water body within the mining excavation. Storm water runoff entering the mining pits would 
constitute a discharge to surface water. Any runoff from processing areas that is not 
contained would also be considered storm water discharge. Individual operators would be 
required to demonstrate in a SWPPP that drainage controls at a site function as designed 
and are maintained. 

Response to Comment 6-16: 

The commentor is correct in identifying the Mine Safety Orders (California Code of 
Regulations Title 8 Subchapter 15) as the governing regulations for excavations during 
mining operations. The intent of Performance Standard 2.5-17 is to address permanent, 
reclaimed slopes. in order to clarify the intent of the standard to address stability of 
excavated vertical banks, Text Change # 17 has been made. However, the preparers of 
the EIR do not consider the design requirements of the Mine Safety Orders to cover the 
long-term stability of reclaimed slopes. The inclusion of maximum slope standards 
presented in the California Code of Regulations Title 8, Article 6, was made to provide 
engineering-based standards for excavation stability based on specific soil types. Text 
Change # 17 has been made to clarify that the standard applies to reclaimed slopes. 

The second point made in the comment relates to the requirement in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2a (Performance Standard 2.54) regarding maximum pit slope at the margins of 
mining pit lakes. The County does not require specific slope angles at the margins of stock 
or irrigation ponds. However, the size and relative high quality of water in the groundwater- 
filled ponds may create a potential attractive nuisance, particularly for lakes created near 
population centers such as Esparto and Madison. Staff considers these lakes to present 
a great enough risk to require this additional slope requirement. The slope requirement 
was only applied to near-shore areas of the perimeter of the lakes to allow exit from the 
water bodies for persons who accidentally fall in. Slopes below this level may be steeper, 
so that biological clogging or sedimentation of side slopes is reduced, thus encouraging 
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the movement of groundwater through the wet pit. Additionally, it is important to remember 
the staffs recommendation that the County promote future recreation opportunities along 
this corridor. 

Response to Comment 6-17: 

The Performance Standard was intended to apply to runoff from all reclaimed lands. 
Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-16. 

Response to Comment 6-18: 

The preparers of the EIR do not agree with the commentor's conclusion that the slope 
stability standards presented in the EIR are "too severe". Although the commentor is 
correct in indicating that slope failures would likely result in movement to the interior of 
mining areas, such failures could compromise the stability of land separating the mining 
areas and Cache Creek or structure near the mining areas. The commentor's point 
regarding revision of the wording of Performance Standard 2.5-18 is noted. However, the 
specific criteria suggested in the comment regarding the distance of buildings from the 
mining area slopes ("where a 1:l projection from the toe intercepts buildings or other 
essential structures") may not be appropriate for all situations. Therefore, the analysis of 
the potential threat of slope failures affecting structures should be evaluated on a site- 
specific basis, as required by the performance standard. 

Response to Comment 6-19: 

The comment requests a reduction in the minimum factor of safety for slopes during a 100- 
year flood event. Whereas the commentor is correct in recognizing that the occurrence of 
a low-frequency flood event is a temporary condition, the potential damage associated with 
a slope failure for a slope separating mining areas from the Cache Creek channel during 
a flooding event is increased over low-flow conditions. The consequences of a slope 
failure during a high flow event could include breaching of a separator and significant 
damage to the mining or reclaimed areas. Mixing of waters from the creek with water 
within mining areas could adversely affect water quality. Therefore, the preparers of the 
EIR contend that the more conservative slope factor of safety cited in the DEIR is an 
appropriate mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment 6-20: 

As indicated in the comment, the distinction between "pit capture", a condition in which the 
a mining area becomes hydraulically connected to the creek channel, and "stream capture" 
should be described. In "stream capture", the channel of the creek would be directed into 
and through the "captured pit. The DEIR provides a discussion of these distinct conditions 
on page 4.3-33. Stream capture is described as an extreme example of pit capture. Due 
to elevation differences between the creek channel and the terrace surfaces on which off- 
channel mining would occur, it is unlikely that stream capture would occur withindhe OCMP 
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planning area. However, it is important to point out that a continuum of conditions could 
link "pit capture" and "stream capture". If a "pit capture" occurs, it is possible, depending 
on the geomo~holsgic configuration of the mining area and the creek channel, that scour 
could occur at the margin of a "captured" pit at which the separation is not re-established. 
Such scour could result in development of a bedform discontinuity that could result in 
channel instability. Subsequent flows directed into (but not necessarily through) the mined 
area could cause significant bank erosion and channel morphology changes, including 
upstream bed lowering and potential threats to nearby structures and property. Although 
the channel may not be permanently directed through the mined area, the presence of 
"captured pit" could present channel stability problems. 

Response to Comment 6-21: 

The OCMP requires a setback of 700 feet for mining areas. Under certain site conditions 
and with specific engineering designs, the setback can be reduced to not less than 200 
feet. These setback criteria were established in the Technical Studies for the CCRMP to 
reduce the potential for impacts to mining areas that could be caused by lateral erosion. 
The long-term avoidance of lateral erosion along a dynamic channel, such as Cache 
Creek, requires reasonable contingency planning for erosion hazards. It is important to 
acknowledge that the potential for erosion can be created by conditions within the channel 
that are outside the control of the engineering works provided for individual mining projects. 
Such changes could include the natural or man-made changes of channel shape that 
would not be expected under existing conditions. 

The required setback is based on many factors, including engineering and hydraulic 
considerations. These include: 

. Sufficient buffer for off-channel mining to protect wet pit mining areas from 
lateral river adjustments; 

. Additional buffer against failure for unengineered levees and natural 
streambanks; 

. Adequate area in which to maneuver heavy equipment during an emergency 
erosion event (including separator overtopping during low-frequency flood 
events); 

. Access for continuing maintenance activities; 

. Flexibility for future channel sculpting during implementation of the Cache 
Creek Improvements Program; 

. Availability of space for revegetation and habitat restoration efforts along the 
creek; 
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. Potential future corridor for recreational activities: and 

. Consistent and uniform treatment of channel banks throughout the OCMP 
planning area. 

Comparison of the expected performance of an engineered levee and a separator between 
a mining area and the creek channel is not valid. The narrower levee width is partially a 
function of the engineering design. Most levees protecting valuable or vulnerable property 
also typically have maintenance programs which are documented and funded. The 
maintenance of levees are typically the responsibility of a governmental or other 
responsible agency. Maintenance of the separators under the OCMP are the responsibility 
of individual landowners and added protection against erosion is warranted. 

Response to Comment 6-22: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 6-21 for portions of the comment related to the 
appropriateness of the setback requirement of the OCMP. 

The final point of the comment requests a clarification of the meaning of the term "historic 
channel" as used in Performance Standard 4.5-3 of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a. Use of the 
term "historic channel" in the DEIR is generally equivalent to the positions of the active 
channel over the period for which historic mapping and aerial photography data is available 
(late 1800's to $995) as described in Section 3.5 of the Technical Studies for the CCRMP 
(NHC, 1995). The use of the modifier "historic" is commonly applied to documented 
evidence versus geologic or geomorphic data which can be interpreted by qualified 
professionals to provide evaluations of channel position over longer periods of time. In 
some settings to the commentor's referenced datum of 50,000 years could be covered by 
interpretation of geomorphic evidence. The Streamway Influence Boundary (shown on 
Figure 3.3-1 of the DEIR) encompasses areas occupied by the Cache Creek channel over 

- the historic period. Most of the mining areas proposed under the OCMP are within this 
boundary. 

Response to Comment 6-23: 

The commentor's concurrence with the comments presented in Letter 3 regarding 
hydrologic issues is noted. The commentor is referred to the Response to Comment 642  
for acknowledgment of dredging operations. . 
Response to Comment 634: 

The commentor provides information which indicates that the acreage figures on several 
pages in the Agricultural Resources analysis should be revised. In response to information 
provided in the comment, Text Changes #41,42,44, and 45 have been made. 
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Response to Comment 6-25: 

The preparers of the EIR concur with the suggestion made in the comment that 
Performance Standard 5.5-4 in the Draft OCMP be revised to require ripping of soil in 
reclaimed areas to a depth of three feet after every two feet, instead of every one foot, of 
soil is laid down. The ripping of the soil in this manner would be effective in reducing the 
potential for compaction of replaced soil. Text Change # 47 has been made in response 
to this comment. 

Response to Comment 6-26: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 48 has been made to more accurately 
describe the reclamation activities at the Coors site. However, the information provided 
in the comment indicates, as described in the DEIR, that excessive soil moisture (possibly 
related to seasonal groundwater elevations) contributed to adverse agricultural conditions. 

Response to Comment 6-27: 

Please refer to the Response to Comments 3-3 and 3-60. 

Response to Comment 6-28: 

Comment noted. No modification to the DElR text on page 4.7-12 appears necessary. 

Response to Comment 6-29: 

In response to this comment, Text Change # 59 was made (refer to Section 2.0 for 
description of these changes). With regard to the commentor's note regarding lack of 
offset for NOx from farm equipment, the offset for removal of agricultural activity was 
calculated for several pollutants but was negligible for all pollutants except PM-10. 

Response to Comment 6-30: 

Staff has determined that the Teichert Esparto Properties plant will need to be re-permitted, 
and the DElR reflects this more conservative position. The project-specific EIR being 
prepared for the Teichert Esparto properties long-term permit considers the impacts under 
both this assumption, and the assumption that the permit will not need to be re-permitted. 

Response to Comment 6-31: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 62 has been added. 

Response to Comment 6-32: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 63 has been added. 
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Response to Comment 6-33: 

See Response to Comment 3-69. The original standards contained in the County's mining 
and reclamation ordinance are for noise levels at the mining boundary. The Draft OCMP 
includes an additional standard of an L, of 60 dB at nearby off-site residences or noise- 
sensitive land uses. The EIR recommends a standard of CNEL 60 dB since it accounts 
for people's increased sensitiv

i

ty to nighttime noise. The CNEL 60 dB standard is roughly 
equal to an L,, of 60 dB during the day, 55 dB during the evening, and 50 dB at night. 
CNEL is the metric that the State uses for residential land-uses in their land-use 
compatibility guidelines. The CNEL metric accounts for evening and nighttime mining 
activity. 

Response to Comment 6-34: 

The proposed CNEL standard in Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 b does not specify that it be 
measured at the property line. Mitigation measure 4.9-lc does specify a property line limit 
for zoned residential but not for an occupied residence on agricultural zoned lands. A 
property line standard is appropriate for residential land uses. For agricultural land-uses, 
the standard should be applied at the outdoor-use space. A property line limit does allow 
the land owner the ability to develop or use all areas on the site without being exposed to 
excessive noise levels. In response to this comment, Text Change # 64 has been made 
to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 6-35: 

Rationale for change to CNEL from L, is discussed in the DEIR on page 4.9-12, third 
paragraph and in Response to Comment 3-70. As mining does proceed lower into the pit, 
the noise standards will be more easily met. 

- 
Response to Comment 6-36: 

See Response to Comment 6-33. The existing regulations allow for up to 65 dB L, at the 
mining boundary at night and 80 dB during the day. If the residences are in close proximity 
to the mining boundary then noise levels could be excessive (exceed CNEL or L, of - 60 dB). 

Response to Comment 6-37: 

Comment noted. The use of noise-generating equipment associated with surface mining 
operations, including dredges, is acknowledged on page 4.9-4 of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment 6-38: 

The cornmeritoh opinion that mining and reclamation are an established part of the 
existing landscape and do not create visual incompatibility is noted for the record. 
Because mining operations will be visible to some degree, from various public viewpoints, 
the OCMP DElR concludes that effects on existing views or vistas during mining would be 
significant and unavoidable. Differences in site-specifics and locations will be assessed 
in the project-level EIR. Also, please refer to Response to Comment 3-72 and Text 
Change # 67 regarding text changes to Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 b that address existing 
site specific conditions. 

Response to Comment 6-39: 

Please refer to Text Change # 67 regarding revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.10-lb. 
Agricultural buffers, particularly in the form of row crops or other low-growing crops, would 
not provide sufficient screening of mining operations. 

Response to Comment 640: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-75. 

Response to Comment 6-41: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 6-42: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-77. 

Response to Comment 643: 

There are no regulatory State or local requirements for the steepness of slopes in wet pits, 
reservoirs. or lakes. The DElR Dreoarers have recommended 2:l slo~es near the water's . . 
edge (i.e.,'five feet below the summer low water) to be protective of h"man health and life. 
No change has been made to the DElR in response to this comment. Please also refer 
to Response to Comment 6-16. 

Thank you for your letter. 
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RIVERS 
I ENTERPRISES. INC. 1 

May 8 ,  1996 

David Morrison 
Resource Managment Coordinator 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer S t r e e t  
Woodland, CA 95695 

I Dear M r .  Morrison: 
I 7 

I have been asked t o  review t h e  comments made by YCAPA t o  t h e  Draft  
I EIR f o r  t h e  off- channel mining plan which p e r t a i n  t o  t ruck  t r a f f i c .  

I concur wi th  t h e  d i scuss ion  l i s t e d  as i tem 865. 

Two Rivers  En te rp r i ses ,  Inc .  is  one of t h e  major aggregate t r u c k  brokers  
i n  t h e  Sacramento Yolo area and we co-operated wi th  t h e  o the r  major 
brokers  t o  help supply t h e  needs of our  customers. However, t h e r e  a r e  
numerous occasions during t h e  cons t ruc t ion  season when t rucks  a r e  simply 
not a v a i l a b l e  t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  demand. The a n a l y s i s  of peak t r a f f i c  as 
shown i n  Table  4-8-9 count no t  happen as that number of t r u c k s  is not 
a v a i l a b l e  on standby. 

Thank you f o r  t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  comment on t h e  county's p lan .  

S ince re ly ,  
J 

TWO RIVERS ENTERPRISES, I N C .  

Robert L. Dunshee 
Pres iden t  

8556 Weyand Avenue -Sacramento, CA 95828 - (916) 381-4648 
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LETTER 7: TWO RIVERS ENTERPRISES, INC. 

Response to Comment 7-1: 

Thank you for your letter. Please refer to Response to Comment 3-65. 
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LETTER 8: MR. & MRS. YORK 

Response to Comment 8-1: 

As discussed on pages 1-4 and 1-5 of the DEIR, the DEIR addresses cumulative impacts 
of the OCMP as a whole, and no site-specific analysis regarding the York property is 
possible at this program level. The project-level EIR for Syar's mining application would 
further explore in greater detail issues raised by the York's comment, including impacts of 
the project on air quality, noise, and traffic within the surrounding area (effects on property 
values is not a CEQA issue). 

Response to Comment 8-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 8-1. The impacts of noise due to implementation 
of the OCMP are addressed in Section 4-9 of the DEIR, and will be evaluated in greater 
detail in the focused project-level EIRs. Individual residences are identified as sensitive 
receptors. 

Response to Comment 8-3: 

Section 4.4 of the DEIR (pages 4.4-22 through 4.4-67) address the hydrologic and water 
quality impacts of the OCMP and alternatives. The cornmentors are referred to this section 
of the DEIR, and in particular to the discussion provided under Impact 4.4-2. A study on 
the potential for mercury impacts related to wet pit mining was performed and is included 
as Appendix C of this document. On the basis of the scientific studies, the staff believes 
that the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR will render the aquifer safe. For 
additional discussion on the effects of mercury, please refer to Response to Comment 13- 
127. 

Response to Comment 8-4: 

The DEIR quantitatively addresses the impacts of the project on PM-10 emissions, 
emissions of ozone precursors, cumulative impacts on attainment of the state and federal 
standards, residences and other sensitive receptors. The project was found to have a 
significant impact on regional PM-10 and ozone precursor emissions, and found to have 
a cumulative effect on PM-10 and ozone air quality. The project was found to not have a 
significant impact on residences near processing plants or along public streets. 

Response to Comment 8-5: 

The economics of continued farming of the land versus mining is not a CEQA issue and 
will be addressed separately in the fiscal analysis to be prepared by the County. 
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Response to Comment 8-6: I 
The staff share the commentor's concern about the quality of life in Yolo County. The 
purpose of the EIR and other information that is emerging from the process is to provide 
as much scientific and technical data as is reasonable for the Board of Supervisors to 
make an informed decision. The commentors' statement is noted, and will be included as 
part of the project record. 

County of ~ o i o  
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



c a c h e  c r e e k  
LETTER # 9 

a g g r e g a t e s  

May 8, 1996 

David Morrison 
Resources Management Coordinator 
Yolo Countv Communitv Develo~ment Auencv - - 
292 West ~&er streit 
Woodland, CA 95695 

Dear David: 

We have received the DEIR for the Off-Channel Mining Plan. In order to 
facilitate the response to comment effort by the County we have through the 9.1 
YCAPA submftted the majority of our comments and wish to incorporate the YCAPA 
comments by reference. I 
In addition, we have the following comments: 

Pg. 3-22 Table 3-1 should be corrected as follows: 

Total mined AC under contract 
Cache Creek Aggregates - 360 
Not under contract - 0 

AP 48-220-16 is zoned A-1 but does have an underlying William Act 
Contract. A 

Pg. 3-20 Table 3-4 needs to be revised as to comments by YCAPA on Alternative 9-3 
4, Comment #79. 

Pg. 4.4-35 PS 3.5-6 Paragraph 3 should be the same as Paragraph 2 " 

7 
should be subject .. within 1,000 feet of municipal water well or 500 feet for domestic well .. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document. 

Sincerely, 

BEN ADAM0 
Project Manager 

BA: Vcb 

mted on recyded Eapv 

Coche Creek Aggregutes, o subsidiary of R.C Coliet. Inc. 
RO. Box 1965. Woodlond, CA 95695.916 373.3777 
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LElTER 9: CACHE CREEK AGGREGATES 

Response to Comment 9-1: 

Comment noted. Refer to Comment Letter 3 and corresponding responses. 

Response to Comment 9-2: 

Please see Response to Comment 6-7 and Text Change # 5. 

Response to Comment 9-3: 

Please see Response to Comment 3-79. 

Response to Comment 94: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-37. 
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LETTER # 10 

State of Cmomia THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Project C o o r d i i r  
Resources Agency 

Dsta: May 10, 1996 

- ". ,."--- [-, ;-;7 ... ::\ ::: . v: i j  ,-:L- 
David Morrison , . .  . i 1 :  

, . . . ' "i : 3 , 1;: ,, 1 2 :  .::,, != . '3 -- ! ; I, ! Yolo County Community Development Department :. .-.? 1; 
292 West Eeamer Street v i. -.;, i h.. 14y 7 0 1996 : : ! 
Woodland, CA 95695 .. ,. 

/ i . :  

5 ;  L; 5 I 
I 

From: Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations ' .......___-___I BL- ------- - I 
Department of Conservation 

Subisat: Draft Environmental hpact Report for the Off-Channel M i i g  Plan for Cache Creek, Yolo 
County - SCH R951W034 

- 
The Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Off-Channel 

Mining Plan for Cache Creek (OCMP) project. We understand that the project proposes mining 
operations on current agricultural lands with an eventual net increase in habitat land. Our comments 
below relate to additional factors the F i  En\ should inco~porate regarding the proposed uses of land 
under Land Conservation (Williamson Act) conttaa and to the redamarion plans, as proposed. 

Williamson Ad and Agricukud Lsnd Use Issum 
The DEIR identifies the loss of prime agricultural land as a significant unavoidable impact of the 

project. Specifically, the D W  states that "830 acres of prime farmland, most of which is currently 
under (Williamson Act) conaad, would be convexted to non-agricultural uses...." The DEIR notes that 
Yolo County ordinances would not currently allow thii use, but those ordinances would be changed to 
accommodate thii project. However, the DEIR is silent about the basis for concluding that the modified 
ordinance and the portions of the proposed project which lie on contracted, prime farmland would meet 
the compatibility provisions established in the W i l l i n  Act in 1994 (Government Code sections 
51238.1 and 51238.2). 

In summary, the Williamson Act offers land owners and counties a tool to conserve farmland and 
open space by means of preferential taxation. Preferential taxation is based upon the landowner's 
commitment to only engage in land uses which are agricultural or open-space in nature or w h i i  are 
compatible with the use originally contracted. W i l e  the program, enacted in 1965, originally was 
focussed on prime agricultural farmland, it was expanded in 1969 to also allow protection of non-prime 
land and open space. The primary intent of the Williamson Act, though, was preserved as codified in 
Government Code Section 51220 which states the Act is intended to preserve agricultural land as a food 
growing resource. Degradation of the agricultural productivity of prime lands enrolled in the program is 
strictly liited by the Act. The special concern for prime agricultural lands is also reflected in the State's 
Open Space Subvention rate, which is five times higher per m e  for prime iand than for non-prime land 
in the program. The 1994 amendments to the Williamson Act further defined the related issue of 
compatibility. Under these provisions, as well as the program in toto, prime agricultural lands are 
protected as such and receive special protection. 

This specific issue of compatibiity bears upon the DEIR'S proposed uses of Williamson Au- 
contracted land. The DEIR states that mining projects on wntracted prime farmland would be found 
compatible pursuant to a modified County ordinance. 
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DEIR - Off-Channel Mining Plan for Cache Creek 
May 10, 1996 
Page Two 

The DEYlP r e c o m  that Government Code section 51238.1 states that compatible uses on prime 
lands may neither "compromise the long term agricultural productivity of the subject contracted parcel", 
nor "displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable agriculW operations on the subject contracted 
parcel." It furthei recognizes that section 51238.2 would allow mineral extraction that wouldn't 
otherwise comply with the requirements of section 51238.1 so long as "the underlying contractual 
commitment to preserve prime land as defined in subdivision (c) of 51201 ... would not be significantiy 
impaired." But the DEIR does not discuss of how either the project or the ordinance would meet the 
compati'b'ility standards establiihed in Government Code section 51238.1 and 51238.2. This diicussion 
should indude how prime quality lands will be reclaimed after mining to prime quality or how non-prime 
lands will be reclaimed to non-prime or open-space quality. For your information, we have attachkl a 
q i y  of a letter sent to the Assembly Journal (dated August 31, 1994) stating the author's intent, 
specifically regardiig mineral extraction on prime agriculturaI land, in enauing Government Code 
sections 51238.1 and 51238.2. 

However, based upon information provided to the Department by the County on May 1, 1996, it 
appears that most of the prime agriculturaI land under Williamson Act contract and proposed for mining 
will be, or could be, free of contractual obligation through non-renewal BEFORE the proposed starting 
date of mineral extraction operations. That is, the May 1, 1996 information acknowledges that contract 
non-renewal has already been filed on most of the prime qualii, contracted parcels proposed for mining 
and, on those two, single, enrolled parcels covered by the plan which have not been non-renewed, the 
start date for the proposed mining would still allow adequate time for complete non-renewal in the 
interim. Thus, most of the Williamson Act contracts (and attendant compatiiity issues) will be, or could 
be, terminated prior to proposed phasein of mining operations. The implication of this information is 
that, for most of the contraued land proposed for mining activities, the issue of compatibiiity can and will 
be resolved by termination of the contracts through non-renewal. Discussion of this issue in the F i  
ELR d d  help resolve issues which otherwise woufd compel the proposed change to the county 
or

di

nance. 

Contracted, non-prime agricultural land is also proposed for mineral extraction activities. Much 
of this land could similarly be withdrawn from the Williamson Act vrior to the ~rowsed mining. For I 
that non-prime land on which the mining is proposed while still undkr contract, &~-DEIR shouih evaluate 
the issue of compatibility under the applicable provisions in Government Code sections 51238.1 & 
51238.2; specifically, the potential to return the non-prime land to non-prime or open-space quality. I I "  

Given the Wiliamson Act compatibiiity issues which would be raised by proposed large scale 
aggregate extraction, particularly on enrolled prime lands, it would be advisable for the DEIR to address 
the contract non-renewal factors mentioned above as an alternative approach to Wiliamson Act 
consistency. However, should the F i  EIR continue to rely on the c o m b i o n  of a proposed change to 
the county ordinance combined with proposed open space reclamation, a parcel by parcel review of the 

I 
project would need to be completed in light of the requirements of Government Code section 51238.1 
51238.2. This review should adequately evaluate consistency with the Williamson Act for F i  EIR 
purposes. In particular, there are two contracted, prime agricultural land parcels which we understand 
are proposed for mining prior to contract termination. Absent a change to the project proposal to change 
the intended phase-in date for mining on those two contracted parcels (approximately 105 acres in parcels 1 
identified as APN 049-070-04 and APN 049-070-13 ), the guiding provisions of Government Code 1 
sections 51238.1 and 51238.2 would still apply. The above referenced and attached author's intent letter 
to the Assembly J o u d  may assist you in your considerations. 

County of Yolo 
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DEIR - Off-Channel M i i g  Plan for Cache Creek 
May 10. 1996 
Page Three 

M i n d  Classification 
The Department notes that the DEIR accurately charaaerizes those mineral land classifications at 

the ~roiect site. The DEIR correctly finds that the Dwartment has classified areas in the ~roiect site as 
~ i d e d  Resource Zone One (MRZ-i), Two (MRZ-2);and Three(MRZ-3) (see ~al iforniabikion of 
Mines and Geology Special Report 1156). The DEIR notes that the classified land is distributed as 
follows: MRZ-1 constitutes 5.2% of the project area; MRZ-2 constitutes 65.6 %; and MRZ-3 constitutes 
29.2%. The DEIR also correctly notes that MRZ-2 classification indicates that adequate information 
exists to indicate significant mineral deposits on the site or a high likeliood of their presence. MRZ-1 
classification means that adequate information indicates no significant minerals exist, or that there is little 
l i i i o o d  of their presence. MRZ-3 classification means that the significance of mineral resources cannot 
be  determined from data availavailable at the time of classification. 

The Department offess one minor technical comment regarding Figure 3.2-3 in the DEIR. The 
area classified as MRZ-1 along the north side of the projezt area is shown stretching from approximately 
County Route 87 (CR 87) in the west to CR 88 in the east. Special Report t l56  actually indicates that 
this particular MRZ-I area stretches a few hundred yards further to the east of CR 88. In otha respects. 
Figure 3.2-3 accurately represents the findings of SR X156. 

As you bow, the Department assists local planning agencies by identifying significant mineral 
resources statewide. Mineral classification is intended to ensure that local aovemments have adeouate I 
information to avoid development trends whicb migbt preclude eventual use of necessary mineral - 
resources. For instance, permitting a residential or commercial development on a significant gravel 
resource would probably preclude any future gravel extraction at that site, decreasing local supply of 
gravel. The Department notes that Williamson Act contraus may provide a further, useful tool in mineral 
land protection where mineral resources and farmland or open space are coincident. Such coincident 
Williamson Act connacts could, depeodig upon their conditions, comctuafly prohibi those 
development activities which would preclude future access to the mineral resources. When eccess to 
those mineral resources is neuvsary or foreseeably necessary, mineral extraction could either take place 
under the Williamson Act compatibility provisions in m e n t  law or, where not found compatible with the 
previously existing Williamson Act contract, after termination of the contract. - 

Swfaee Minine Reclamation Issues 1 
Notwithstanding the any determination ~flcom~atibiiity discussed above, the Department also 

provides comments on reclamation plans pursuant to Public Resources Code section 2774(c). Staff I 

We also suggest that performance standards for mitigation measures incorporate the standard 
against which the success of aaual mitigation will be measured. This level of information will be 
necessary to develop meanjngful performance standards, as well as satisfy the requirements of the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation A a  (SMARA; Public Resources Code Section 2710 et. seq.) and the State 
W i g  and Geology Board regulations for surface mining reclamation practice (California Code of 
Regulations Title 14, Chapter 8, Article 1, Section 3500 et. seq.; Article 9, Section 3700 et. seq.). 

previously reviewed the reclamation for several proposed long-term off-channel mining projects that 
may be affected if the mitigation measures or proposed changes in the DEIR are adopted. For this reason 
we would hope that the reclamation plans not be finalized until the mitigation measures proposed in the 
DEIR are adopted or modified. Thiis will ensure that both the County and the Department will not be 
performing multiple reviews of changing reclamation plans. 

County of Yoio 
June 14.1996 
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DEE - Off-Cbannel Plan for Cache Creek 
May 10, 1996 
Page Four 

Where appropriate, portions of the DEIR may be used to satisfy the requirements of SMARA. 
Information prepared for the DEIR may be included by specific reference in the reclamation plans if 
specifically referenced. When revised reclamation plans are prepared for the projects, Department staff 

I 
will review the reclamation plans and offer technical comments, as provided in Public Resources Code 
seaion 2774(c). 

i 
I 

ntank you for the opportunity to comment on the County's OffChannel W i g  Plan. If the 
Department can be of any fuaher assistance please contact me. Ken Trott regardiig Williamson Act 
issua (916-324-0864). or Dennis O'Biyant regarding SMARA issues (916323-9198). 

Jason R. Marsball J Assistant Diuector 

cc: Ken Trott. Office of LaDd Conservation 
Dennis Ogryant, Office of Mine Redamation 

I 
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- 
- REQUEST FOR UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO PRINT IN JOURNAL 
Assembiy Member Sher was granted unanimous consent that the 

following statement of legislative intent be printed in the J o u d :  
Legislative Intent-Assembly Bill No, 2663 

August 31,1994 
E. Dotson Wilson 

Chief Clerk of the Assembly 
State CkpitoI, Room 31s 

Dear Mr. Wilson: I respectfully.request that t h i s  letter be inserted 
in the Assembly Journal 

It is my intent, as author of AB 2663, that Section 51238.2 of the 
Government Code allow a responsible board or council, on a 
case-by-case basis and at its discretion, to approve mineral extraction 
if: (1) the underlying contractual commitment to preserve the prime 
or nonprirne agridtural land has not been significantiy impaired; 
and (2) the mining operation is in compliance with the reclamation ' 

standards adopted by the Mining and Geology Board pursuant to 
Section 2773 of the Public Resources Code. 

To accomplish the above, the board or council may approue 
mineral extraction if the subject cel or parcels of prime 
agricultural land will be reclaimed I? ack to their original prime 
quality. This section allows the board or council to approve mineral 
extraction and reclamation, on a case-by-case basis, on prime' 
agricultural land, which may result in some impairznent of the: 
original prime uality, subject to recfarnation requirements insuring 
that the overd underlying contmctud wmmihnant to preserve 
prime agricultural hds,  as defined in subdivision (c) of 
Section 51201, is not significantly compromised, the total amount of . 
prime land will not be significantly reduced, and the overall prime 
quality of the remaining land will not be significantly impaired.. 

Also, Section 51231 of the Government Code, as amended 
by AB2663, does not conform to the lan age perthing to 
non-prbe agricultural land which is containe r in subdivision (c) of 
Section 51238.1. To correct this technical oversight, I wiil introduce . 
and author legislation next year to clarify that lord compatibie use, 
rules must conform to the "pr~visions of," rather than the "principles 
set forth in" Section 51238.1. 

Lastly, AB 2663 is not intended to affect any litigation pending.= of 
January 1,1994. 

Sincerely, 
BYRON D. SHER, Assembly Member 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

Turnntv.fii~irer niqtript 
OCMP EIR Response to Comments 

Response to Comments 
4-1 11 



LETTER 10: DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, OFFICE OF GOVERNMENTAL AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Response to Comment 10-1: 

The commentor raises several points in this comment regarding the analysis of 
compatibility of the OCMP with the Williamson Act. The commentor suggests that the EIR 
does not present a basis for the determination of compatibility of the OCMP with the Act. 
However, a discussion of the issue of compatibility is discussed on pages 4.5-14 through 
4.5-18. Action 5.4-2 of the OCMP states that upon amendment of the Agricultural 
Preserve zoning, mining could occur only if conducted in accordance with the provisions 
of the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act. For mining in areas of prime 
farmland under contract, it is understood that reclamation back to agricultural use would 
be required in order to be consistent with the Act. In non-prime areas under contract, 
mined lands could be reclaimed to agriculture or other open space uses. However, mining 
on lands within the A-P zone which are not under contract when mining commences could 
be reclaimed to any use approved by the County and consistent wlh SMARA. Mining that 
is inconsistent with provisions of the Williamson Act would not be approved. Staff 
recognizes that, although implied within Action 5.4-2, the EIR should be amended to clarify 
the issue of allowable mining and reclamation on contracted lands. Text Change # 40 has 
been added to the EIR to provide clarification. 

The second point made in the comment relates the potential issues of compatibility of the 
OCMP to the County's proposed amendment of the A-P zone. Staff would like to point out 
that the purpose of the proposed zoning amendment is to eliminate an existing zoning 
inconsistency. Although mining is an allowable activity on contracted lands under the 
Williamson Act, mining within A-P zones is not allowed under the current zoning code 
except for the purposes of bank maintenance and erosion control within the Cache Creek 
channel. The amendment would prevent the need for rezoning of each mining project 
proposed within the A-P zone. The purpose is not, as the comment suggests, to avoid 
compatibility conflicts with the provisions of the Williamson Act. The amendment itself 
would be consistent with the Act. 

Staff agrees with the commentor's conclusion that compatibility conflicts would be avoided 
if the proposed mining were to occur after current contracts expire. However, mining could 
occur on contracted lands if reclamation returns mined prime agricultural land to an 
agriculturally productive state equal to or greater than that which existed prior to mining. 
As the commentor notes, reclamation of mining areas on non-prime lands to open space 
uses is allowable under the Williamson Act. The performance standards of SMARA 
present specific requirements for the reclamation of prime and non-prime lands. The 
standards are required of all mining projects under the OCMP. Termination of contracts 
would not be necessary for projects meeting these standards. The intention of the OCMP 
is to avoid termination of contracts in cases where mining is compatible with the provisions 
of the Act. 
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Response to Comment 10-2: 

The preparers of the EIR do not consider that the DEIR needs to present the "alternative 
approach" for Williamson Act compatibility suggested by the commentor. Individual mining 
projects will be required under the OCMP to be compatible with the Williamson Act. In fact, 
each of the proposed projects described in the OCMP is currently under environmental 
review and the compatibility of all proposed mining and reclamation with the Williamson Act 
provisions is being evaluated. In essence, the parcel-by-parcel analysis suggested in the 
comment is being performed for each project. The commentor is correct in recognizing 
that proposed phasing for some of the long-term mining applications presents conflicts with 
the provisions of the Williamson Act. Under the OCMP, mining of lands under contract will 
not be permitted if the proposed mining is inconsistent with the provisions of the Act. The 
commentor is referred to the subsequent project-specific ElRs for a detailed discussion of 
the compatibility of individual mining and reclamation plans with the Act. 

Response to Comment 10-3: 

The Department's observations that the MRZ classifications are accurately characterized 
and reasonably shown in the OCMP are noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 10-Q: 

Reclamation plans would not be finalized until the mitigation measures proposed in the 
DElR are adopted or modified. Performance standards to monitor the success of 
mitigation measures are more appropriate and hence will be incorporated into the project 
level ElRs and mitigation monitoring programs. Staff and mining operators are aware that 
portions of the DEIR may be used to satisfy SMARA requirements if specifically referenced 
in the individual reclamation plans. 
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LETTER # 11 

STATS OQ ~ R N l A - B ~ ,  llUNSx3BTATION AM) XOUSING AGENCY 

1 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DbTR1CI3. SACRAMEMO AREA OPPICE MS 41 j 
P. 0. BOX -4 
SAlx@fmm, CA 9427w1 
T?9D 91674¶.(509 
PAX no. 916 323-7669 
Tdrphahe 9l6 3u642 --- I 

I 

I 
I 

May 7,1996 I 

i-.; .--.- 
HYOLO28 1 
03-YOL16 PM Vn. 
OffXhannel Mining 
Plan for Lower cache Creek 
(OCMP) 
DEIR 
SCH #95113034 

Mr. David Morrison 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 

Dear Mr. Morrison: I I 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above referenced document. I ' 

I 

COMMENTS: I ' \ 

* Caltrans commends the County for preparing a plan which recognizes the dynamic relationship 
between in-channel and off-channel mining. Our specific concerns are as follows: 

1. No impacts listed on pages 2-6 through 2-42 specifically address bridges. Impact 4.3-3 1 
I 

on page 4.3-37, notes that "the impact for pit capture would remain significantn. How will the 
impacts to state and locsl bridges proposed be mitigated? 1 1  

2. Action 4.4-6 has been changed from allowing "controlled pit capture" to allowing 
"controlled flooding" of off-channel mining pits during flood events which exceed the 100-year event. 

pits (e.g. potentially decreasing the flood hydrograph) against the potential detriments (e.g. 

; We recommend that the local agency weigh the potential benefits of this flooding of the off channel 

unanticipated pit capture caused by overtopping levees) to assess potential impacts. 

3. Please address unanticipated creek bank erosion. For example, if streambank erosion 
decreases the separation setback distance during a storm event (or aeries of storm events) to less 11-3 / 
than the specified minimum, what mitigation measures are proposed? 1 

4. How will the pit separations be maintained in the long term? Please define "long 
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Page 2 

Please provide our office with copies of staff reports regarding this project as they are made 
available. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ken Champion at 
324-6642. 

Sincerely, 

PULVEW, Chief 
Office of Transportation 
Planning - Metropolitan 

cc: Antero A. Rivasplata, State Clearinghouse 
John Joyce, Yolo.County Public Works 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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LETTER 11 : CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response to Comment 1 1-1: 

Impacts 4.8-9 through 4.8-12 on page 2-34 of the DElR summarize traffic impacts on 
specific bridges. Please refer to pages 4.8-58 through 4.8-66 for specific discussion of 
each impact and relevant mitigation measure. Impact 4.3-3 describes potential impacts 
of permanent pit capture on channel stability, including possible erosion of bridges and 
other in-stream structures (page 4.3-33). The DElR presents Performance Standards in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a which reduce the potential for pit capture through identification 
of potential bank erosion, bank protection, and maintenance of bank stabilization. 

The commentor's reference to the statement of significance for the impact of pit capture 
applies to Alternatives 4,5a, 5b, and 6. Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a applies to the proposed 
project and all of these alternatives and would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. This measure would provide mitigation of channel stability problems related to off- 
channel mining for existing and future bridges. 
* 
Response to Comment 11 -2: 

The potential for flooding of the off-channel mining areas during low frequency (larger than 
a 100-year flood) was discussed on Page 4.3-36 of the DEIR. In the discussion, the 
distinction is made between "controlled pit-capture" and "controlled flooding" of the pits. 
The DElR acknowledges that the pits could be inundated during floods more severe than 
the 100-year flood. The 100-year flood protection required by the OCMP reduces the risk 
of flooding and flood damage to a reasonable level (one percent). The concept of 
controlled flooding was meant to address control of floodwaters (and related erosion) which 
would inundate the mining areas during such events but is not meant to imply that the 
mining areas would be purposely flooded as a flood control measure. 

Response to Comment 11-3: 

The comment is not specific but suggests that "unanticipated erosion but it is inferred that 
such erosion could result in permanent pit capture which could cause channel instability. 
The maintenance of stream bank stabilization improvements during mining and reclamation 
is required under Performance Standard 4.5-8 of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a. The 
requirements of Performance Standard 4.5-3 include the provision of professional technical 
evaluation of erosion potential at each proposed mining area. The required analysis would 
reduce the possibility of unanticipated erosion. Mitigation of the potential for erosion 
resulting in a decrease in the width of the required 700-foot setback would be provided by 
these requirements. However, Performance Standard 4.5-8 has been amended by Text 
Change # 18 to address the possibility of erosion of the setback zone. 

In addition to the mitigation measures presented in the DElR for the OCMP, the channel 
stability improvement for Cache Creek is being addressed in the Cache Creek Resource 
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Management Plan (CCRMP) and its EIR. Channel bank stability will be evaluated 
throughout the area on an annual basis by the Technical Advisory Committee provided for 
in the CCRMP. Channel improvement projects would be recommended for areas in which 
conditions may encourage the unanticipated erosion of channel banks. 

Response to Comment 11-4: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a addresses maintenance of bank stabilization features during the 
mining, reclamation, and post-reclamation periods. Under this mitigation, the term of the 
maintenance program is indefinite. 
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California Farm Bureau Federation 

Mr. David Momson 
292 West Bearner Street 
Woodland, California 95695 

Dear Mr. Momson: RE: YOLO OFF-CHANNEL MINING PLAN PROGRAM DEIR 
- 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the California Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau) relative 
to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Yolo County Off-Channel Mining Plan Program 
(OCMP). Farm Bureau is the state's largest general farm organization representing over 85 percent of the 
state's commercial agricultural producers. Our purpose is to work for the protection of agriculture in 
California and propose solutions to the problems of farmers and ranchers and their rural communities. As 
one of the original sponsors of the California Land Consewation Act (Williamson Act) of 1965, we have 
a long history of support for this vitally important program to California agriculture. We were also the 
primary sponsor and drafting consultant for the 1994 Williamson Act amendment which added Government 
Code sections 51238.1 and 51238.2' to the Act. Our intent was to clarify and narrow the range of activities 
that may be deemed "compatible uses" on lands subject to a Williamson Act contract. 

Farm Bureau has very serious concerns regarding the DEIR conclusions related to the consistency of the 
OCMP with the Williamson Act. Specifically, the conclusion that merely changing the county's ordinance 
to allow large-scale commercial mining of prime farmland, when the expressed intent is to return the vast 
majority of the acreage to non-prime open-space status, will somehow magically make the proposed project 
plan consistent with the Williamson Act is totally without merit. The county cannot possibly meet the 
required standards of the above cited statutes. (These standards are quoted verbatim in the D E B  so they 
need not be repeated here.) It should be noted, however, that the DEIR states that the loss of prime farmland 
is a significant unavoidable impact of the project. Specifically, the DEIR states that "830 acres of & 
farmland, most of which is currently under contract, would be converted to non-agricultural uses under the 
long-term miniig and reclamation plans." (Emphasis added.) This is in obvious conflict with the compatible 
use standards contained in $551238.1 and 51238.2 because the use compromise the long-term 
agricultural productivity of the subject contracted parcel and significantly impair the underlying contractual 
commitment to preserve prime land. 

The only rational explanation for this misinterpretation of law is that the authors of the DEIR believe that 
the mining and conversion of enrolled prime farmland to non-agricultural uses are consistent with the 
Williamson Act because non-agricultural open-space land is eligible for enrollment in the program. If this 
is the hypothesis, it is clearly contrary to the facts of the law. - 

'All statutory references are to the California Government Code unless otherwise indicated. 
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Mr. SteveJenkins 
May 10,1996 
Page Two - 
Our intent in adding §$51238.1 and 51238.2 to the Act was very clear--to provide a higher level of 
protection to prime farmland and the owners of enrolled prime farmland. Farmers and ranchers statewide 
demanded protection against incompatible uses that could limit or destroy their ability to produce within 
agricultural preserves. It is my understanding that the Yolo County Farm Bureau will be offering their 
specifio comments and concerns relative to the DEIR and the proposed OCMP. 

The legislature concurred with our contention that prime farmland should be afforded this special protection, 
in part, because these new sections reflect the original purpose of the Act, i.e. to protect prime farmland. We 
believe that the subsequent amendments to allow enrollment of non-prime land did nothing to diminish the 
legislative intent to protect the agricultural productivity of enrolled lands. For specific reference we suggest 
a review of $51220, which states in part: 

That the preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of agricultural land is necessary 
to the conservation of the state's economic resources. and is necessaw not onlv to the maintenance 
of the agricultural economy of the state, but also for the assuranck of adebuate. healthful and 
nutritious food for future residents of this state and nation. ($51220(a); emphasis added.) 

The state's continued interest in preserving prime farmland is also demonstrated by the fact that the Open- 
Space Subvention Act provides a per-acre payment for enrolled prime land that is five times that of non- 
prime land. Thus, we believe that the requirements contained in JiS51238.1 and 51238.2 relative to the 
degradation of the agricultural capability and productivity must be strictly interpreted. When considered 
within the background and framework of the existing law, the conclusions of the DEIR with regard to the 
plan's aonsistency with the Williamson Act must be viewed as totally erroneous and unsupportable. 

Due to this lack of consistency with existing law, we believe that the proposed large-scale mining of prime 
farmland is best considered on a case-by-case basis once the lands have been removed from the Act. It is our 
understanding that there is little reason to change the county's longstanding policy prohibiting the mining 
on enrolled prime farmland because virtually all of the lands proposed for gravel extraction are either in the 
non-renewal process or could easily meet the non-renewal schedule prior to the proposed start of mining. 
Should the county feel compelled to reverse its policy on this important issue, we must implore you to abide 
by the requirements of $$51238.1 and 51238.2 by considering each parcel on a case-by-case basis. We 
believe that this is the only way to legally fulfill the findings requirements contained therein. - 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments and concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Taxation and Land Use 

cc: Yo10 County Board of Supervisors 
Yolo County Farm Bureau 
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LETTER 12: CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

Response to Comment 12-1: 

The commentor has grossly misinterpreted the County's intentions with respect to the 
proposed zoning text amendment. The DElR analyzes the consistency of the draft OCMP 
and its implementing ordinances on pages 4.5-14 through 4.5-16. Please refer to 
Response to Comment 10-1 for an expanded discussion of consistency between the 
proposed A-P zone amendment and the Williamson Act. 

It is not accurate to state that the expr sed intent of the OCMP is to "return the vast 
majority of the acreage to non-prime en-space status." As indicated in Table 3-1 in 
Chapter 3, Project Description, the long-ten mining applications propose to mine a 

productivity as before the mining. 

.g ' 
total of approximately 2,211 acres of prime and non-prime land, and reclaim a total of 
roughly 1,133 acres (51 percent) to row crops, tree crops, and pasture. The mined land 
that is reclaimed to agriculture is required to operate at the same or better level of 

Response to Comment 12-2: 

The commentor is referred to the Response to Comment 10-2 for a discussion of required 
project-specific analysis of the consistency of long-term mining applications with the 
requirements of the Williamson Act. 
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LETTER # 13 
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Dave Morrison & Heidi T s c h u a i n i -  To: - - 
Yolo County Planning Department 

Subiect: Comments & Statements of Concern - DEIR - 
Off Channel M i n i n ~  Plan for Lower Cache Creek SCH #95 1130 

The enclosed documents consist of General and Specific Comments on the 
DEIR for the Off Channel W i g  Plan which was issued on March 26,1996. 1 

We believe that the DEIR Consultant did not adequately address concerns 
raised during the NOP. We therefore have re-emphasized our concerns with the 
hope that adequate consideration will be given to these as well as the other issues. 1 13-1 

The DEIR has not adequately presented the hazardous risk of the Open Deep 
Wet Pits to the major source of potable water in Yolo County. Some of these pits 
will exist into perpetuity acting as open, festering wounds on the landscape,tearing 
deep holes into the aquifer holding our most precious resource - drinking water. 
This would be a terrible legacv to leave our children! 

Today, May 9th 1996, we received the Report "Off Channel Gravel Pit 
--Mercury C o i r ~ s i d e r ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~  Although the document was dated May 2nd it was not 
released to the public until May 9th, one day before the due date of the OCMP 
DEIR We have not had a chance to review its data and conclusions, but will do so 
as soon as possible and forward appropriate comments. A cursory glance confirms 

13-2 
our worst fears - the conditions are right for conversion of inorganic mercury to 
methyl mercury and its uptake by fish in significantly lhigh levels. This is 
occurring under relatively high oxygen conditions since the water is continually 
stirred up by the ongoing mining operations. Seasonal thermostratification after 
the mining has ceased will result in an augmentation of this conversion since the 
oxygen level at the pit bottom will be low and the conditions ideal for m o b i t i o n  of 
even greater amounts of mercury. Yolo County is considering a project that will 
result in 55 open pits, each with a potential for seriously polluting our drinking 
water and creating a public health problem! 

i4b&&%%lySm WJ- 
Environmental Issues Committee Cache Creek Coalition 
Western Yo10 Grange #423 

A& d+ $2k?W& 
Natural Resources Committee Friends of Cache Creek 
League of Women Voters, Woodland 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 
DEIR for OCMP 

Public Review Period March 26,1996. to May 10,1996 

1. Plannindstudv area expanded without Dublic involvement. 
Staff has expanded the original study area shown in Dames & Moore to now 
include the MRZ-3 zone. This bisects Esparto and Madison. What oftlcial 
Planning Commission or B.O.S. actions have permitted this expansion? 1 13-3 
Some of the DEIR consultants are still using the original boundary! 
DMG does not evaluate the mineable quantities of aggregate existing in the 
-3 zone because of the lack of evidence. Does Staff have evidence not 
available to the DMG? 

2. Reliance is Made on Rechar~e Basins that mav never Materialize. 
The COAE in its latest report on Cache Creek (December 1995) expresses 
doubt that recharge basins will live up to the optimistic expectations 
repeatedly stated in the DEIR It is pointed out that there has been no 
geologic site field research performed to indicate success. No Cost-benefit 134 

studies have been published and no official agency has made a firm 
commitment on such a program. In spite of this the DEIR uses this highly 
speculative concept as a keystone mitigation measure. Is it legal for the 
DEIR to use what has to be considered speculation as a main building block 
of the entire DEIR? 

3. Reliance is Placed on usine Abandoned Pits for Emereencv Flood Control 
and is contrarv to COAE Pindii~s 
The DEIR repeatedly states that abandoned pits may be used to minimize 

have little effect because of the tremendous volume of water involved. 
Since the COAE is considered the expert on this matter why does Staff 
continue to endorse this concept as a mitigation measure? 

I 
flooding by by-passing some of the high crest flows of Cache Creek into the 
abandoned pits. However, the COAE flatly states that such measures would 13-5 

in the Plannin~ or Studv Area? 
The whole DEIR revolves around the unlikely premise that the existing 5 

1 
4. Whv does the DEIR take the Position that there will never be new O~erators 

pending permits will be the only source of gravel for the next 30 years. This 
implies that no new operators wiU be allowed to break this monopoly. It is 134  
quite likely that the County cannot grant an exclusive franchise such as this 
without going through a legally required bidding procedure. 
What basis would the County have for denying a conforming use in the 
proper zone? 
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5. Does the County's G r a n t b  of an Exclusive Mono~olv for Mining 
Discriminate against Minoritv and Small Business Operators? 
Except for Schwanmber, all of the operators are owned by a parent 

7 - 
company that is in the com&uction industry. These parent companies are 
engaged in street and highway construction, subdivision construction, 
shopping mall construction and other large civil and private construction 
projects. Needless to say in order to be a heavy player in the Sacramento- 
Fairf~eld market, the construction contractor must have an exclusive sourc 
of aggregate under his controL This automatically eliminates contractors 
who do not have a source of aggregate which they controL The contractor 
can buy aggregate from his captive mining subsidiary at a paper loss but 
still show a profit on his contracting project. Such a situation is hardly 
compatible with affordable housing as contemplated in the County Genera 
Plan and those of the incorporated cities. 
In the past small paving minority contractors in Yolo County have not bee] 
successful because they are not able to obtain aggregate at a competitive 
price. 

6. Are Federal and State Grant Monevs availability being Jeopardized by the 
Countv Granting a Gravel Monopolv? 
The Federal and State Agencies maintain a *blacklistn of suppliers and 
contractors that unfairly discriminate against minority enterprise. These 
are published from time to time and no agency that is a recipient of Feden 
or State funds or grants can do business with people of the Ublackliit" lest 
they have to forfeit such funds. even DMG has such a list which is publish 
and all State Agencies are prohibited from doing business with firms that 
are in violation of SMARAl 
For the County to grant an exclusive monopoly on aggregate to current 
operators will likely make the County a target for future class action 
lawsuits brought by Miority businesses and contractors. 
The County is required to certify in all public contracts that the project wi 
not discriminate against any class or minority. Can the County legally 
make this certification when it enters into the mining permit agreement 
which is a part of the monopoly being set up in the DEIR 
The DEIR needs a thorough investigation of this issue by the County 
Counsel's office or by other experts. 

--------------------------------------------------------?------ 
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The presence of mercury in the wet pits or in any gravel deposit will 
profoundly affect mining and reclamation procedures. The USGS, RWQCB 
and UCD are currently investigating mercury on Cache Creek and UCD has 13-8 
been retained to do site specific research. How can the DEIR process 
proceed until this potentially highly adverse impact is studied and the 
fmdimgs and recommendations incorporated into the report? 

8. Whv is Sit Generation during active Wet Pit Mininv not discussed? 
In the process of digging below water level, the water is constantly roiled as 
various lenses of silt and clay are cleared out! In fact, the gravel that is 
extracted from below water level will be thoroughly washed. The silt and 
clay content of gravel is estimated to be 25% by the DMG 156 Study. This 

I 
washed out silt and clay has no place to go except to seffle out on the sides 
and bottom of the pit. This should effectively seal the bottom and sides, 
materially reducing the natural flow of the aquifer through the wet pit, 

, 

13-9 

obvious as this  heno omen on is, it is not mentioned by Staff or documented in 
the technical studies !! Indeed, Staff and the "experts" go to great lengths in 
explaining that the movement of groundwater through the wet pit will be 
relatively unobstructed. 
The reader is left with the impression that he is being fed a carefully 
concocted diet of everything that is positive and deliberately steered clear of 
any negatives on the aspect of wet pit mining. 

9. Silting bv Erosion of Sides of Wet Pit during Active Miin  not ad uatel 
addressed. 
According to the DEIR reclamation sloping and benching takes place when 
excavation of aggregate is terminated in the pond in question. This may 
take years, but in the meanwhile the sides are subject to wind and rain 13-1 0 
erosion which will seal sides and bottom. No direction is given on how to 
prevent this undesirable development while excavation is in progress. The 
consultants conveniently dodged this one. 

10. Usine Sand and Pea Gravel for Backfill not Prohibited. 
Solano Concrete in the past has used sand and pea gravel as backfill to 
reclaim ponds to agriculture. The sand and grave1 are then lost forever. 
Sand and Pea Gravel are in abundance and presently do not bring the price 13-11 

that the larger aggregate does. 1 
............................................................... 
ixcrc -mrave~ (328) DEIR OCMP GENERAL COMMENTS EIGWYG. LWV. CCBC. FCC 3 

County of Yoto 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



Sand and Pea Gravel are essential ingredients of PCC and have been used 
by Cattrans, Woodland and Davis for backfill of utility trenches during the 
last 50 years. Future generations may well come up short of this non- 
renewable resource. To waste these products as bacW111 is akin to using old 13-,1 
growth Redwoods for firewood! 
The claim that dumping of sand and pea gravel back into the hole when 
mixed with soil imparts improved permeability is entirety unsupported by 
any on site research. It is a weak excuse in an attempt to justify a wasting of 
a natural resource ! 

11. Wh is the A 
Innovative Uses for Sand and Pea Gravel as a Goal? 
Most responsible industries have associations that engage in research to 

in question. As an example, the timber Industry now uses practically all 
parts of a tree. When is the last time that anyone ever heard of the local 
aggregate industry putting on a demonstration project? 

J 
create new products and methods for more efficient uses of the raw material 13-12 

the Planning Area? 
The Sunset Magazine's book on gardening has a map that shows that 
Woodland and Davis are in different micro-climates and time of planting 
and tolerant species are listed accordingly. Anyone that lives in Woodland 

1 
12. Whv have Staff and Consultants not discovered that Micro-Climates exist in 

and farms in the Hungry Hollow district can attest that Hungry Hollow has I . . 
many more days of low humidity and hard north wind than does Woodland. 
the summer time temperatures are higher. 13-1 3 
This phenomenon is due to topography with Hungry Hollow being 
surrounded on 3 sides by uplands. 
However, the Technical Studies consultants have used a generalized climate 
criteria which results in greatly understating evaporation and transpiration. 
This gives inaccuratg results for anticipated water loss from ponds and 
wetlands and for the concentration of objectionable salts in the groundwater. 

13. The Consultant's Mathematical Model to Prove that a Fuel SuDl into a take 
is no Threat, is patently absurd ! 
It is quite evident that the "expertn is relying on the gullibility of the reader 
when he chooses as an example the dumping of 5 gallons of gasoline into an 
80 acre lake and then running it through a computer program. 13-1 4 

The reader is much more concerned about a worst case scenario than the 
most benign incident that could possibly be contrived. 

............................................................... 
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What happens when an off-road huge hauler tips over into a 1 acre pond 
I 

and loses 80 gallons of diesel fuel and hydraulic fluid and Anti-freeze before 
it can be righted and towed out (This has happened)? 1 ; 

13-14 

"Computer program" is the new "buzzword" and evidently the reader is 
1 

expected to hold still while he is force fed absurdities. 
14. Why does Staff accent Exnert Testimony f~om Consultants not aualifid in 

the Field? - 
The subject of the eutrophication of ponds and lakes as discussed by a 
commentor on the first draft of the DEIR apparently caused great 
consternation as this subject was missiig. As a result a hurried report was 
hastily concocted by a consultant to show that it was of little concern and not 
likely to happen 
One of the common practices of consultants is to submit resumes of all the 
personnel, detailing experience in a specific field, education, publications 
and any State required licenses needed to practice - these are generally 
listed with great pride to inspire confidence and hopefully to land a job. 
Eutrophication deals with the decay of ponds and lakes brought about by 
nutrients, excessive growths of algae and materials contributed by mature 
vegetation. Eutrophication causes stinking mats of algae, pond discoloration 
and imparts a disagreeable taste to the water. Local examples are Clear 
Lake, Lake Benyessa and ox-bow lakes of the Sacramento River along Yolo 
County in late August. 
Reviewing the resumes accompanying the "expert" testimony reveals that 
none of the participants had degrees or experience in aquatic biology, 
Limnology, aquatic entomology, or public health nor did anyone have the 
requisite licenses required by the DHS. 
The reader of an EIR should be able to have confidence that what is being 
presented is submitted by those truly qualified to speak on a specific subject! 

15. The Planninv Area Man is unusable 
- 

I 
I 
i 
I 

I 
\ 

13-15 
I 
I 

1, 
I I 

I 
I 

The pla&g/study area map has evidently been drawn freehand and varies 

1 i 
as to boundary from map to map. Maps in the Technical Studies do not I 
always correspond to the diierent variations in the DEIR The boundaries 13-16 

are not dimensioned to property lines or public roads. Many parcels are \ 
I 

split by the rough-in planning boundary. 



From an adminiation standpoint, this will be a nightmare as Staff will not 
be able to respond in a precise manner to an inquiry as to where the 
boundary cuts across the parcel in question. Imprecise zoning lines will be a 13-16 
continuing source of confusion for the next 30 years. This will cause great 
diculties to title insurance firms, the County Tax Assessor and persons 
seeking bank loans. 

16. Serious Conflict of Interest of Consultants 
An EIR must be scrupulously careful to not engage consultants who are 
working both sides of the street ! This is especially true when the County 
acts as lead agency and the project involves much public controversy. The 
consulting firm of Luhdorff and Scalmanini has served the local gravel 

1 
industry for a great many years and is currently engaged on pending permit 13-17 
applications. It is indeed strange that Staff would presume to use Luhdorff 
and Scalmanini to try to explain away the most serious adverse impacts 
raised by the public on deep wet pit mining. Has this been reviewed by the 
County Counsel's Office? 

17. DEIR Pre~arers are not competent to iudge Pesticide Residuals in 
Aericultural Soils. 
On page 4.12-11 Staff concludes that pesticide residuals in agricultural soil 

planning area. 
What Staff with its demonstrated unfamiliarity with the territory, does not 
realize, is that in the last 50 years many temporary crop dusting airstrips 

was tight regulation on handling pesticides. These temporary flight strips 

I 
are no threat on the basis of testing only one parcel in the whole 14 112 mile 

have been located in the planning area. Most of this occurred before there 13-18 

were located for convenience to make the loading area close to the fields to 
be sprayed or dusted. Products were spilled, tanks flushed and small 
remaining supplies were dumped. In the days of hand picked tomatoes, 
various arsenicals were used. Arsenic residuals persist for many years in 
the soil. In the only test made by Staff, Arsenic was not tested for. 
It is difficult to see how Staff can make such sweeping conclusions from so 
W e  data and so much misinformation. 

18. There is no Sanitarv Landfill along Cache Creek at CR 87 

87 near Cache Creek, implying that it may be a threat to water quality. 

Davis. As often repeated, Staff should become familiar with the territory 
before making misleading or uninformed statements. 

b 
In several places in the DEIR we read that there is a County Landfa on CR 

The fact is, that this is a transfer station where garbage and other waste is 
placed in huge metal bins and then trucked to the Yolo County Landfill near 
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19. Scant New Research Material Used. - 
At least 85% sf tbe DEPR is  based on tired old data, some of it generated 
clear back in the 1950's. Many of the ancient reports used had no stature 
and many have since been partially or totally discredited. However the 
reader is led to believe that it has been magically updated if brought in 
proximity of a computer. 
General climatic data is used that may apply to several counties instead of 
using site specific data. 
Air Quality data from a sampling station 15 miles away from the western 
part of the planning area is cited in complete disregard for the difference in 
micro-climates. 
Engineering reports that make findings, describe conditions and make 
recommendations involving the public health, safety and welfare such as 
found in the Technical Studies and Appendix, must be signed by those 
properly licensed by the California Department of Consumer AWrs. This 
is to assure that such reports are made by those legally licensed to practice 
in California. The Technical Studies and the Appendix have not been signed 
as required by law. Why are these reDorts acce~ted bv Staff? - 

20. ~ o t i &  of aDirova1 bv yolo Countv ~;lvironmedtal ~ G l t h  De~artment 
Since the issues under consideration in the DEIR involve ~ublic health and 1 
safety it is imperative that the Draft Document be officiaiiy endorsed by the 
Yolo County Environmental Health Officer. A letter should be included 13-21 
indicating that the Department of Environmental Health has read the 
proposal to mine gravel within the Yolo County aquifer and approves of the 
proposal and the mitigation procedures recommended. 

21. CITIZEN CAPACITY TO READ AND APPRAISE MINING 
PROPOSALS HAS BEEN OVERWHELMED. 

unseemly haste with which the comprehensive EIR process is being 
conducted in Yolo County. Two separate draft documents are currently in 

1 l  

No response to this DEIR would be complete without a protest regarding the 

circulation, each involving hundreds of pages of compacted material, and 
five more are due to be released shortly with the last responses due by July 
11th Due to time constraints citizens are being deprived of the opportunity 13-22 

to carefuliy read and respond to the draft documents and are denied the 
time to seek professional opinions on issues which concern them The 
applications under consideration involve opening up the potable aquifer in 1 
perpetuity - thus creating the potential for pollution of a major water supply 
for the County. The proposed mitigation measures listed in the draft I 
document have been hastily assembled and not carefully considered. 

~ a ~ l e s g m w  (3;g) DElR OCMP GENERAL COMMENTS EIGWYQ. LW ccsc, FCC 7 * 

v ............................................................... 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



The actions of our elected officials in sanctioning this dash to the finish line 
demonstrate a total disregard for citizen concerns as well as an indifference 
to the long term welfare of the County. Given the global concern over the 
adequacy of available drinking water supplies it is unlikely that many 13-22 
counties in the State would even consider such drastic action and to 
compound this with denial of adequate response time demonstrates complete 
indifference to citizens very real concerns. Once mining permits have been 
granted for 30 or 50 years there will be no turning back if the decision 
makers are found to have misjudged the severity of the impacts upon our 
most precious resource - groundwater. 

............................................................... 
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DEIR FOR OCMP 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND STATEMENTS OF CONCERN 

Public Review Period March 26 to May 10,1996 

Page # 

3-1 Regional location does not agree with Fig. 3.22. Planning area extends upstream 13-23 
from Capay Dam on map but starts at Capay Dam in text. 1 

3 4  Proiect Location - 
Has been extended to a different MRZ zone than shown on the original documents 
approved by the BOS. The public was never notified of thii change. The planning 
boundary has now been expanded to the MRZ 3 boundary. MRZ 3 mineral 
deposits are speculative because they cannot be determined from available data. 
See DMG 156 Study. 

It is not appropriate or logical to include the MRZ 3 when DMG cannot confirm th'e 
presence of gravel ! Thii is a case of the Planners using conjecture as a basis of 
planning. I 13-24 

Backeround 

Fig. 3.24 west boundary of planning area does not agree with Figs. 3.2-2, 

& 3.2-3. Figures should be consistent. Same comments applies to Figure 3.31 

Aegrwate Resources 

3-10 _Goals 

2.2-1 This goal cannot be applied automatically to lands identified as MRZ 3 zone by the 13-25 
DMG since there is no confirmation of gravel presence. However the DEIR 
includes MRZ 3 within its planning boundary. Staff is not consistent ! 

Obiectives 
I 
1 

3-11 3.31 This paragraph uses the acronym YCFC&WCD whiie on page 2.2 FCWCD is 13-26 
used to identify the same agency. The DEIR should be consistent and settle on 
YCFC&WCD which is the standard accepted form. --.I 

512,3.3-1 This goal is not stated correctly. Any creation of a pond by excavating 
the water table automatically lowers the water table of immediately adjacent land 
simply because the volume of the pond is greater than the volume of water that 13-27 

could be stored in the gravel before excavation. This is an invitation to a lawsuit 
generated by the owner of a nearby irrigation weU 

.................................................................... 
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4.3-1 Yolo County has no designated flood agency nor does it budget for flood control., 13-28 
Cache Creek flooding is a Corps responsibility. 1 

5.3-1 The preservation of prime agricultural land along Cache Creek is not compatible 
with open pit mining as the sloped areas are irreversibly lost even after 
reclamation. Ag land has endured for thousands of years while the economics of 
mining are terminated at depletion of the aggregate. 1 
In the long term-view, the Ag land lost to sloping would out produce by many fold 
the short-term economics of a 3-5 year mine-out of a non-renewable resource. 

This objective is poorly stated and appears to be a violation of logic. I 3-2g 
Groundwater storage is a far less productive use of the area than is agriculture. 
After all,water requirements of a crop is only one of the costs of agricultural 
production and agriculture is already successful in the area where it will eventually 
be displaced by mining if the current proposals are accepted by our elected 
officials. 

3-13 Biolodcal Resources 

6.2-2 Does not state that the planning area has been terminated upstream of Yolo and 13-30 
does not extend to the settling basin as first proposed. This is a critical gap in 
establishing a riparian corridor. 1 

3-14 Introduction 

2nd paragraph. Planning area as shown in Fig. 3.2-2 & 3.2-3 includes the DMG 1 
MRZ 3 utne - there has been no estimate made of aggregate by the DMG because of 13-31 

insufficient data. DEIR has garbled this section. 

3-15 Agmwate Resources Element 
J 

- Top paragraph - A 10 year period for review is too long. Biological contamination 
of deep pits has not been discussed by competent State licensed Personnel. The I 13-32 
DEIR has missed the most likely contamination source in its Technical Studies 
which must be prepared by qualified investigators. 

3-15 Water Resources Element 

Top paragraph. According to the recent COAE report no definitive infield 
research has been performed to demonstrate that the use of abandoned mining pits 
for storage and recharge is feasible. 1 13-33 
It is furthermore pointed out that no economic study has been publicly issued to 
determine if such a plan has a favorable cost-benefit ratio. Even further, no 
method of financing of construction or of operation has been offered. No 

I responsible public agency has voted to adopt such plans and in fact the whole idea 
.................................................................... 

~rma~p-w (328) SPECIFIC COMMENTS EIGWYG. ~wv,ccsc. FCC 

county Of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



purely conjecture at this time and therefore cannot be proposed as a mitigation J13-33 
measure. 

It is a blatant violation of CEQA policy to use pure speculation not founded on scientific 
research or official commitment by any responsible agency as a Key Basis of a 
DEIR document. The authors of the DEIR are not qualified to promise such 13-34 

solutions when no bonafide officially adopted plans exist. This is a lawyer's drea 

3-15 3rd Recommended Action 

How can the DEIR recommend that evapotranspiration losses are acceptable as the 
result of exposed groundwater when none of the DEIR supporting documents have 
provided an estimate of what this loss is per acre per year when the open 
waterhetlands are at maturity? 1 
The DEIR documents have not yet provided an economic assessment of what the 
evapotranspiration losses are per year a t  maturity compared to agricultural use for 
the same area. 

It can be confidently predicted that the a ~ u a l  water consumption of pondhvetlands 
will exceed twofold the amount consumed by agriculture on the same site. How can 
the authors of the DEIR possibly justify such a sacrifice of a statewide natural 
resource? The lowering of the aquifer also causes an increase in irrigation- 
pumping energy which is derived from non-renewable fossil fuels. How does the 
DEIR justify such an excessive energy- consuming alternative? 

315  4th recommended action 

%Ensure that proposed off-channel wet pits do not adversely affect groundwater 
levels or the water quality of adjacent (within 1,000 feet) active off-site wells." 

water quality and water table elevation. In the event that this adverse condition 

1 
This is an open admission that wet pits have the capability of adversely influencing 

occurs, how do the DEIR authors propose to remedy this adverse 
13-36 

conditionlconditions? How will the groundwater level be restored- - the technical 
studies have not addressed this? It  would appear that Staff has pointed out an 
adverse impact for which there is no mitigation. Is the hapless neighbor whose 
water table has been lowered expected to pay the increased pumping costs in 
perpetuity while the miner moves on to a new site? 

It is pointed out on a regular basis by a host of writers that California will run out 
of water as population increases and that all of the cost effective damfresewoir sites 
have been utilized. In spite of this the authors of the DEIR recommend the 
squandering of the aquifer that is already estimated by qualified experts in this 
field to be in overdraft. 
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5-15 Floodwav and Channel Stabilitv Element 

This paragraph fails to point out that the COAE has already stated that some of the 13-37 
candidate pits destined for recharge facilities are threatened by "capture". I .  
Recommended Action # 3 

Does not include the COAE which is the federal agency in charge of flood control on 13-38 
Cache Creek 1 
Recommended Action # 4 

The COAE has not yet approved a plan for using off-channel pits for flood 
protection. In fact the COAE states that insufficient reservoir capacity exists to be 13-39 
of significant benefit - see latest COAE report (Dee. 1995) 1 

3-16 A~riculture Resources Element - 
Element #2 

The DEIR offers no proof that wet pit mining will minimize the amount of 
agriculture disturbed. The DEIR and Technical Studies have not presented any 
examples and calculations using DMG gravel depths at specific sites to support this 
contention when reclamation to agriculture is considered. The DEIR is most 
certainly obligated to prove its contention and the reader is most assuredly entitled 
to a site-specific mathematically supported example. The respondents strongly 
suspect that as of this writing no such proof exists or it would have been proudly 
presented. Unless such proof can be documented the whole concept is pure 
conjecture and does not fulffl CEQA requirements ! 

Question: How can the consultants substantiate their claim that deep wet pit minimg will 
minimize loss of agricultural land? -.I 

3-17 & 3-18 Figures 3.4-1,3.4-2 
1 

It is noted that the boundary of the study area has been expanded to the MRZ 3 
zone (156 Report) from the former boundary which was the MRZ 2 zone. This has 
been done without public notice and the required hearings. Have the Planning 
Commission and BOS voted on this change and if so when? 

It is further noted that the new boundary bisects Madison and Esparto which 
entirely changes the picture. The threat of water quality impairment in the 
municipal wells is greatly increased since the cone of depression in the water table 
created by these wells greatly exceeds that generated by agricultural wells. 
Municipal wells are in service year around as compared to 3-4 months for 
agricultural irrigation. It is further noted that the Technical Studies failed to 
address this most significant impact ! -_-_-_---___-______-----------_-----------__-----------__------__--- 
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3-19 Biological Resources Element 

The DEIR is not consistent in its description of the planning area. In some 
instances it is described as starting at Capay Bridge but here it is described as 
starting well west of the bridge. This will be a very vulnerable inconsistency in the 
future lawsuits which are certain to follow. 1 13-42 

- 

The DEIR documents further garble this subject by alternately calling it the "study 
arean or the Uplaming area". As the reader shifts from one DEIR document to 
another the confusion is compounded. This will surely create serious problems 
twenty years hence when all current persor~~~el are no longer around to attempt an 
explanation.. 

319 Recommendations 

Action # 2 This is stated in reverse - - OCMP actions should not conflict with 
ACOE or Hawk. 

1 
1 

What is the justification of the boundary change and how can it be supported 
considering that the 156 Report specifically points out that not enough evidence 

Action # 3 This is in direct conflict with the Geotechnical slope requirement - I 
generally bedrock is the only formation that can be expected to stand vertically over 
time. I 

13-41 
exists to absdubely c~nfisrrar that mmmerciall deposits of aggregate exist in the MRZ 
3 zone. What information does Staff have that was not available to the DMG? It is 
presumed that Staff personnel do not have the requisite State license necessary to 
make an official finding. 1 

The USDA and the various university farm advisory services have dozens of I 

Action #5 Represents a procedure which is in direct conflict with current 
agricultural recommendations. Such vegetated zones provide over-winter areas for 
insects and fungus that are injurious to agricultural crops. The USDA has long 
espoused "clean culturen to help reduce this problem, even to the extent of 
sterilizing a strip along fence lines. 

publications on the need to eradicate undesirable insect habitat. 

319 O ~ e n  S ~ a c e  and Recreational Element 
1 

This paragraph does not explain what is considered the "upstream arean or the 
"downstream area". Where is the dividing boundary? In the reach between 
the Capay Bridge and Yolo where is there sufficient water depth to 
boating except at periods of dangerous high flows. 

13-43 
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3-21 Avvlication for Mining 

"On Sept. 27,1995 notices were sent to all property owners within the study area" 
As pointed out previously the "StudyIPlanning Area" has been expanded in the 
DEIR to include land not formerly included. It is not clear at the present time if all 
landowners received notification. 

3-21 UThese five applications collectively constitute foreseeable implementation of the 
OCMP over the next 50 years-". This statement implies that only 5 operators'will 1 
be permitted for the next SO years and no new operators will be allowed to crack the) 
semi-monopoly that the County will become a party to establishing. This is a 
dangerous statement, probably in violation of anti-trust legislation since it places 1346 

the County in the position of agreeing to stifle competition. -I 
Table 3-1 

Comment: This table is incomplete and misleading in that it fails to show the water 
lost to evapotranspiration by 771 acres of wet pits when the vegetation is at 
maturity. This is water mining and provides no economic benefit. The Yolo County 
resident is certainly entitled to know what the annual water loss will be and what 
the potential market value is. There should be a calculation of value to (evaporated) 
water from pits over the lifetime of the pits (eternity) or at least 500 years. 

In one area of groundwater overdraft and with little prospect of gaining additional 
surface water this is a valuable natural resource lost and it will be lost in perpetuity. 
This loss of resource in the long-term must be evaluated against the short-term 
benefits of gravel mining. Table 3-1 is incomplete because we are dealing with two 
natural resources that are directly and inseparably bound. 1 

3-24 Figure 3.4-3 does not agree with Fig. 3.4-2, page 3-18. Madison is bisected on 
Figure 3.4-2 but is missed on Figure 3.4-3. Such inattention to detail does not 1 13-48 

enhance reader confidence. 

3-25 First paragraph 

Comment: 1 

Simply stated, DMG is unwilling to guarantee that mineable aggregate is present 
because of insufficient data but the DEIR is perfectly wilting to give such an 
assurance in the absence of any evidence. The result of this excursion into 

.................................................................... 
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By expanding the study/pla&g area to include the MRZ 3 wne as shown in 
the DMG 156 Study the DEIR has deliberately skewed to the high side the acreage 
available to mioig. This then reduces the percentage of land to be mined in the 
plan. However, DMG defines the MRZ 3 wne as follows: "Areas containing 
mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from available data". 
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'Unwarranted ciently qualified on the subject 
do not fare well in the courts. J 
pure conjecture seriously faults statistics that have been offered, the ripple of which 
is reflected through the whole DEIR excercise. 

4.21 Setting - 
1349 

Figure 3.2-2 shows the planning area extending well west of Capay Dam and not 
terminating at  the dam as described. Other places in the DEIR describe the 
western terminus of the studylplanning area as being Capay Bridge. ?? 

The planning area, Figure 3.2-2 comes within I f 2  mile of Woodland, not several 
miles to the southeast as stated. I t  is suggested that Staff review project 
descriptions against the maps presented to give a measure of credence to the 
document. 

4.2-7 Regional Water Oualitv Board's Basin Plan - 
This section is not up to date as Cache Creek has now been singled out as a 
significant concern in the RWQCB's uDraft Watershed Management Initiative 
Chapter-see communication as of 3/5/96. Cache Creek has been designated as 
Impaired Waterway". This deals with the immediate concerns of the high mercury 
levels during storms with the concomitant alarming increase in the mercury content 
of fish in Cache Creek and in the downstream delta waterways. Added to this is the 
recent COAE report on Cache Creek pointing out that any adjustments in the 
channel should be preceded by sample coring of the bars in the channel for 
mercury. It therefore logically follows that the off-channel deposits programmed to 
be mined will probably contain mercury since the same geologic method of 
deposition exists. 

.................................................................... 
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The RWQCB's underlying assumption is that the mercury is bioavailable when it 
becomes part of the sediment in streams and waterways.. This assumption would 
also apply to wet pit miuing and would reveal itself in the permanent wet ponds 
that result, The Regional board has a contract with UCD to evaluate mercury 
bioavailabiity in Cache Creek. This is a potential impact completely ignored in the 
Technical Studies. It would appear that the DEIR cannot be completed until the 
UCD studies are included, evaluated by the Regional Board and a proper course of 
action formulated. The Regional Board strategy in conjunction with the EPA may 
well drastically change the thinking on Cache Creek gravel deposit extraction, 
especially if permanent deep wet pits are used for recreational purposes or for 
stocking fish. The methylation of mercury and its mobii t ion in these deep wet 
pits was never contemplated by the Staff or their consultants. It is our 
understanding that the County has recently initiated a very limited study to 
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determine mercury levels in pit water as well as in adjacent areas of Cache Creek 
These and the RWQCB studies need to be completed and the results closely 
examined before deep wet pit mining is approved in Yolo County. An error in 13-51 
judgment made without sufticient data could result in the worst case scenario in 
horrendous irreversible cumulative injury to a large number of people. I 

4.2-9 Town of Esnarto General Plan 

Why has staff revised the planning/study area to now bisect the town of Esparto - 
See Fig. 3.2-2? Is the change noted in the recently adopted Esparto General Plan? 13-52 
Was there public notification of this modification? 

4.2-1 1 Citv of Woodland General Plan 

present city limits? See Fig. 3.2-2. Was the City of Woodland notified of this 

I 
Why has Staff revised the planning/study area to now come within 112 mile of the 13-53 

change? 1 
4.2-12 Standards of Significance 

The 'st does not include "The depletion of other significant resourcesn. In this 
instance it would be water lost in an overdraft aquifer in perpetuity because of 
evapotranspiration of the pits (lakes) when vegetation is at maturity. Inasmuch 
California is programmed to be water short in the near future (probably before the 
30 year mine-out occurs) this represents sacrifice of a scarce natural resource to 
create wetlands where none existed historically. 

4.2-15 Alternatives 7 should be added: 

Does not consider limiting gravel extraction to PCC uses only. This is what the 156 
Study was all about - not general use. 60% of Cache Creek aggregate is presently 
used for non-PCC purposes. This represents use of a premium resource for a non- 
premium use. This is comparable to using old growth redwoods for firewood. 1 13-55 
The DEIR considers aU aggregate mining to be for PCC purposes. This 
unwarranted assumption flaws the entire document by failing to portray actual 
conditions. In terms of actual aggregate use, the DEIR is based on 60% fallacy anal 
40% fact. Truly the reader deserves a fairer presentation ! 1 

4.3-1 Introduction 

The list of issues presented does not include subsidence. This is an ongoing 
phenomenon in areas of groundwater overdraft such as the planninglstudy area. 13-56 
This condition will be accelerated by the vibration associated with operating heavy 
equipment and can change the status of the 100 year flood overflow. I 

.................................................................... 
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4.3-1 Last paragraph of Introduction, last sentence - 
UThe available geologic and geomorphic data were reviewed by the Draft EIR 
preparers and were found to be generally consistent with appropriate engineering 
methods and standards." i 13-57 
In order to be valid such a fmding could only be declared by professional engineers 
and geologists duly Licensed by the State in accordance with the law. Do the Staff 
preparers have these qualifications? 

4.3-20 Standards of Significance - 
Does not include the loss of significant resources which in this case is the water lost 
to evapotranspiration of ponds, wet pits and wetlands when vegetation reaches 
maturity. This loss would occur in an area of aquifer overdraft and would be muci 
greater than the loss due to agricultural use for an equivalent area. It is further 
noted that the Technical Studies have greatly under-estimated evaporation loss 
because general data was used instead of data that applies to the specific micro- 
climate between Capay and Madin.  This can be read* verified by long-term 
residents of the area. - 

4.3-20 Potential Damage from Seismic Shakiqg 

This adequately justified the absurdity of recommending vertical Banks for cliff 13-59 
swallows as found elsewhere in the DEER ! 1. 

4.3-21 The justification of liquefaction fails to point out the great potential for destrayln 
domestic and irrigation wells. These would be substantial economic losses. 

The discussion fails to cover the potential for slumping of levees that are proposed 
around mining excavations and for flood control on Cache Creek such as proposed 
by the Solano Concrete application. 

COMMENT: I 
The discussion on liauefaction is incomplete. undulv brief and does not fully reflect 
all the hazards that mav be encountered. _I 

4.3-22 PS 5-53 

This section should be rewritten with the requirement that the survey should be 
performed by a California licensed Land Surveyor or Civil Engineer. A chart 
should be prepared showing existing elevations and the anticipated elevations at the 
time of reclamation completion. 1 13-61 

' Surveying Standards such as grid distances, elevation precision and specified I 
tolerances for regrading should be set. I 

.................................................................... 
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COMMENT: - 
As written PS 5.5-3 is useless to a surveyor or to personnel making inspections. 

13-61 Yolo County Public Works Department could be of great assistance in writing a 
useable regulation. A - 

4.3-23 Performance Standard 2.525 - 
Fails to state that the recommendations of the Geotechnical investigations must 
incorporated in the building permit. As written the issuer of the building permit 
has the discretion to disregard the recommendations. 

4.3-23 Performance Standard 2.5-26 - 
This is poorly written inasmuch as the landowner could logically be a person 
(absentee owner) who would not recognize settling. Strong seismic shaking events I 
are so infrequent that the Staff should make such inspections and should not have to 

I rely on individuals who might be reluctant to make areport in order to avoid repair 
expense. I 13-63 
As written, repairs will be made from a contingency fund- - - are these agreements I 
written to last forever -? This does not seem practical. Any performance bond has 
an expiration date. 

4.3-24 Mitipation Measure 4.3-lb (A-la, B l b ,  A-2, A-3) 
1 

13-64 
I Why are areas outside of Yolo County mentioned? 

4.3-25 Potential Impacts Related to Slope Stability, Erosion and Sedimentation. 1st 
I. 

parama~h. last sentence 1 

This should be expanded to include the fact that sediment generated by erosion wil 
supply nutrients to the wet pits or lakes which will cause algae growth. Algae 
growth will eventually cause eutrophication of the pit water which is highly I 13-65 

I detrimental to its usefulness for recreation. It can also facilitate mercury 
methylation and mobi i t ion  and incorporation of methyl mercury into the biota, 
and eventually into the flesh of f s h  and fishsating birds. .. 

\ 
4.3-25 Draft OCMP and Implementing Ordinances 

1 
it is noted that the DEIR fails totally to consider the silt generated during active 
mining of wet pits. The constant sloshing of a drag-line operation generates great 
quantities of silt. If hydraulic mining (suction dredge) takes place, the whole area 
becomes a giant mudhole. Siltation resulting from excavation will likely exceed an 
overland transport. How do you mitigate this? 

.................................................................... 
\ 
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There should be no permanent piles of mine waste, etc. 3 13-68 

4.3-30 Performance Standard 2.5-17 

Does not state who makes the yearly inspection or if there is a report filed or who 13-69 
prepared the report. 

4.3-31 Top of page 
1 

Biological clogging is most apt to be caused by attached algae and other attaching1 
organisms and organic fdaments. Attachment is made on any stope from vertical to 
horizontal. Mitigation is not accomplished. 

COMMENT; 

Erosion and the resulting siltation of the ponds bottom and sides which will impede 
water flow while active mining is in progress has not been addressed. Considering 
that it may take several years for a pond to be excavated, the resulting side slopes 
are left unprotected from erosion and wiU allow the transported fines to be 
deposited on the bottom, thereby sealing it to impede natural aquifer flow. There 
will be a progressive phenomenon of creeping siltation as excavation progresses. 
This will significantly nullify the effectiveness of bank shaping at  final reclamation. 

The whole concept of bank protection needs to be reconsidered to account for 
siltation during active mining. Once the silt has sealed the bottom, it wiU be out of 
reach of the excavation machinery. The Technical Studies report should have 
certainly covered this. It further appears that this omission critically clouds the 
discussion of the supposed movement of aquifer water through a pond or deep wet 
pit. - 

4.3-36 PS 4.5-3 

COMMENT: 

The Technical Studies did not consider the DWR's Safety of Dams regulations for 7 - 
"separators" and for "Setbacks". This is a significant o&ission. I 
The section should include the rules of the DWR departments' of Safety of Dams 
which under certain circumstances considers "separators" as water impoundment 
dams which therefore must be constructed to much higher standards. The COAE 

.................................................................... 
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pointed this out in its most recent report on Cache Creek @ec 1995). These state 
regulations will bear directly on what separation off-channel excavations must have 
from the creek. 

Recent analysis of mercury content in Cache Creek indicates that during high flows 
when flooding would occur, the mercury levels are extremely high. Since thii 
mercury appears to be primarily in the sediment the question must be raised 

It should be noted that the above cited COAE study concludes that attempting to 
temporarily divert high crest flows to off-channel pits for flood control will have 
negligible benefit because of great volume involved. 

concerning whether the policy of using gravel pits for storage of such water is a 
good idea. If a load of mercury laden sediment was deposited in the pit what could 
be done to remove it before it polluted the underlying aquifer. 

13-71 

This section must be rewritten to reflect the information provided above. Both the 
COAE and DWR should provide comments on usetbacks" and Staff must consider 
the hazardous nature of mercury and some of its compounds. 

4.3-38 4.4-6 

The most recent study by the COAE states that pits along Cache Creek would 1 1 3-72 
provide insignificant flood control relief by diversion from the channel. 

4.338 4.5-1 

The COAE or FEMA should establish the 100 year flood elevation for the entire 
planniqlstudy area. Providing an isolated mining site with 100 year flood 
protection by the erection of levees, etc., may well force the overflow onto other 13-73 

lands. This must be an integrated plan covering all panels that could be affected 
and may well require a separate EIR 

Does not provide for financial assurance for immediately adjacent parcels that 
be damaged by actions originating within the permit boundary. 

4.3-40 4.3-4 Top of Page 

Does not explain that usediment" by defintion includes soil, silt, sand and gravel - 
not just sand and gravel. DMG states that in Cache Creek about 06% is gravel. 1 13-75 

This distinction should be made for clarity. 

4.3-40 4th & 5th paragraph 1 
Fails to point out that there is an abundance of quarry rock in the volcanic deposits 
east and south of Napa and these were mined for decades by the Basalt Rock Co. 13-76 

and later by Kaiser. This source is closer to Fairfield than is Cache Creek and has 
.................................................................... 
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been used in hundreds of miles of roads. It is indeed a Ustretch" to imply that 
somehow Yolo County is obligated to supply a fixed percentage of the Sacramento- 
Fairfield aggregate needs regardless of purpose. 

There has been no valid reason advanced as to why Yolo County's aggregate 
production should continue to meet 26% of the regional demand to year 2047. No 
allowance has been demonstrated for recycling of 'aggregate, concrete, asphalt 
concrete, glass, tires and plastic, all of which are in the pioneering stage of being 
used in street and road construction. 

There has been no attempt to explain how sand and pea gravel enters into the gross 
equation of production when it is currently being put back into the excavation by 
Solano Concrete since it is currently in surplus supply. 

Since the 1960's the City of Woodland has had a continuing program of sand 
sealing its streets on about an 8 year cycle basis. This is performed by laying down 
a thin layer of asphalt emulsion, covered by a thin layer of sand which is then 
rolled. This waterproofs the pavement, prevents oxidation, shields the surface fron 
the destructive ultra violet rays of the sun and provides a skidproof surface. This 
highly successful program was developed with the research assistance of the 
Asphalt Institute. In the last 35 years the City of Woodland has used thousands of 
tons of sand for this purpose. 

The further downstream one excavates the more abundant is pea gravel and sand 
and the more likely it will be wasted wen though by the year 2047 it may be 
valuable. It is readily apparent that somewhere in the Goals it should be stated that 
public agencies should be encouraged to use sand and pea gravel for less demanding 
specifications. The cities of Davis and Woodland have long used sand and pea 
gravel for backfill in trenches for sewers and water tines. It is also extensively used 
for foundations for concrete structures. Sand and pea gravel are incompressible 
and perform superbly for backfill and foundation material. 

It should be noted that the local aggregate industry has done little to promote 
innovative uses of its products and few if any demonstration projects have ever 
been put on in Yolo County. In sharp contrast, the timber industry uses every part 
of the tree and has developed many products such as particle board, clipboard, 
masonite, as well as woodchips for co-generation. 

13-76 

The often espoused statement that the disposing of sand into the excavation backfill 
to reclaim to agriculture may increase the percolation capability is totally 
unsupported by any site-specific research. This is another example of pseudo- 
science being utilized to give an unproven idea respectability in order to disguise its 
obviously self serving intent. 

.................................................................... 
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A truly legitimate resource conservation plan cannot in good conscience ignore the 
present discarding of sand and pea gravel - as stated previously this is akin to using 13-76 
old growth redwoods for firewood ! 

4.4-1 Introduction 

The following issues should be added: 

i 
1 

1. Eutrophication and its adverse impacts on ponds and deep pits 20 years after 
reclamation when vegetation has matured (There are many local examples) 

2. An economic analysis of water lost to evapo-transpiration 20 years after 
reclamation when vegetation is mature. 

1 13-78 - 
3. The impact of using surface water for irrigation in proximity to deep pits, 
and lakes. 

4. The statement made by the Baseline Consultant a t  a Citizens Group Meeting 
(4125196) that the major pit water pollution will occur during excavation, does not 
take into consideration the growth (and death) of algae during various stages of 
maturity long after mining has ceased. The final mature stage of algae recycling 
may not be attained until 10 or 20 years after mining has ceased. Eutrophication 
and all that it implies will continue to increase long after the mining has ceased. 
Heavy metals and minerals are expected to increase. Evidence should be presented 1 13-80 

to substantiate statements made in the DEIR and at public meetings. Material that 
is unsupported and based upon assumptions must not be presented as fact Please 
give the reader an accurate and scienW~cally supported accounting of the conditio 
to be expected in these deep wet pits during mining and for many years thereafter. 
The reader must be able to determine the risks involved in permitting multiple 
open pits deep into the aquifer in perpetuity. 

4.4-1 & 4.4-2 Climate. 

The discussion of climate suffers from over generalization. The Hungry Hollow 
reach has a micro-climate that is significantly different from that east of Dunnigan 
Hills. This is a long recognized local phenomenon and significantly influences 
agriculture, evaporation and transpiration. 1 
over the north state mountains. They are drying winds of low humidity and high 
temperatures in the Spring, summer and fall. The National Weather forecasters 1 
Hungry Hollow experiences a great many more hours of north wind than does the 
Woodland vicinity. North winds are high basometric winds originating over land 
area (not ocean). These winds are warmed by compression as they descend from 

frequently predict northerly winds along the western side of the Sacramento Valley 
when none is predicted for Sacramento. It is a common experience to leave 
Woodland in a dead calm and find north winds of 15-20 mph at the Esparto bridge. .................................................................... 
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This can readily be verified by local residents. Additionally when hard north winds 
are experienced in the Woodland area, the velocity at Esparto bridge is at least 10 
mgh greater. The purpose of this discussion Is to point ~ o t  that the Technical 
Studies has seriously understated the yearly evaporation with the consequent 
concentration of salts that will affect the deep pits in existence or proposed by 
Cache Creek Aggregates, Syar Industries, Solano Concrete, and Teichert. Even tht 
USunset" magazine iists different micro-climates for Woodland and Davis. 

The conclusion of this discussion is that the EVAPORATION RATES FOR THE 
HUNGRY HOLLOW REACH ARE WRONG in the Technical Studies unless 
supported by several years of site specific records. Evaporation rates at UCD do 
not apply ! 

If the Technical Studies consultants had developed their own site specific 
evaporation rates it would have certainly been included in their documents. 

4.4-3 Description of the Cache Creek drainage does not include the Hungry Hollow 
drainage which enters the creek slightly upstream of Stevens Bridge. 

1 13-82 

4.45 Flooding 1 13-83 Fails to include flooding from Goodnow Slough in Hungry Hollow. 

4-44 & 4.49 Eva~oration and Evaootransairation - 
The discussion on evaporation is significantly understated for the Hungry Hollow 
reach which experiences many more hours of low humidity north winds than does 
the area east of Madison - see comments made on Climate above. Wave action on 
ponds and deep pits greatly increases the water surface exposed to evaporation and 
spray from whitecaps will deposit on the downwind shore and not return to the lake 

Table 4.41 is not applicable to the microclimatic conditions for the area described 
above - this can easily be verified by long term residents of the area. This is an 
unfortunate result of the failure on the part of the consultant to become Nly 
acquainted with the territory. 

4.410 Water Oualitv - 3rd paragraph 

1 
1 

The greatest adverse impact of algae blooms will be in the ponds and deep pits 
resulting from mining. This will lead to the eventual eutrophication of the ponds 

The appraisal of water quality for agriculture contains an unacceptable gap in the 
information furnished. It fails to mention that the water of Clear Lake, Indian 
Valley Reservoir, and Cache creek have been identified in a study by the USGS 
(1984) as being bio-stimulatory - causes excessive algae production. Algae blooms 
clog sprinkler jets, drip irrigation systems and fiters and cause considerably 
increased expense in agricultural production. 
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.I; 

and pits, a situation which has long been recognized by health officials and 
recreationists as a condition to be avoided at all costs. 1 
The EPA long ago identified phosphorus as being the essential element (needs only 
trace amounts) for algae growth. It is disconcerting to note that the Technical 
Studies consultants have never included phosphorus in their water analyses. 

It should also be noted that eutrophication of lakes or pits would degrade the water 13-85 
to below drinking water standards (EPA) and this can pass into the aquifer when it 
is not removed by filtration. - I 
COMMENT: 

The discussions of water quality in the Technical Studies are unduly brief, over 
generalized, rely on obsolete data and do not meet the expectations of a scientific 
report for the specific area under study. 

4.4-1 1 Water Oualitv, first paragraph 
1 

The Statement "Data suggest consistent water quality with no observable 
degradation over the last 20 to 40 years" is unwarranted! The Federal and State 1 
clean drinking water standards did not even exist during most of this time period so 
tests were not performed. Off-handed irresponsible statements such as this 
degrade the integrity of the whole DEIR 

The DEIR Consultant did not include references to his controversial statement. 
However there are a number of studies and proposed studies to analyze long term 
degradation of Ground water Quality in Yolo County and nearby areas which have 
come to the opposite conclusion (Clendenen and Associates (1976), Frederiksen et 
a1 (1980) Hull (USGS1984), Papodopoulos & Associates (proposal to BOS 1988). 
The consultant should also examine the yearly report of Pesticides in Wells which is 
released by the State Food and Agriculture Agency. They should also examine the 
increase in bacterial contamination in Woodland wells which has taken place durin 
the last 5 to 10 years. These studies have pointed out the existence of water quality 
problems including boron, mercury and selenium contamination, dissolved solids, 
hardness, and nitrates. The studies of water in wet pits and in the vicinity of wet 
pits is extremely limited and generally non-existent and certainly no water quality 
trends in the vicinity of wet pits has been reported. What this means is that the 
risks involved in groundwater pollution from open wet pits are completely unkuown 
rather than there are no risks ! 

, 4.4-13 & Table 4.4-24.4-13 & Table 4.4-2 1 
Table 4.4-2 shows existing conditions but does not allow for mining that apparently 
can occur in the planninglstudy area in the future, the boundary of which passes 
through Esparto, Madison, and within lL? mile of Woodland. Since it is presumed .................................................................... 
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that the DEIR deals in mining that may occur in the next 30 years, the table should 
be expanded to show the distance between existing wells and the area where mining 13-87 
may wcaar. 

4.418 Groundwater - last paragraph - 
David Keith Todd fails to recognize that Indian Valley Dam came on line in 1975 
and that YCFC&WCD has expanded its canal system to sewe areas north of the 
creek never before served. Todd also fails to explain that there was a petroleum 
shortage during the oil embargo in the 1970's and that the cost of electricity 
increased to the point to where it was cheaper to use surface water. This brought 
an increased use of surface water and decreased pumping. The result has been to 
raise the groundwater level. This trend continues as surface water is still the 
cheaper option. As can readily be seen, this has not been caused by a change in the 
thahveg of the creek. 

I 

This represents yet another example of the inadequacy of the 
groundwater discussions in the Technical Studies. 

"Operations shall be conducted to substantiaUy prevent siltation of groundwater 
recharge areas." 

This regulation poses a serious problem in wet pit mining because the groundwater 
is exposed and is diiectly recharged by rainfall However, excavating below the 
water table agitates any silt or clay lenses so that great quantities of suspended silt 
and clay are released. In fact the sand and gravel extracted will be partially, if not 
completely, washed as it is removed; the silt, clay and soil removed from the sand 
and gravel will settle out, effectively sealing the sides and bottom against water 
moving through the aquifer. In the event hydraulic dredging (sand pumping) is 
used, it will be an unmitigated disaster ! 

How does Staff propose to enforce Sec 3503(b)(2) ? I I 

.................................................................... 
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If the Technical Studies were sincerely scientifir, a comparison would have been 
made at Solano Concrete as to the sediment yield of dry pit mining vs wet pit 
mining ! This would at least give a clue as to how much washing of the aggregate is 
being accomplished in the wet pit. The public and the Planning Commission are 
most certainly entitled to this information. The miners and DMG estimate 25% of 
the total aggregate removed as the loss to waste in dry pit mining. 
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4.4-21 CON 35 1 
"Yolo County shall adopt a Cache Creek Management Program to carefully 
manage use and conservation of Cache Creek and its sand and gravel resource, - - - 
n 

COMMENT: 

How does the using of sand and pea gravel for backfill in the reclamation to 
agriculture at Solano Concrete comply with the above? Once it is backfilled, it is 
lost forever ! 

4.4-22 Flood Dama~e Ordinance (Flood Ordinance) (e) 
7 

I 
(e) shall be expanded to state that adjacent landowners should have their properties 
included in any levee construction requirements to the extent that an engineering 
study would disclose how their lands might be impacted. -I 

How does the Solano Concrete application conform to this requirement when it 
proposes to erect a levee along the creek that may well force flooding to the north 
side of the creek? 

COMMENT: 

4.4.23 Standards of Simificance 

The following significant impacts should be added: 

13-90 

Significant groundwater loss by evapotranspiration occasioned by lakeshvet lands, I wet pits when vegetation reaches maturity-long after the mining activity has ceased. 

Significant reduction of groundwater quality when lakeshvetlandshvet pits I 
experience eutrophication. This will impart a taste and odor to the potable aquifer. 
Another significant impact is the proliferation of insects (midges). 

Substantial reduction of recharge by wet pit mining where the pond contents are 
I 13-91 

constantly agitated by the excavating machinery (the water is muddied up by the 
silt, soil and clay present which ultimately settles out, sealing the sides and bottom 
and preventing movement within the aquifer). 

Substantial lowering of the water quality by evaporation from lakes, wet pits and 
ponds thus concentrating the TDS and boron content. Note - this is a cumulative 
process not explained by Todd. 

4.4-23 Impact 4.4-1 

J 
1 

Fig. 4.4-8 does not depict a cross-section through a wet pit "lake" as stated. ~ n i J ~ - ~ ~  
Figure needs to be correctly depicted! 

.................................................................... 
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4.4-23 Impact 4.4-1 2nd paragraph 
1 

wet pit mining would already have sealed the sides and 
bottom of the pond or wet pit as explained above. The statement that groundwater 
continues to flow at a "somewhat reduced raten is not descriptive of the real 
situation, In fact the sides and bottoms of the wet pit were already sealed as 
explained above even before backfiil was started. Without any supporting researci 
to prove otherwise, it would probably be consemative to say that very little water 
would move laterally or vertically through the wet pit and movement would be verJ 
slow at best. This would lead to stagnation and thermostratification of the pit 
water. 

The DEIR should provide facts rather than mere conjecture unsupported by site 
specific research. Since the consultants do not know what would happen they have 
no way of assessing risks. This is especially serious since the potential methylation 
of mercury is involved, presenting a potential risk to public health. - 

4.4-23 Impact 4.4-1 2nd paragraph 1 

What site speciGc research has Todd performed at  the Solano concrete site to 13-94 
support this statement? 

4.4-23 Impact 4.4-1 last paragraph 
1 

Why has the importation of surface water not been included in the control of 
groundwater levels. Within the planningtstudy area surface water use may exceed 13-95 
pumping in normal rainfall years. Economics controls recharge more than does 
geslogy. 

4.4-26 4.4-1 

1 
.--.I 

Why does Todd fail to use surface water in his model configurations. As explained 
above, surface water is a big player in the planningtstudy area. It appears that the 
model missed the mark 

4.4-27 GENERAL COMMENT 1 

In the short-term, an applicant would have no way of demonstrating that the 
backfilling of wet pits would affect groundwater movement through the aquifer. I 
This would require several years of monitoring well measurements prior to 
before "proof' could be demonstrated. it is strongly suspected that the 
sophistication required to provide the proof is not ordinarily available or within 
economic feasibility. 

--------_---_______---------_--------_--_----------------_---------- 
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More importantly, what will the remedy be if the Udemonstration" offered does not 
deliver as promised after pit reclamation? As a practical matter, about all the 
miner could do would be to apologize. 

Can Staff point to a site specific instance in our setting where such a 1 13-9; 
"demonstration" has lived up to its expectations ? Has there been an estimate made 
of the costs of performing such an elaborate and sophisticated research? 

4.4-29 Performance Standard 3.5-1 1 
How do you minimize the area to be backfilled below groundwater ? Doesn't the I 
size and shape of the excavation depend upon the aggregate deposit encountered? I 
How does the applicant determine in a 6 month period if a well within 1,000 feet will 
be affected if the well owner is using surface water and saving his well for a dry 
year? 

The MODFLOW use assumes that the well in question has adequate water level 
measurements over a series of years at different intervals during the irrigation 
season to provide input data. This will seldom if ever be available. Thii route is too 
cumbersome and complicated to be implemented. Does Staff have the expertise to I 
judge such an exercise? 

The proposed mitigation is beyond the sophistication and available records that will 
ordinarily be available and there is no practical remedy if it does not prove out. 

There is little value to elaborate complicated mitigation measures if they fail in 1 
practice and the remedy is impractical ! I 
COMMENT: I 

- It would seem that the MODFLOW program as recommended by the DEIR is an 
advanced sales pitch for future business by the consultants. Are there no other I 
programs available? The DEIR should be more concerned with tntstworthy results 
than with methods. To specie MODFLOW is to eliminate any equal or superior 
method, especially considering that newer and better programs will no doubt be 
available in the future. 1 

- 4.4-30 Impact 4.42 

The first paragraph neglects to state that the topsoil overburden provides a 
'Itration medium inhabited by organisms that destroy objectionable bacteria and 
viruses as well as organic material for absorption and detoxification. I 13-99 
The second paragraph omits aerial drift of pesticides applied by aircraft or ground 
methods, fall-out from asphalt concrete manufacturing and the lateral subsurface 
migration of fertilizers and pesticides from adjacent farm lands. 

.................................................................... 
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4.431 Top paragraph 

The Luhdorff and Scalmanini report 1996 selected the best possible condition to 
downplay the effects of a gasoline spill to favor mining. They selected an 80 acre 
lakehvet pit the size of which could only occur at the cessation of mining. We are 
however, much more concerned about the spilling of 5 gallons of gasoline when the 
lake is in its infancy, 1 acre perhaps. The adverse impact would be many times 
greater and would disappear into the yet uncovered aquifer much sooner and the 
chances for mitigation would be much less. 

mitigate. 

COMMENT 

A model using diesel fuel would be much more realistic as this is the fuel commonly 
used in excavation and hauling. Diesel fuel evaporates many times slower than 
gasoline and hence would persist longer and would be much more difficult to 

The Ludorff and Scalmanini Report's example is ludicrous and obviously devised td 
take advantage of the gullibility of the reader. At this point the credibiity of the 
Technical Studies is sorely strained. GET REAL ! I 

1 I 

1 

4.4-31 Draft OCMP and Implementing Ordinances I I 
Fails to list hydraulic dredges - Teichert indicated that this was one of its choices. 
Such a process is most apt to seal the sides and bottom with silt, thus arresting 
movement of groundwater through the pondhvet pit. 

I Obj. 3.3-3 
I 

Should add that the groundwater should not be degraded by silting. J I 
4.4-32 Action 3.4-5 - 

This raises a philosophical question: If no well exists on the adjacent land and the 
owner wishes to drill a well after the miner has excavated the wet pit/pond, the well 
owner will be penalized for having an excessive lift if the pond lowers adjacent 
groundwater - should the adjacent landowner take this economic loss ? 

What happens if the miner's demonstration does not live up to its promise after the 
cessation of mining? Will the miner have to fill the pond with gravel? 

COMMENT: 

Conditions should not be imposed where the mitigation is not practical should the 
conditions not be fulfied. 1 

.................................................................... 
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Berms that will exclude reservoir capacity from lands regularly flooded should not 
be constructed. An example would be I 505 & SR 16 because this will exacerbate 13-101 
the flooding on adjacent areas and on public roads. This may well be the case as 
Solano Concrete moves south and west. 1 

4.4-32 PS 35-4 - 
Why is the water table not monitored on all sides of the pondfwet pit? The 
groundwater contour maps in the DEIR documents only show the supposed 
condition at one instant in time. The groundwater is just as likely to be down 
gradient north and south depending on local extraction and application of surface 
water. 

The Technical Studies give a childishly simplistic view of groundwater contours and 
the movement of groundwater. (13-102 

To give perspective, on 3/1/96 in the City of Woodland the measurement of 6 wells 
in a West-East alignment (a distance of 2.5 miles) showed that there was a 44 foot 
variation in water elevation with the lowest level being on the West. This represents 
the reverse of accepted theory. On 8/1/95 there was a 29 foot variation with a 
centrally located well having the lowest water elevation - again being counter 
theory. This can be verified with Woodland's records. d 

4.4-33 PS 5-4 1st paragraph - 

Since the size of the wet pit can be 100 acres or more, it is important to test at 
multiple locations in order to get a realistic appraisal for possible pollution. In 
addition sediment at the bottom of the pit should also be tested, especially for heavy 
metals (mercury), and bacteria (feces) 

4.4-33 PS 3.5-8 
1 
1 

The Water Quality Report should include the mandatory health standards 
established by California DHS for primary, secondary and additional constituents. 
Additionally, testing should be performed for phosphorus since this is the key 
element in fostering algae growth 

Groundwater testing on a yearly basis is not often enough. By the time the 

This is controlled by RWQCB. The discharge requirements for each mine site b 4 0 4  
should be so stated. 

13-1 03 

4.4-36 Figure 4.4-10 Flow Chart - Continued monitoring 13-1 05 
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contamination is discovered it may have existed so long that mitigation is difficult or 
impossible. I 
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&Water Quality monitoring requirement ends 10 years after reclamation is 
complete - - - 
Eutrophication of the pit water and its attendant adverse impacts on water quality I 

can be expected to occur some time after the maturity of the vegetation - 1 
at least 20 years in the future. It would appear that 10 years is too brief. 

COMMENT: 1 I 

Why has the Staff not required the services of a qualified limnologist or an aquatic 
biologist? None of the Technical Study Consultants have claimed this expertise, 

4.4-37 PS 3.5-3,3rd paragraph 
i 

-.-, _ I  
How does recording restrictions on deeds aid in enforcement of performance 
standards? Encumbrances on deeds only are activated when ownership is changed, 
Has this idea been reviewed by a title company attorney? 

PS 2.5=8 

The height of the fence must be specified. 4 strands of barbed wire can be put on a 
2 foot high fence. 

Next to iast paragraph I t 
I 
I 

The wet pits will already be clogged from the agitation of the fines in the excavating 
process. Why has this obviously simple phenomenon been ignored? 

4.4-38 PS 3.5-4 

Groundwater monitoring must be done on all sides of the pit because the 
groundwater gradient constantly changes during the imgation season, dependii 
on the use of surface water and pumping in the vicinity. 1 I 

I 

It is not practical to measure groundwater levels to 0.01 ft. (118") and is beyond the 
accuracy of practical means ordinarily available. - 
0.5 ft should suffice. 

the existing operators. Sight seems to have been lost that the new expanded 
planninglstudy area allows mining in the outskirts of Madison, Esparto, and Capay. I '  t 

The DEIR has already acknowledged that it is possible to have cross-gradient flow I 

in these vicinities. The whole scheme of monitoring wells needs to be reconsidered. 
I 
I 

The Technical Studies have used data taken off the shelf and are obsolete in this 
respect. The Technical Studies consultants should avail themselves of the copious 

.................................................................... 
1 
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records of the City of Woodland dating back to the 1920's which clearly illustrate 
how municipal pumping changes the groundwater gradient as contrasted to the 
connecting of the dots from spring measurement to the faU measurement. See 

I 
drawing presented earlier illustrating this phenomenon. 

4.4-39 PS 3.54 - sampling schedule, last item 
17 

Terminating sampling after 10 years entirely misses the point when degradation of 1 13-108 
water quality by eutrophication will probably just be starting. - See earlier 
discussions. 

4.440 1st paragraph 

Why are the concerned Federal agenci& not included, i.e. USGS, COAE, & EPAJ 

Why is the Yolo County Department of Environmental Health not notified of 1 13-1 09 
contamination - it is the responsible agency and must report to DHS? Staff needs 
to become acquainted with the system ! 

4.4-40 Action 3.4-4,3rd paragraph - 
This is impractical - the lawsuits w i U  go on for years ! 

4.4-41 Eutro~hicationflsioloeica1 De~radation, 2nd paragraph 

The consultants (David Keith Todd 1995) evidently failed to explain that 
eutrophication seals the sides and bottoms with a biological seal - see "The Practice 
of Water Pollution Biology" published by Federal Water Pollution Control 
Administration (now EPA). 

.................................................................... 
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The City of Woodland in cooperative research projects with the Sanitary 
Engineering Research Laboratory of the University of California School of Public 
Health covering a period of more than 20 years have demonstrated that biological 
seals are developed in ponds that have a constant inflow and oufflow. Some of this 
research was funded by EPA Grants. 
Todd would be well advised to view the ox-bow lakes on both sides of the 
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Sacramento River along the Yolo County east boundary. These lake levels fluctuate 
with the river level and are in advanced stages of eutrophication. These ox-bow 
lakes have mature vegetation and give a local perspective as to what the mining 
pitslponds may look like 20 years hence. Biological attachment happens on vertical 
surfaces demonstrated by the piles on the boat landings on Clear Lake, Lake 
Berryessa and in the Sacramento River. 

Todd is in error ! 1 



This discussion provides no information about the different species of algae. There 
is no discussion of the tastes and odors imparted to the drinking water or the toxins 
given off by the bluegreen algae some of which are dangerous to man and animals. 

Table 13. Odors, Tastes, and Tongue Sensations with Algae in Water on page 177 
of "The Practice of Water Pollution Biology", lists 56 species of algae that impart 
objectionable tastes or odors to drinking water. Many of these species of algae are 
common in this vicinity. (see page 52) 

The example of the Russian River Wet Pits is irrelevant since it is in a different 
geomorphic province, in a different climate (more rainfall) with different water 
chemistry and different rock source. There is also a difference in mercury content 
of soil and gravel. 

COMMENTS: 

One of the prime adverse impacts of eutrophication on ponds and lakes is the 
reduction of appeal for recreational use. This is followed by the uncontrolled 
proliferation of midges (gnats). 

+ Why is the testimony W i g  defined as 
without the experlise? 

+ The whole theory of the EIR process is based on the premise that "expert" 
obtained from specialists qualified in the particular field under discussion. This 
presumably should prevent experts in one field from venturing into a field 
they are not qualitied to offer opinions or recommendations. Sadly this DEIR is 
saturated with this type of testimony! 

It should be noted that in the p reb i i a ry  fvst draft of the DEIR that was submitted 
for comment, the term EUTROPHICATION was entirely absent and was not 
discussed in the Technical Studies. Response from readers recounted the many 
adverse impacts of Eutrophication relative to degradation. This information was 
derived largely from local long-term experience and a 281 page EPA manual "The 
Practice of Water Pollution Biology" that covers more than 20 years experience 
recounted by a host of qualified experts in the field 7 

I + Staff evidently recognized this huge gap in the information in the DEIR, Suddenly 
there appeared a new report 'Ground-Water Quality Protection Near Planned Wet 
Pit M i g  Operations" by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers and Todd 
Engineers, Inc  March 1996. This report was not included in the Technical Studies 
performed earlier. Never-the-less this new unverified report prepared by long-time I I 
consultants to the gravel industry is being used extensively in the DEIR. J I I 

.................................................................... 
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- - 

t It is patently evident that this is a hastily contrived report designed to plug a huge gap 
in the DEIR A 15 page resume is included listing the field of specialization, 1 13-115 
professional registration, academic degrees, and professional experience of all of the 
participating personnel of both firms. --I 

t Examination of the personnel list indicates that there is not one person who claims t h q l M  1B 
requisite qualifications in Limnology, Aquatic Biology or Public Health to qualify f o g  
testimony on Eutrophication! 

t However the consultanis are not hesitant to venture into a foreign field and offer 1 
reassuring comments that Eutrophication poses no threat. Even more disconcerting is /13-1 
the fact that Staff accepts this testimony! In future lawsuits which are certain to follow 
adoption of the E I R  the County Counselts ofice .I111 be severely handicapped by t h d  
use of inadequate expert testimony. 

I 

t It is noted that the public commenters have submitted a much more authoritative 13-118 
discussion of Eutrophication on the preliminary 1st Draft DEIR A portion of this 
commentary is attached. -7 

4 It is further noted that the above cited report is not signed by any duly registered 
professional engineer as is required by the Department of Consumer Affairs, State J 13-119 

Board of Registration for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors. 
1 

t Such a signature is required on any report offered to the public that involves the 
I health, safety and welfare of the public and which includes engineering fmdings and (13-120 

makes engineering recommendations. 2 - - 
4 It should also be noted that the State Department of health Services has its own 

registration requirements for those presuming to be experts on public health. NONE 1 13-121 

OF THE CONSULTANT PERSONNEL CLAIM SUCH REGISTRATION. 

t It is further pointed out that NO REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER HAS 13-122 
SIGNED THE TECHNICAL STUDIES as required by law. 1 

+ Staff would be well advised to seek instruction from the County Counsel's office on 
accepting and using unsigned professional engineering documents that will become 
locked into future official County actions on mining. This can become a legal 

- nightmare for the County Counsel in future legal actions. 1 13-123 
t . In summary: The DEIR process is being seriously degraded and public 

confidence lost by using pseudo-expert testimony that is unabashedly pro-mining. A 
County EIR should have no built in bias or suspected hidden agenda. 

----------------------------*--------------------------------------- 
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4.4-43 Flood Water Mixing - 
DEIR does not report that in the past watepways in Ydo County have been the 
target of illegal discharges of septage by contract haulers to avoid paying fees at 
designated dump sites. Also the discharge of highly toxic gas well condensate by 13-124 
contract haulers to escape the injection well disposal site fees have been a problem. 
Contact Yolo County Environmental Health Department for further information. 
The discharge of either of the above materials into the aquifer would have a 
devastating impact. 1 

4.4-43 Infiltration of Aericultural Waters - 2nd paragraph 

The choice of Atrazine in the model is questioned. Atrazine is a non-selective weed 
herbicide and amounts to being a soil sterilant which wipes out aU growth for an 1 
extended period of time. It is used in corporation yards, storage yards, around well 
heads and generally where no growth is desirable. It can not be used in proximity 1 13-125 
to trees - read the label. Planning Staff is requested to name any agricultural crops 
in the planning/study area on which Atrazine is used. This is an obscure chemical 
'to use in a model and is not representative of the pesticides most likely to be used. 
Why do the consultants continue to use weird data in their models and pass it on as 
legitimate research? 

What Ludorff and Scalmanini fail to report is that the reclamation to 
will entail a greater than usual application of fertilizers in an effort to bring 
agricultural productivity back to the pre-mining level as required in the 
reclamation plan. This will leach into the groundwater and be a ready source of 
nitrogen and phosphorus for algae growth (the precursor of eutrophication) in 
adjacent ponds and open wet pits. Recent permit applications show both lakes and 
reclaimed agriculture on the mine site because there will be a shortage of backfiil. 
Why is it left to the reader to point out the obvious? 

.................................................................... 
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1 4.4-44 & 4.4-51 Bioaccumulation and monitor in^ of Mercuw 
The discussion of mercury as an environmental pollutant and its capacity to form 
methyl mercury is good in some paragraphs but highly misleading and incorrect in 
others. In addition the DEIR failed to indicate that: 1 

a) Mercury in any of its inorganic forms must be considered highly hazardous when it 
is present in an aquatic environment since transformation into methyl mercury can 
occur when conditions are right. 

b) Methyl mercury possesses unique biological properties that render it one of the 
most poisonous compounds known to man through its profound and in most cases 
permanent effect on vital organs. It is readily absorbed into the body via skin, 
gastrointestinal tract and lungs., 

c) Methyl mercury has a subtle cumulative and irreversible effect on the nervous 
system, resulting in the death of nerve cells many weeks or months after exposure. 
This is referred to as Usilent damage" and represents a latent period between 
exposure and observed neurological effect, Methyl mercury can also modify geneti 
mechanisms by affecting cell division and by inducing chromosomal breakage. It 
has also been reported to have an effect on the immune system. 

Methyl mercurv is a ~ub l i c  health issue and must be treated as such. 
The monitoring methods currently being applied by the UCD research group will 

- indicate whether mercury is present and if its conversion to methyl mercury has 
occurred in the Solano Wet pit. If mercury is found in fish flesh a t  a levels above a 
normal baseline the Tiding will be significant since about 90% of the mercury 
present in fish is in the form of methyl mercury. The amount of methyl mercury 
present reflects the amount of inorganic mercury present in the pit area and the 
capacity of the environment to convert mercury to its organic form. A separate 

- analvsis must be done for each vit as it is excavated below the water table. 

d) Enhanced mobi i t ion  of mercury occurs in newly impounded water. It is 
difficult to detect its presence by measuring surface water only and once in the 
groundwater it has a capacity to persist for long periods. 

I , Mercury levels in the water are generally low,even in areas known to have high 
mercury pollution. If mercury levels are found to be above 12 ppb, it would be 
highly significant. 

13-1 27 

Levels of mercurv in surface water as currently measured do not reflecd 
the aotential for mercurv uatake in aauatic life. I 

.................................................................... 
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0 Mercury level measurements in sediment are more meaningful. The values can 
vary greatly but anything above 25 pgm would be potentially sigaifisaanb if the 
conditions are right for mobilization. High levels in the sediment essentially means 
that the potential for conversion to methyl mercury exists depending upon local 
conditions. 

Mercurv levels in fish flesh are highlv significant. They indicate that mercury is 
present but more importantly that mercury is being converted to methyl mercury 
in relatively high amounts. Eating fish containing this methyl mercury could be 
hazardous to the health of humans and to fsh eating birds. It should serve to warn 
Staff that precautions must be taken to meticulously analyze the mercury levels in 
all pits on a regular, preferably monthly, basis during gravel excavation and the 
post mining period until pit maturity and s t a b i t i o n  has taken place. Thereafte 
monitoring could be carried out on a semi-annual basis and eventually annually 
once stabilization of mercury at low levels has occurred. I 
Algae may or may not ubloom" during gravel excavation but it certainly will grow 
profusely during the post mining period. Since algae readily takes up methyl 
mercury the pits will have to be monitored frequently until the pond aquatic life 
reaches maturity which may take 10 to 20 years. The important aspect is that 
eutrophication and algae blooms will occur in the pit because of environmental 
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conditions of the area, seasonal stratification of the pit water wilt occur, anoxic 
conditions and stimulation of anaerobic bacteria, will inevitably take place in the 
deep wet pits. Under these conditions the sulfur reducing bacteria and some fungi 13-1 27 

which are found in sediment would convert mercury to the soluble and reactive 
methyl mercury form. 

4.4-45 paragraph 3 

This section contains a verv serious error regard in^ mercurv 
The writer applied textbook statements to the mercury problem without proper 
analysis of the actual conditions in the wet pit. The Statement "The mobility of 
mercury would be limited by the oxidiig environment of the unsaturated zone-," 
in no way applies to deep gravel pits that penetrate into the potable aquifer. The 
term unsaturated zone applies only to conditions in a dry pit which is above the I 

Who is res~onsible for an error in iudgment based uDon misleading 
statements of fact? 

4.4-45 paragraph 4 
I 

groundwater table. When the pit contains water, or penetrates into the aquifer the 
unsaturated zone ceases to exist. If the reader was not aware of the distinct 
differences between saturated and unsaturated zones, he or she could be completely 
misled. This error may seem of slight significance to a casual reader but it could 
lead to erroneous conclusions and serious risk to the health of any person using 
aquifer water taken from wells with direct continuity to the pit water.. 

This ~arapraah is such an example of a misleading statement of fact resultirlg in a 
serious error of iud~ment. The statement is made "Under these existing condition 
(unsaturated zone), the solubility of mercury is low and adverse impact to 
groundwater quality would not be expected." The deep gravel pits do not have an 
oxidizing environment or an unsaturated zone as indicated. The conclusion is 
therefore incorrect. The long dissertation that follows in paragraphs 4 & 5 is 
irrelevant and serves to further mislead the reader. 

13-128 

I This tvDe of error raises serious auestions concerning, 
the credibilitv of the whole DEIR. 
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~ ~ ~ W ~ K V D E I W O C M P  (328) SPECIFIC COMMENTS wc-WG. LWV, CCBC. FCC 30 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments - 
Response to Comments 



4.4-46 paragraph 1 

I6 is stated that methyl mercury is "vollatil:! and pllppstagib!el' im the aquatic 
environment. This is also untrue. The environment at the bottom of a wet pit is 
anaerobic usually with adequate eutrophic conditions to encourage growth of 
sulfide-reducing bacteria. The problem with methyl mercury is that it is extremely 
stable with a capacity to attach to organic material. It will be readily passed in its 
poisonous form from one organism to another through predation. Since the deep 13-130 
gravel pits are in the saturated mne, v o l a ~ t i o n  of methyl mercury is also 
irrelevant. The consultant should, however, be aware that it is the dimethyl 
mercury formation that vaporizes readily and not the monomethyl form which 
would be formed under acid conditions at the bottom of the pit. 

4.4-47 - paragraph 1 

The discussion of pH is also irrelevant since the conditions within the wet pit will 

1 
subject to change depending upon the growth, maturation and death of algae which "1 will inevitably find its way into the wet pit. In order to predict the form of mercury 13-131 
present in the pit water and in the sediment an analysis of eutrophication must be 
performed during algae cycles in order to determine pH changes at the bottom of 
the pit. Again it is not the surface water that is of concern but the water at the 
bottom of the pit. 1 
The DEIR has com~letelv ignored this consideration and mav therefore 

have drawn comuletelv incorrect conclusions. 
4.4-47 paragraph 2. 1 

'The surface water sampling results from Solano's wet pit operation do not indicate 
conditions that would promote conversion of inorganic mercury to methyl 
mercury". This statement is dece~tive and misleadii! Surface water samples do 
not indicate the levels of mercury in the sediment or in the aquatic food chain and 
therefore can not be used to support statements about such mercury conversion 
levels. Moreover, methyl mercury conversion does not normally occur in surface 13-1 32 

waters. It is the deep wet pit water where the conditions for mercury conversion 
would be optimal that is of serious concern. 

Such statements indicate a comdete lack of knowledge 
or an attem~t to deceive the reader. 

4.4-51 Performance Standards 

The DEIR lists the various sampling procedures to be conducted but only two 
criteria are listed as items of concern for verification: Total mercury in water and 
Mercury levels in fish samples. 
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I Measurements of mercury in water samples require very specialized technics 
conducted by specially trained people and analyzed in laboratories with specific 
expertise. This reader has the impression that the required procedures have not 
been carried out in the past (Prior to 1996) and has no reason to believe it will 
improve in the future unless special collection and analytic procedures are 

i 
stipulated in the permit process. These are the technical procedures currently 
being used by the Toxic Substance Monitoring Program of the RWQCB. 

Mercury measurements in fish are reliable if properly carried out. The DEIR lists 
5 predatory fsh which should be collected and analyzed but gives no indication of 
whether the wet pits will be stocked or not. The species of fish, the age, the length 
of residence in the wet pit (if stocked). the season of year, and many other 
conditions (such as wet weight vs dry weight of sample) must be spelled out if the 
monitoring is to have any credibility. It should also be noted that it is extremely 
diicult or impossible with current techniques to clearly define a safe level or a no 
effect level of mercury in the environment. This is particularly true in areas of 
recent water impoundment such as that which would occur in a deep wet gravel pit. 

I 
Monitoring for a material that can cause severe public health problems 

13-133 should not be considered a mitigation measure - 
it should be an obligatorv procedure 

There seems to be a misconception regarding the meaning and significance of mercu 

that the water taken from the adjoining aquifer is safe to drink. Moreover taking 

3 
content in fish. The fact that the average mercury level in 5 fish samples can be below 
0.5 ppm (mglKg) for two years does not mean the pit water is safe for aquatic life or 

samples from only one pit (the first one) can hardly be an indicator of what might be in 
other pits in other areas. Such procedures would not provide the public with health I 

- safety assurance but could instead mislead the public into thinking that the monitoring 
L will detect a deadly poison and will ensure that steps are taken to prevent it from 
4 reaching deadly levels. This is not the case. I 
- The performance standards indicate that high levels must be detected in all frsh and 

that averages above 0.5 mgkg must be obtained for a period of 2 years before action 
will be taken. An average level of 0.49 in one of the two years would not set off any 
corrective action under these procedures. 

Professional help is needed to spell out an adeauate monitoring proerad 
and set action standards for each deep wet  it taking into account trends 

7 as well as peak levels. J 
- .................................................................... 
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4.451 bottom of page. 

I (  
I 

The mitkgati~n plans for providing a feasible and rebble meOPPod for reducing methyl 
mercury production is totally inadequate. Staff has suggested three possible 1 
alternatives which are impractical and demonstrate a lack of expertise in the area. 

How can permanent aeration of a wet pit 150 feet deep be accomplished so that it can 
be maintained in perpetuity? Who is going to pay for the energy requirements to 

pump air into the pit bottom in perpetuity? 
How can water chemistry be changed in such a manner that it would never revert to its 3-134 

natural pH? 

How can the eutrophic conditions necessary for bacterial growth be prevented? How 
can bacteria populations be controlled into perpetuity without seriously degrading the 

i 
water supply by adding poisonous materials which also persist in perpetuity? I 

\ 
4.452 top of page 

"Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the potential impact to less than 1 I 
significant levels." This statement is easy to make but not necessarilv oossible to 
attain. For example implementation of monitoring methods has been classified as I I 
mitigation but it would do nothing to reduce the l e d  of methyl mercury. It is far 
better to accurately record mercury levels when they are low to develop a baseline and 
then evaluate any trends that may occur. 

Once high levels of methyl mercury are found in fish, it is too late to worry- mercury 
mobii t ion has already occurred. 

Ex~er t  o~inion must be recruited to Drovide ootions as to what should be 
done to analme for trends and to   re vent further mobilization of mercury 

before it is too late. 

We understand that migrant workers are catching fish in Cache Creek and families - 
are using them as a main protein source for 3 or more meals each week in spite of 
warnings issued by the Department of Fish and Game the practice continues. If the 
gravel deep pits are used for stocking fish as is already the case with the Solono pit, 
what is preventing a serious public health problem if mercury mobilization occurs? 

Who is res~onsible for health aroblems which will inevitablv ensue if this 
activitv is carried out in the future? 

The monitoring is highly superficial and easy to misinterpret. For example while 
mercury in sediment is to be measured, it will not be used for verifying or evaluating 
the assessment of mercury pollution (see page 4.451 4th paragraph). As indicated 
earlier, water samples are extremely difficult to take and to analyze. The selected fish .................................................................... 
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species (large mouth bass) are not necessarily present unless the wet pit has been 
stocked. Even if the fish have been introduced into the pond no indication is provided 
as to how long the fish must reside in the pit water before measuring for mercury 
content. It is most important to measure mercury content in the sediment and to use 
that analysis in the determination of whether there is a risk of conversion to methyl 
mercury. A statement should be provided from the analytic lab identifying just 
exactly what is UTotaln mercury being analyzed, and whether it includes cinnabar or is 
just absorbed mercury. 

Since mercury is deposited in pockets depending upon stream conditions it stands to 
reason that a single analysis of any one area or wet pit would not represent soil 
samples in all areas. The best procedure would be to do a core sample analysis of each 
area (as proposed by the Army Corps of Engineers for instream mining) and then do 
sampling of sediment and fish (stocked largemouth bass) at semi-annual intervals until 
the wet pit pond is s t a b i .  This can involve a period of 20 years or more. 
Methvl mercurv aoisonine is a serious health Droblem that can onlv be 

prevented bv taking adeauate ~recautionarv stem 
through more strimpent environmental oolicies. 

Such arecautions have not been considered in the current DEIR. 
4.4-50 Mitigation Measure - Eutror~hication 

i 
Eutrophication is not mitigated by performance standards 2.5-18,3.5-11 and 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a 1 
The DEIR's discussion on eutrophication is totally inadequate and there appears to 
be no personnel with the proper credentials in the Technical Studies or in the 
Luhdorff & Scalmanini-Todd Report (March 1996) to give an authoritative 
scientific report. Eutrophication will likely be at its worst after vegetation has - 13-136 reached maturity (at least 20 years hence) and this will be 10 years after 
reclamation warranties have expired. I 
No competent limnologist or aquatic biologists have offered expert testimony nor 
has an aquatic entomologist commented on the potential midge problem. Staff has 
no scientific basis for making an assessment on this biologically complex problem 
and should not presume to make a judgment in such a vacuum of knowledge. 

- 

- .................................................................... 
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4.4-50 Miti~ation Measure - last paragraph 

'Qverbaardm and processing fines should be used wherever possible to suppppofi 
reclamation activities around reclaimed wet pits." - - - Processing frnes are the 
elements most easily transported by rainfall and the most likely to create a seal on 
the sides and bottom of the open wet gravel pits blocking groundwater flow in the 13-137 
aquifer. Staff evidently has never taken a comprehensive overall view of the entire 

contradictory. 

1 
project but instead continues to offer fragmented mitigation measures that are often 

4.4-52 Loss of Water from Aauifer Storape due to Evaporation. 
_I 

Please refer to response made earlier pointing out that Teichert Esparto, Solano 
Concrete, Syar and Cache Creek Aggregates exist in a micro-climate with more 
frequent drying north winds and hence greater evaporation than for Teichert 
Woodland. 1 
DWR Bulletin 54-A, Table 97 lists evaporation for Davis, Ca. as being 67.424 inch& 
per year. I 
Evapotranspiration from the open wet gravel pits will be the greatest at vegetation 
maturity (at least 20 years). 

This is the vegetation that will form the perimeter growth on the open wet gravel 
pits and wiU cover wetlands (swamps). 1 

DWR Bulletin number 50, Table 19 lists the consumptive use for the Clarksburg, 
Yob County vicinity as being: 

Cattails 169-240 inches per year 

Tules 183-314 inches per year 

The discussion of evaporation cannot be logically separated from transpiration as 
both are water losses to the atmosphere. Transpiration cannot be assessed 
adequately until vegetation has reached maturity (20 years for willows, 
cottonwoods and oaks). 

13-1 38 

The discussion as presented by the DEIR is badly skewed to favor mining. This is 
unacceptable. _I 

4.4-52 & 4.4-53 Impact 4.4-4 

The evaporation and transpiration is greatly understated and does not match even 
remotely the permit areas under discussion. Wetlands and open wet gravel pits at 

willows and cottonwoods will establish thickets on the borders of the wet pits and 

1 
maturity of vegetation will far exceed the data given in the DEIR! Tules, cattails, 13-139 

probably throughout the wetlands. As shown in the response above, cattails can 
.................................................................... 
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up to 20 feet of water in Yo10 County and tules can use up to 26 feet per year. This 
is not a guess but research extending over several years under scientifically 
controlled conditions by the DWR, 

13-1 39 
The footnote (21) at the bottom of the page is badly scrambled and mixes dry pit 
and wet pit data rendering it not useable. 

4.4-53 Action 3.4-1 

How can evapotranspiration losses be acceptable when the computation of such 
Losses are so excessively inaccurate and no economic evaluation of these losses over 
time have been made? The reader is certainly entitled to an accurate site specific 1 
estimate of water loss and the costs of this lost resource. 

COMMENT: 

The discussion on evapotranspiration is so wildly inaccurate and so biased in favor 
of mining that the professionalism and credibiity of the DEIR is placed in serious 
doubt. 

4.4-54 PS 3.5-12 
i 
1 

This section should be changed to read: All permanent wet pits shall be reclaimed 
to include valuable wildlife habitat "with adequate safeguards to prevent 1 13-1 41 

eutrophication and the resulting adverse impact on water quality". 

4.4-56 Obj. 3.3-3 
1 

This was largely negated by the discussion on page 4.4-55. The DEIR cannot have 
it both ways. 

Action 3.4-2 

How can an area be designated for groundwater recharge when it is stated on page 
4.455 that not enough data had yet been developed to verify feasibiity? 

This will require a whole new EIR - one EIR cannot rely on a future EIR that has 
. not been written! No actual agreements presently in place. District has made no 

- commitments. 
Action 3.4-6 

Action 3.4-7 I 

13-1 42 

This would have to be a sequential operation in which every activity was closely 
coordinated time-wise. Reclamation could not take place until Zone 3 and Zone 4 
were in phase. This is an unrealistic expectation. 

- .................................................................... 
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.4-56 Action 3.4-8 - 
The COAE already states in its recent study (December 1995) that recharge 
probably wont work. Why does the DEIR continually pursue this avenue when no 
completed feasibility reports exist? Staff does not specify high seasonal 
groundwater level and doesn't have the expertise to know if a flat floor is desirable. 
it may need to be graded on a slope for final drainage to allow removal of sediment. 

COMMENT: 

The whole discussion on recharge on page 4.456 is not relevant. The Staff has no 
credible site-specific technical reports on which to draw. The Technical Studies are 
purely speculative on this matter and the COAE Report raises doubts that it will 
work as envisioned. 

Objectives and Performance Standards discussed are purely speculative and 
dependent on activities and projects not yet in existence. Future confusion is the 
only impact that can be generated by this excursion into fantasy. 

COMMENT - Use of Terms 

We fmd that a hole in the ground that always contains water may be called a wet 
pit, a pond or a lake - sometimes on the same page. When does a wet pit become a 
pond and when does a pond become a lake? Is it a matter of size? 

A defiition of terms should be included in the DEIR and it should be uniformly 
followed in the Technical Studies and any of the come-lately reports that are hastily 
appended without proper circulation for citizen review. Why does this have to be 
pointed out? 

4.4-58 First paragraph 

1 
- 

DEIR neglects to mention flooding north of Cache creek from Goodnow Slough 
which floods fields and roads in many locations. Staff should become familiar with 13-145 
the territory ! 

4.458 Draft OCMP, 2nd paragraph & 3rd paragraph 

This statement is subject to challenge. According to the Technical Studies, Cache 
Creek is suffering from a sediment deficiency. This causes degradation of the 

1 
channel and will further increase the channel capacity and hasten scour at  bridge 
sites. 1 
In general the land surface slopes away from the creek and most adjacent surface 13-146 
drainage goes to Wiow Slough, Goodnow Slough, or Smith Creek. Local flooding 
by these sloughs reaches their peak long before the crest flow from Cache Creek 
arrives. It is more of a matter of time (flood routing) than it is the peak flow of 

.................................................................... 
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Cache Creek for local flooding. The comparison for drainage area reduction 1 13-1 46 
simply does not apply. As stated previously, Staff should become familiar with the 
territory ! 

4.4-58 Action 4.4-5 

Omits DWR which maintains project levees constructed by the COAE. 113-147 

4.440 Action 4.4-7 

Who pays for the water? YCFC&WCD is not a philanthropic organization, it has 
water for sale. It has already committed to Lake County additional water to supply 
the Geysers Geothermal well fields for recharge and it is already committed to 10 
cfs on the North Fork of Cache Creek for instream life. Has YCFC&WCD ever 
indicated that supply water for year around flow is possible ? Has an estimate been 
made on how much water is involved ? 1 
Excavations at streambed level or above can also cause pit capture. This is poorly 
stated. 

Actions should not be espoused until and unless they have been fully researched ! 

PS 4.5-1 

Discharge to Cache Creek through a COAE project levee requires an encroachment 
permit from SBR ! Staff should educate itself on such matters. 

4.4-62 Mitigation Measures 4.44a 

What tributaries enter Cache Creek east of Road 94B ? 

J 
Performance Standard 4.5-8 1 

13-1 48 

Does not cover the possibility that placing 100 year flood protection on one side of 
the creek may cause flooding on the other side of the creek. 

The COAE has already stated that detention basins and flood storage basins will 
not work for Cache Creek because of the immense volume of flow and the speed of 
cresting. Cache Creek at 40,000 (less than a 100 year storm at Yolo) is carrying 
about 15,000 cfs more than the capacity of the Sacramento River at Knights 
Landing at danger stage. 

COMMENT: 

Staff desperately needs the services of a qualified engineer to review the DEIR 
before its circulation as it repeatedly ventures into areas where it is painfully 
evident that it does not have the expertise to handle. 
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Due to its lack of understanding of the physical issues Staff has no basis for stating 
"Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less- 
than-significant level for the COMP and Alternatives 4,5a, 5b and 6". This is an 
unacceptable assessment. 

4.4-63 Impact 4.4-7 Dam Failure 

Why was Clear Lake Dam not included? At the historic high levels experienced in 
Clear Lake the volume to be eventually drained by dam failure is far greater than 13-1 50 

Indian Valley dam. 

SUMMARY COMMENT 

4.4 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 7 
It is the readers opinion that of all the sections reviewed thus far, this one surpasses 
all others in sheer incompetence, distortion and selectivity by the "experts" to skew 
the thrust toward a pro-mining stance. "Experts" have given testimony on subjects 
that their resumes reveal they have had no experience or training. An addendum 
report by Luhdorff and Scalmanini is a badly bungled attempt to fill gaps exposed 
by previous public comment. 

The feeble attempt to belatedly address eutrophication is ludicrous and steers clear 
of the many adverse impacts that eutrophication generates. Public written 
comments on this subject furnished to the Staff were infmitely more informative bu 13-151 
largely ignored. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

Luhdorff and Scalmanini have for many years performed consulting services to the 
local gravel industry and they have provided much data for the mining permit 
applications currently under consideration. This tlrm is now being used by the 
preparers of the DEIR This is a clear and unmistakable conflict of interest, 
contrary to CEQA policy and of doubtful legality ! Staff most certainly should 
obtain a legal opinion from County Counsel on this highly questionable practice. 

4.5-1 AGRICULTURE Introduction 

of agriculture on lands lost permanently to mining over centuries to come (the 

years. 

! 
These additional issues must also be considered: A comparison of the economic loss 

agriculture land has been continuously farmed for thousands of years else where in 
the world) as compared to the short-term profits of mining which ends in just a few 1 13-152 

The long term concentration of salt build up (boron especially) over the next 
centuries because of evaporation from wet pits and wetlands. It should be repeated 

.................................................................... 
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here that the assessment in the preceding section was badly bungled by the 
Uexperts" who used incorrect data and ignored the local site specific micro-climate. 

An appropriate method for comparing the economics of enterprises requires that 
the total revenue to be generated be determined by using the productive life of each 
enterprise. In this case it would be probably 5 - 10 years for each mining unit and 
centuries for agricultural use of the land. 

The permanent loss of nonrenewable energy (fossil fuels) by the additional fuel 
needed to physically transport the agricultural crop out of agricultural land that 
has been lowered 10-20 feet. The additional fuel needed to make the vertical lift is 
probably equal to several miles of flat haul out on the highway. This will continue 
in perpetuity. 

Note: 

4.5-20 GENERAL COMMENT 

Staff continuaily excludes the possibility that some Uforeign operator" may apply 
for a mining permit within the planning area and that it could be sited near the 
exterior boundary of the planning area. To deny such a permit would probably be 
a basis for legal action because it would be denying a conforming use in the 
zone. It also impinges on agreements in restraint of trade and the granting of a 
monopoly without going through the franchise requirement as is required. 
Considerable case law exists in California on such situations. It would be helpful to 
the reader if the County Counsel's Office clarified this issue. 

13-1 52 

4.5-21 4th paragraph - 
This paragraph gives the reader the impression that 642 acres of row crops and 
acres to tree crops is somehow cast in stone. In reality, successful agriculture is 

- generally based on the freedom of the farmer to adjust his crops to take 
of the best prices. For instance, Capy Valley was once predominantly orchards an 
vineyards but now organic and specialty farming is fast changing the scene. 

13-1 54 
How would a farmer switch from orchard to row crops if the mining reclamation 
plan specified orchard? It would seem more practical not to allot reclamation to 

- agriculture by a specific type of crop. Row cropland is often alternated with grain 
production to eliminate the build up of certain noxious weeds. Alfalfa is often 
rotated with row crops to eliminate morning glory-a very invasive weed. 

4.5-22 Obj. 5.3-1 
1 

How can groundwater storage and recharge be listed as beneficial uses when no 
evidence exists that either has been successful in the planning area? Is it logical to 13-155 P 
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place the public's trust in activities that as of yet have no proof of feasibility along 
Cache Creek? - 

425-23 2nd paragraph - 
Why is the term "marketable PCC-grade aggregate* used? If the aggregate is 
PCC grade as defmed by SMARA why is the term "marketable* added? This 
misuse of terms allows the miners to use their own discretion to "waste" sand and 
pea gravel if it does not suit the miners' operation. Sand and pea gravel may well 
be in short supply in the future and it should not be wasted now because it is in 
abundant temporary supply. - 

4.525 Draft OCMP and Im~lementin~ Ordinances 
I I 

Once again it is pointed out that Staff excludes the possibility that application for 
mining permits will ever be fded on lands currently under application by others. 
To restrict gravel production to only the present operators is the granting of a 
monopoly which is presumably a violation of Federal and State statutes. 

Except for Schwangruber, all of the other operations are owned by parent firms I \ 
that are in the construction business and hence sell aggregate, concrete and asphalt I I 

concrete to themselves. It therefore follows that construction firms controlling the I 

aggregate sources have an advantage in bidding on Federal, State and local public J I 
works projects. This excludes minority contractors from snccessfully competing o 
public projects financed by the taxpayer. Staff should research State and Federal 
regulations to determine if small businesses and minorities are being unfairly 
discriminated against because of the actions of Yolo County that deny them a level 
playing field. It would appear that Yolo County is being set up as a target by I ( 

I 

Locally, in the City of Woodland, small paving contractors have not been able to 
survive because the local aggregate producers are controlled by the parent paving 
contractors that are competing against the small contractor. Local minority 
contractors have failed to sumve. 

minority contractors and small business operators for a class action lawsuit. This 
has a ripple effect that extends into affordable housing and various projects 
financed in full or in part by Federal funds that specify that any and all bidders 
have equal access to raw materials. 

GENERAL COMMENT I 1 

13-157 
I I 

\ 

Local, State and Federal agencies are barred from future Federal and State funds 
it is found that funds have been used on projects that are not in compliance with 
minority, small business and racially discriminatory projects. In fact SMARA 
maintains a blacklist of operators that are in violation. These are published and 
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State and local agencies are forbidden to do business with them if State or Federal 
funds are involved. I 
Staff is remiss in not discussing this far-reaching concern in great detail. The DEIR 
requires the services of qualified legal counsel. I 
It appears that the whole general thrust of the DEIR excluding any lands from 
mining that are not currently under permit or under application completely 3-1 57 

misstates all projections on aggregate that may be produced in the next 30 years 
and at the locations where it may occur. The whole DEIR is founded on a scenario 
that may be illegal at the outset as regards sequence of events. 

Staff is specifically requested to address thii question in detail and reference the 
professional legal advice obtained. J 

4.526 First sentence - 
I 

This comparison is questioned. Tomatoes are never raised on the same land 2 years 
in succession because of weeds and disease. I 
Action 5.4-6 I 

13-158 
The DEIR has never presented any calculations on a site specific example to 
support the contention that wet pit mining is the most economically feasible 
possibility from the operator's perspective. This is an unwarranted assumption - 
the DEIR should not base its theories on pure speculation. 

4.5-31 Action 5.52 
J 
1 

What are the purposes that the Community Development Director could authorize 3-159 
the stockpile for other than for agriculture backfill? 1 

4.535 Relative H i ~ h  Groundwater 
1 

SaMower, a common crop roots down 12 feet. I 
The report for Solano Concrete wheat raising on reclaimed lands does not explain 13-1 60 
whether the crops were Uforce fed" with excessive amounts of fertilizer to 
demonstrate favorable yields. 

4.5-37 Top paragraph 
i 
1 

What crops has the Hutson parcel raised that are susceptible to frost? Orchard 
crops are the only local crops hurt by frost. Staff has drawn a conclusion from an 
assumption that is not carefully researched and not based on actual experience 
b~:qUSe the Hutson Property does not have an orchard. There is no basis for the 
conclusion and to generalize for the whole study area defies logic and honesty. The 
study area in the vicinity of Capay Dam is subject to cold air drainage from the 
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adjacent uplands and trapping it in a depressed reclaimed agricultural parcel may 
make orchard crops too risky. i 3-161 

i 
The reader is not being candidly dealt with by misleading statements presented in 1 
the DEIR I 

4.5-39 Impact 4.57 / 

It is entirely improper to state that "An additional 600 acres may be converted for 

1 
\ 

the possible groundwater recharge and recovery program by the YCFC&WCDn. 
NO official adoption of such a plan has ever been made by any agency and the 
COAE states that insutT~cient research has been performed to predict its feasibility. 

i 
CEQA does not allow EIR's to be approved in which the key elements are pure 13-162 1 
speculation. The EIR can only deal in facts not in speculative fantasy. 

Can the County issue mining permits that are within the sphere of influence of 
Capay, Esparto and Madison? The expanded (without proper procedure) 
planning/study area now biiects Esparto and Madison and encompasses Capay! 

-...I 

4.539 Last paragraph 1 
Would 1,223 acres be lost to non-agricultural uses if shallow mining was performed 
with reclamation to agriculture? 1 I 
SUMMARY COMMENT: 

An economic analysis of converting agricultural land to non-agricultural use 
vs mining is sorely lacking. No economic assessment of the loss of tax revenue to the 

I 
county is made for this conversion. Mining on a particular parcel is over in a few 
years and the ripple effect on the local economy disappears for that parcel. 3-1 63 

\ 
Agriculture land production will continue for untold generations as will as its ripple 
effect. I 

I 

It is beyond belief that a DEIR can avoid such a fundamental and basic element 
regardless of the technical requirements of CEQA. Is this omission intentional J 1 

I 
because of the fear that mining will not fare well in such an analysis? After all, 
EIRs are supposed to provide a full disclosure of truths on a proposed project. I 

I 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES I I 
I 

4.6-8 2nd paragraph, last sentence 

Should Gorton Slough be Goodnow Slough as per USGS quad map? This appears 3-164 1 
at several locations in the DEIR 2 

.................................................................... 
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I 4.6-10 Wetlands 

1 The sewage treatment oxidation ponds of Esparto and Madison are used by migrant 
and resident waterfowl and resident and migrant shore birds such as gulls and 13-1 65 

grebes. A 
4.6-12 Developed areas 

Should include crows, blue jays and magpies. 1 
COMMENT ON ANIMALS NOT LISTED 

Animals not mentioned are kingbird (nest here), oriole, red fox, coyote, 
mockingbird, pocket gopher, raccoon, kingfisher, Brewers blackbird, starling, 13-1 66 
crow, raven, curlew, blackneck stilt, avocet, plovers, Western red-tailed hawk, 
turkey, vulture, mountain bluebirds (in winter), robin, western cuckoo - - . These 
are but some of the animals that are present on a regular basis at various times of 
the year. 

PUBLIC HEALTH COMMENT: 
1 
--I 

The general public has little conception as to how many waterfowl and shorebirds 
utilize the sewage oxidation ponds of Esparto, Madison, Woodland and Davis. 

The Woodland Ponds and Davis ponds are used by the Audubon Society for 
observation. 

In the study area, the ponds of Esparto and Madison will provide a home base for 
commuting to the ponds and deep wet pits to be created. Thir will pose a serious 
public health hazard if the ponds and wet pits are used for water contact recreation. 
In general the contents of the sewage oxidation ponds have not been disinfected 
though the discharge to a watercourse generally requires chlorination as it exits the 
pond. 

The Study area supports large populations of resident mallard ducks who nest in 
local wheat fields. These are Upuddle ducksv and prefer small bodies of water such 
as creeks and ditches. 

Mudhens (coots) are present in great numbers in the early spring where there are 
- ponds. They move out into the Wheat fields at night and graze on the newly 

emerged grain sprouts. In the past the DFG have permitted depredation shoots to 
try to minimize crop destruction. The creation of ponds and lakes will provide new 
territory for proliferation of birds, additional crop destruction and more killing of 
wildlife. Coots generally feed and fly a t  night and are therefore not usually 
observed except in their local migrations. 1 

.................................................................... 
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This potential public health impact needs to be assessed by an expert in the field 
using SDHS regulations and policy. Ducks are notorious carriers of disease which 
a n  be mPmiid from the nearby sewage ponds to the open deep wet pits. Fecal 
material would contain giardia and cryptosporidium cysts which could travel some 
distance from pit water into the aquifer and through the aquifers that consist of 
coarse materials. 

EPA 

Recent work in the field of zoonosis has indicated that ducks are the prime reservoir 
for Influenza A virus and that humans are but one of the many hosts. References 
were presented earlier to the consultants but for some reason they have chosen to 
ignore them. 

This is a serious omission since Lower Cache Creek is within the Pacific Flyway 
used by 12 million ducks each year. Approximately 300,000 winter in the Yolo 
Bypass area. An open deep wet gravel pit can be an attraction to these waterfowl 
and during their visit they can deposit large amounts of feces. These bird 
droppings are an ideal ecological environment for viruses such as Influenza A. The 
evidence indicates that Ducks and other wild birds carry influenza around the 
world along their migratory routes, pass it to other animals via fecal droppings. 
Viruses from these droppings could leach from he bottoms of the wet gravel pits 
into the groundwater and once in groundwater they can travel great distances 
depending upon the particulate nature of the soil. They can survive for moths. I 
In summarv - an open wet pit can be a port of entry into the groundwater for 
viruses and other infective agents carried by ducks and other animals. It is very 
important to evaluate each proposed gravel site individually with regard to entry of 
pathogens into the pit water, and transport into the aquifer which is a source of our 
drinking water. 

AIR OUALITY 

4.7-2 Description of Local Environment 4th paragraph 

1 
- 

Description does not include asphalt concrete plants and transit mix concrete 
plants. 

I 
I 

The Yolo Solano Air Quality monitoring in Woodland cannot p r o d e  data for the I 
Hungry Hollow district because the local topography causes a unique micro-climate 13-168 
different from Woodland. Many more days of North wind and lower humidity are 
experienced in Hungry Hollow. The fact that it is enclosed on three sides by 
uplands creates an air basin separated from Woodland. Local residents will attest 
to this. The use of Woodland findings is not applicable for Hungry Hollow. 1 

4.7-3 An additional receptor is Esparto Grammar School 3 3-1 69 
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4..7-7 Note that there are two types of asphalt concrete plants: 1 
Batch plants manufacture a given quantity per loading. I 
Continuous plants operate on a continuing basis and do not shut down 
after producing a given quantity. 

COMMENT 
13-1 70 

This chapter does not address the increased exhaust emission by trucks in the 
vertical lift of hauling agriculture crops out of reclaimed fields that are in the range 
of 10-20 feet below original land surface. Thii requires trucks to emit a high 
concentration of contaminants. Each field is a separate basin and will trap the 
emissions to the detriment of those harvesting the crop. 

Aesthetics 

4.10-12 PS 7.5-2 

Why is a soil stockpile more visually acceptable (500 feet clearance) than material 
stockpiles (1,000 feet clearance)? 

PS 2.5-22 

Does this mean that yellow star thistle, Russian thistle (tumble weed) and poison 
oak must be replaced? 

COMMENT. 

Why is it never assumed that a "new operatorn may be granted a permit in 
considering the various project alternatives? 1 
This is in conflict with PS 25-15 as regards overburden stockpiles. How would you 
contour a pile of overburden with flat land (existing topography)? Why should 
there be permanent piles of mine waste? Does this persist after reclamation? 

PS 6.5-2 

4.10-15 Mitipation Measure 4.10-lb 
1 

Miniig within 1,000 feet of CR 89 at SR 16 could well be within the summer cone of 
depression of Madiion's Municipal wells. A similar situation might exist for 
Esparto on SR 16 and CR 87. 

13-1 71 
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It is evident that Staff has not reviewed such restrictions since it discovered the 
phenomenon of the cone of depression developed by municipal wells. These buffers 
badly need to be re-evaluated and brought into the real world. 

13-172 



COMMENT: 

The S t a r s  views of lakes and ponds as an visua! asset is short sight& since it fails t4 
project 20 years into the future when eutrophicstion may set ia This would result 
in stinking and unsightly rafQ of algae along the shores, a prodigious production of 
midges (gnats) that wiU move into Capay, Esparto, and Madison at night to create 
an unsightly nuisance as they swarm around electric lights. 

W h y  are permanent piles of mine waste not used for backfill? What is permanent 
mine waste - there is no bedrock ? -.I 

It is ironic that Staff steadfastly refuses to elaborate on the many adverse impacts 
of eutrophication when the authoritative EPA publication QThe Practice of Water 
Pollution Biology, 281 pages points out in great detail these examples at Clear Lake. 
Instead Staff quotes from a local consulting firm working for the gravel industry 
that has no qualified aquatic biologist or timnologists on its staff according to the 
resumes. It also fails to list anyone with a degree in Public Health. 

13-172 

This assumes little change in water surface over the year when in fact it may vary 
by 10 - 30 feet. 

4.10-24 Impact 4.10-4 

_I 
7 

When is a final slope considered 'final'? Is it after excavation has progressed past 
a location and it still may be several years before the wet pit is fully exavated? If 
so, the slope left behind the excavator will be unprotected, not to be reclaimed until 
mine-out. This must be clarified in greater detail. 

PS 6.5-5 

13-1 73 

This paragraph needs to be revised ! 

4.10-29 Issue 4.10-6,2nd paragraph 

Staff is confused. Raw gravel is not hauled out of depressed pits onto County roads 
and State Highways, it is hauled to the processing plant and then stockpiled. 

Does the Staffs arbritrary expanding of the planninglstudy area to include the 
-3 zone encroach on the sphere of influence of Esparto and Madison. 
the zoning change that must follow prohibit the urban expansion as contemplated i 
the General Plan? 

13-1 74 
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HAZARDS 

4.12-1 Introduction. 

The following issues should be added and addressed: 

Eutrophication of open wet pits/pondshakes. The public health hazards of algae 
decay (odor, disagreeable taste to water, toxins) when pond or lake vegetation 
matures in approximately 20 years. It is noted that the testimony by Luhdorff & 
Scalmanini & Todd is entirely irrelevant as their resumes indicate that there is no 
one on board with proper experience, education or State licenses to be qualified as 
experts in this field. 

Impairment of Drinking water - if deep wet pits are permitted within the influence 
of the cone of depression of the municipal wells of Esparto and Madison -water 1 
may be contaminated by eutrophication. Staff does not account for any new permit 
that could be in the MRZ-3 zone. I 

Mosquito vectors if lakes are reclaimed to shallow areas, bays, penninsulas as called 
for.. Fluctuating seasonal water levels will foster this hazard. I 

Contalnination by waterfowl and shore birds that may commute between the 
Esparto and Madison sewage ponds to the wet pits. 

Tra~ped air contaminants in wet  its and reclaimed apliculture. 
Heavier than air fumes will concentrate in the depressed areas. The nearest air I 

13-1 76 

sampling station is in Woodland and the findigs cannot be legitimately used for tke 
Hungry Hollow region. I 
Poison Oak - Poison Oak has not been singled out for exclusion from the native 
plants that wiU become estabiished as riparian vegetation. It grows well along 
Cache Creek. 

Aerial Drift of Pesticides. Adjacent agricultural fields that are sprayed with 
pesticides by aircraft have a quarantine period before workers can enter the field. 

Clandestine and Ille~al Dum~ing of Toxics. This includes drug lab chemicals, 
pesticides, herbecides, septage, used petroleum products, paint containers, etc. 

Note: None of the preparers of the Technical Studies appear to be qualified to - 
comment on this. .-I 

4.124 Mosquito Generation 

It is noted that the SYMVC recommends minimum vegetation along the shores of 
lakes. The DEIR has contradictory goals on this by encouraging native vegetation 1 13-1 77 
in wetlands. Tules and cattails will flourish in this fluctuating water level zone, but 
will live in water up to 3 feet in depth. This provides a sheltered area for rafts of & 
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4.127 PS 2.5-2 4 

On site hazardous events must be immediately reported. Written reports are 
provided only on request, 1 

mosquite eggs. Along barren shores wave action breaks up the rafts. The 
reclamation plans shown in the Technical Studies are not compatible with the 
dimiafise, of mosquito habitat in view of mdeiy seasonal fluctuation of water levels. 
It is sensed that Staff does not fully understand what it is writing about. 

This is not a satisfactory procedure. I 

13-17? 

Written records must be kept of all spills of hazardous material. A single spill may 1 
13-1 78 

be insignificant, but repeated spills in the same area can be extremely dangerous if 
the material passes down into the groundwater. This can only be discovered if 
written records are kept and summarized on a yearly basis. 

4.12-8 PS 3.5-4 

Does not specify which seasonal groundwater level, high or low. 1 13-1 79 
Groundwater quality does not seem to be adequately monitored. 

4.12-10 PS 4.59 2nd paragraph - 
'&is is not practical. Teichert has proposed using a floating suction dredger. I 
Objective 3.3-3 11 3-1 80 

Does not recognize that the wet pit will become silted by the agitation of dredging. 

4.12-11 
J 

It is absurd to state that the soil sampling for residual pesticides on one parcel is 1 
representative of the whole planning area. The Woodland-Watts airport was a base 
for cropduster aircraft beginning in the 1930's where pesticides were loaded and 
planes washed down after changing products. The washdown was discharged to an 
unlined low spot 

There are and have been other flight strips for cropdusters in the planning area 1 
where fertilizer and pesticides have been loaded and the paper sacks and cartons 13-1 81 
burned on site. I 
Staff has not done its research and is not familiar with the planning area! Staff 
should become aware that there are many temporary fkight strips scattered I 
throughout the farming area so that the aircraft can be loaded near the application 
site. It is huge gaps in knowledge such as this that seriously weakens the credibility 
of the DEIR report. J - 

4.12-12 PS 2.5-4 13-1 82 
.................................................................... 
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- 
.I 

How does providing benches with 10 feet vertical distance apart prevent drowning 13-182 
if there is 10 feet of water between the upper and lower bench? 

4.1212 PS 2.5-8 
1 
1 

Four stands of barbed wire is specified but no height stipulated. Four strands coul 13-183 
be placed on a 2 foot post. 4 
Is the 150 foot buffer measured from the house,the house yard. or the property 13-184 
line? J 

CEQA Considerations 
5. & -5.2 Assum~tions 

Assumes that no new operators will be allowed. What would be the basis for 
denying a permit to a new operator in the Study Area? 1 13-1 85 
To not allow a new operator is to grant existing operatores a monopoly that has not 
been subjected to the necessary franchise procedure that is required by I 
governmental subdivisions. J 

5.3 Top paragraph, last sentence 

The use of 600 acres by YCFC&WCD for groundwater recharge and recovery 
program is pure speculation and not based on any officially adopted plans. Such 
plans would require a separate EIR This cannot be considered a legitimate 
argument. 

.................................................................... 
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Groundwater Qualitv Protection near Planned Wet Pit Mining Operations 
The credibility of the ''Groundwater Qaar!ity Pr~twahon near Planned Wet Pit 

Mining Operationsn is seriously questioned. - 
The bias of this report toward mining is not even thinly disguised ! Reports appeal 

to have been selectively screened so that any adverse impacts have been either ignored or 
else downgraded. Reports of long standing stature and credibility such as "The Practice 
of Water Pollution Biology issued by the Federal Governmentn have been studiously 
avoided. Computer modeling has been carefully selected to show the most benign 
condition whereas the worst possible scenario (which can be much more informative) has 
not even been mentioned. 

The "expertn consultants presume to give advice and reassurance on subjects that 
are entirely out of their field of expehe  if judged by the resumes of these "expertsn. 

The subject of midges generated by standing water has not even been mentioned 
although it is potentially a serious problem. Miions of dollars have been spent at Clear 
Lake on c~ntrol procedures, with little or no success. The advice of a qualified aquatic 
entomologist is entirely absent. Is this caused by the "expertsn being uninformed or by 
carefully skirting a troublesome impact by the consultants? 

In summary, a semi-informed reader is left with the impression that he has been 
"propagandizedn. The report should have been more subtle in its presentation 
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Table 11 Odors. tastes, m d  tongue sensations aasociatod wIth 8Ip.e in m t e r  
.- 

Odor when algae are- 

Tongue 
Atgal genus Moderate Abundant Taste sensa. 

tion ~~ ~ 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Actinaslrum.. ............................. Grassy.musty. 
........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Anabaena.. Grassy, nasturtium. Septic 

Anabaenopsis. 
Anacyslis. . . ..... 
Aphanizomenon . . 

Asterionella. . . . . . .  
Ceratium.. ......... .............. Chara 
Chlamydomonas.. . 
Chlorella ........... 
Chrysosphaerella.. . 
Cladophcfa.. ...... 
(Clathrocystis). .... 
Closterium. ........ 
(Coelosphaerium) 
Ccsmarium.. ...... 
Cryptomonas.. .... 
Cyclotella. ......... 
C Ilndrospermum.. 
olstoms. .......... 
Dictyosphaerium.. . 
Oinobryon.. ....... 
Eudorina.. ......... 
Euglena.. ......... 
Fragilaria .......... 
Glenodinium.. ..... 
(Gloeacapsa). ...... 
Gloeocystis.. ..... 
Gtoetrichia ......... 
Gomphosphaeria.. . 
Gonium ........... 
Hydrodictyon.. .... 
Mallomonas.. . . . . .  
Melosira. . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . .  Meridian. 
(Microcystis). . . . .  
Nitella. . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NOS105 .... . . . . . . . .  
Oscillatoria ........ 
Pandcfina ......... 
Pediastrum. ....... 
Peridinium.. ....... 
Pleurosigma ....... 
Rivularia ........... 
Scenedesmus.. .... 

Synedra.. ......... 
Synura.. ........... 

musty. 
. . . .  . .  Grassy.. ......... 

Grassy, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Septic ........... 
Grassy, nasturtium. Septic.. ......... 

musty. 
Geranium. spicy.. ...... Fishy.. .......... 
Fishy.. .................. Septic ........... 
Skunk. garlic.. .......... Spoiled, garlic.. . 
Musty, grassy. .......... Fishy, septic.. .. 
........................ Musty ........... ............ ........................ Fishy 
........................ septic ........... 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Grasq.. 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Grassy.. 
. . . . . .  Violet.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Violet.. 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Geranium.. ............ Fishv 
........... Grassy.. .............. .. Sepiic 

........................ Aromatic. ....... 
............ Grassy, nasturtium.. ... Fishy 

.......... ................. Violet. Fishy.. 
........................ Fishy ............ 
........................ Fishy ............ 
Geranium .............. Musty ........... 

.......... ........................ Fishy.. 

........................ Septic ........... 
....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Grassy. 

Grassy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Grassy .......... 
Fishy.. ........................ . . . . . . . .  

..................... Septic ........... 
Violet.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fishy.. . . . . . . . . . .  
Geranium.. . . . . . . . .  Musty .......... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Spicy . . . . . . . . . .  

Grassy .................. Grassy. septic ... 
Musty.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Septic ........... 
Grassy .................. Musty. spicy.. .. ............ ........................ Fishy .......... ........................ Grassy 
Cucumber.. ............ Fishy ............ 
........................ Fishy ............ 
Grassy .................. Musty ........... 
........................ Grassy .......... 
........................ Grassy.. ........ 

Grassy ........................ .......... 
Geranium .............. Fishy ............ 
Grassy.. ................ Musty.. . . . . . . . . .  
Cucumber. muskmelon. Fishy.. . . . . . . . . .  

spicy. 

Tabellaria .......... Geranium.. ............ Fishy., 
Tribonema . . . . . . . . . .  Fishv. 

. . . . . .  
Sweet. ... 
Sweet. ... Dry. 

.......... 
Bitter.. .. .......... 
Sweet. ... Slick. 
.......... 

. . . . .  
Sweet.. .. 
. . . . . . .  

.......... 

.......... 
.......... Slick. 
....... 

Sweet. ... 
.......... 
.......... Slick. 

. . . . . . . . . .  
Sweet .... 

. . . . . . . . . .  
Slick. . . . . . . . . .  

Bitter.. .. 
.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 
Slick. .......... 
Slick. . . . . . . . . . .  

Bitter.. . .  Dry. 
metallic, 
-lick 

(Uroglana). ........ 
Uroalenoods ....... Cucumber.. ............ Fishv.. .................... Slick - .  
Ulothrix .................................... ~ r a i s ~ . .  .................. 
Volvox ............. Fishy.. ................. Fishy ...................... 

177 

Copied from: "The Practice of Water Pollutioi~ Biology" published by Federal Water 
Pollution control Administration (EPA) 1969 
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LETTER 13: ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES COMMITTEE, WESTERN YOLO GRANGE 
#423; CACHE CREEK COALITION; NATURAL RESOURCES 
COMMITTEE, LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, WOODLAND; AND 
FRIENDS OF CACHE CREEK 

Response to Comments 13-1: 

The comment is general in nature, and more specific comments on the topic follow. Please 
refer to responses to Comments 13-85, 13-86, 13-91, 13-99, 13-1 00 and 13-1 07. The 
record does not support the commentor's opinions regarding the adequacy of the EIR. The 
EIR meets both the spirit and intent of CEQA and the staff will recommend to the Board 
of Supervisors that it be certified as fully meeting those obligations. 

Response to Comment 13-2: 

The commentor's remarks regarding the release of the referenced document is noted for 
the record. The referenced document presents the results of a detailed investigation of the 
levels of mercury in water, sediment, and biota in the open-water bodies in formerly mined 
areas of the sohino Concrete Company property and k presented as Appendix c of this 
document. The study was prepared as required in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3b of the DEIR. . . 
Although the document was dated May 2,1996, the final study was not provided to County 
staff until May 9, 1996, and was immediately provided to all interested members of the 
public (including the commentor) and the preparers of the EIR. 

The commentor is correct in indicating that the study identifd the presence of mercury in 
fish at significant levels. However, comparison of the results to levels of mercury found in 
fish from Cache Creek show the levels of mercury in fish from the formerly mined areas to 
be similar to those identified in fish from lower Cache Creek in October 1995. The 
presence of mercury throughout the aquatic environment of the region, including the creek 
and the lakes in mining areas, support the conclusion that the condition is systemic. 

The development of thermostratification is possible in the lakes investigated in the study. 
The oxygen levels measured in the lakes suggest an oxygenated environment throughout 
the water column. However, the lakes are not within active mining areas, as suggested by 
the commentor; the most recent mining at the lakes studied occurred in October 1995. 
Significant thermostratification during summer months could result in low oxygen levels in 
the lower portions of the lakes. A low-oxygen environment could promote the development 
of anaerobic bacteria which are capable of converting mercury to methyl mercury. 

The maximum number of pits that would be open at one time would be 27, and that would 
be in the year 2008, when roughly half of the 54 total proposed pits would be in various 
stages of mining and reclamation. The average number of pits that would be open at any 
one time between 1997 and the year 2032 would be 16. Eleven pits are proposed to 
remain open lakes following reclamation. 
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Response to Comment 13-3: 

Staff has not expanded the study area boundaries. The study area boundaries shown on 
Figure 3.2-2 in the DEIR are consistent with the polices of the State Board of Mining and 
Geology. Discussion with John Parrish, Executive Officer of the SMGB, indicated that lead 
agencies are required to develop policies and measures for all areas classified by the 
State, including the MR2-1, MR2-2, and MR2-3 zones. These acreages have been 
clarified over time and were based on earlv a~~roximations. and then recalculated usina . . .  
the County's Geographic Information System (GIs). Mining would largely occur within the 
MR-2 zone and ~ursuant to Mitiaation Measure 4.2-10a on Daae 4.249 of the DEIR. would . - 
only occur on the 2,887 acres shown on Figure 3.4-3 on page 3-24 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-4: 

Since a formal groundwater recharge program has not been released by the Yolo County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the DEIR specifically excludes 
consideration of the proposed wet pit lakes at groundwater recharge features (see 
discussion under Impact 4.4-5, page 4.4-55 of the DEIR). As a result, a number of polices 
regarding groundwater recharge were recommended for elimination from the OCMP, as 
provided in Mitigation Measure 4.4-5a. This topic is further discussed in Response to 
Comment 348. 

Response to Comment 13-5: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 11-2. 

Response to Comment 13-6: 

The EIR does not make the assumption that there will never be new operators in the 
OCMP study area. The EIR defined a reasonably foreseeable analysis under CEQA, 
which included five mining and reclamation applications, and the existing Schwarzgruber 
operation, as described on page 3-21 of the EIR. As discussed, notices were sent to all 
property owners within the study area for acceptance of applications for off-channel surface 
mining consistent with the OCMP. In addition, prior to the planning process, other 
operators were contacted to solicit interest, including Central Valley Rock and Sand and 
Gravel Association, and the Aggregate Producers Association. The potential for additional 
mining above that which is currently known is discussed under Impact 4.2-10 beginning on 
page 4.247 of the EIR. Should additional mining be proposed, it would require a General 
Plan Amendment, rezoning, a mining permit and reclamation plan, and appropriate project- 
level environmental review. The process whereby mining could occur on proposed SGR- 
zoned property is provided on page 4.2-19 of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment 13-7: 

The comments do not address issues relevant to the CEQA analysis. It is noted for the 
record and will be considered by the decision makers in their deliberations. 

Response to Comment 13-8: 

The commentor makes reference to unspecified studies of mercury in the environment 
being conducted in the Cache Creek basin. The commentor's mention of "site specific 
research" by UCD is assumed to refer to the study conducted by Drs. Dareli Slotton and 
John Rueter which investigates the levels of mercury in water, sediment, and biota at two 
lakes within formerly mined areas at the Solano Concrete Company, Inc. property 
northeast of Madison, California. A report of the completed study is presented in Appendix 
C of this document. Staff would like to point out that the study was conducted by the 
County in response to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a of the DEIR. The 
results of the study provide data necessary to make determinations required in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3a regarding the appropriateness of permitting reclamation of wet pit mining 
areas to permanent lakes. The mitigation measure presented in the DEIR specifically 
addressed recommended actions that were to be based on the results of the study of 
mercury levels in an existing mining pit lake prior to the permitting of reclamation of mined 
areas to permanent lakes as proposed under the OCMP. 

Response to Comment 13-9: 

The preparers of the DEIR agree that turbidity of the water will be increased during mining 
activities, and that some sediment fines will settle on the pit bottom during mining. 
However, a thick accumulation of fines is not likely to occur. Because mining proceeds, 
and the pit is deepened, the fines that settled out as a result of previous mining would be 
excavated or remobilized into the water. In addition, the steep slopes of the pit below 
groundwater will discourage the accumulation of fine sediment along the sides. With 
regard to the statement that "gravel that is extracted from below water level will be 
thoroughly washed," this is not supported by the fact that the aggregate requires washing 
at the processing plants, where 10 to 15 percent of the total volume of aggregate typically 
consists of waste fines. The commentor's last sentence is very disturbing. The County 
staff and the team of consultants have gone to great lengths to issue a fair and objective 
analysis of all potential impacts. The commentor's impressions are unfortunate and untrue. 

Response to Comment 13-10: 

The control of erosion on excavated slopes while mining is occurring is already covered 
under existing state regulations and was not elaborated upon in the EIR. Besides the Mine 
Safetv Orders referred to referred to in Res~onse to Comment 6-16. the State Minina and 

lamation regulations, section 3706.(d) requires the provision of eksion 
uring surface mining activities to protect land and water resources. 
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Response to Comment 13-1 1 : 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13-76. 

Response to Comment 13-12: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13-76. The commentor's recommendations are 
a part of the record and will be considered by the decision makers. 

Response to Comment 13-13: 

Although the commentor provides references for Woodland and Davis, no meteorological 
data specific to Hungry Hollow is referenced. Estimates of evaporation were based on the 
best available information. For further discussion, please refer to Response to Comment 
13-138. 

Response to Comment 13-14: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-100. 

Response to Comment 13-15: 

With regard to mitigation of eutrophication, please refer to Response 13-1 10. With regard 
to the qualifications and credentials of the preparers of the technical studies and the DEIR, 
please refer to Response 13-176. 

Response to Comment 13-16: 

The EIR preparers have verified that all maps showing the study area boundary in the ElR 
are accurate and have been transferred electronically directly from the County's 
Geographic Information System (GIs) maps. The fact that the study area boundary cuts 
across parcels, property lines, or public roads is irrelevant. As discussed in the Response 
to Comment 3-13, the County is required to develop policies and measures for all classified 
lands, regardless of their relationships to parcel lines or public roads. No zoning changes 
are proposed except for proposed mining changes. These boundaries are provided in the 
individual mining applications. 

Response to Comment 13-17: 

The information to which the commentor refers was prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini 
in concert with Todd Engineering (the County's consultant from the Technical Studies). 
Todd Engineering has not performed any work for local gravel mining companies, nor are 
they working on any of the pending applications. Under CEQA, the lead agency may 
require or request any person, including the applicant, to supply information to assist in the 
preparation of an EIR. The County in this case accepted the data included in Appendix 
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7.4, and subjected the report to a separate review and analysis by the EIR preparers. The 
.-, DElR reflects the independent judgement of the County, who is solely responsible for the 

DEIR's adequacy and objectivity. Where appropriate, the information provided in Appendix 
7.4 was included in the DEIR. The commentor's concerns are noted and have been 
passed to County Counsel. The test is the adequacy of the data and not who prepared it. 

Response to Comment 13-18: 

As the commentor correctly notes, pesticide testing is known to have occurred on one 
parcel within the OCMP planning area. The 113-acre sampled parcel, on lands owned by 
Solano Concrete, has had historic crop rotations similar to other parcels in the OCMP area. 
Other activities that the commentor suggests occurred randomly in the planning area could 
have occurred on the Solano Concrete parcel as well as any other parcels in the planning 
area. It is the opinion of the DElR preparers that the randomly collected samples from the 
Solano Concrete parcel do in fact constitute representative samples of the planning area. 
The analytical results indicated that the only pesticidelherbicide identified above the level 
of detection was DDE, a derivative of DDT. These insecticides do not contain arsenic. 
Additionally, arsenic has consistently not been found in groundwater samples collected 
from Solano Concrete, Cache Creek Aggregates, and Teichert (Esparto and Woodland). 
The absence of arsenic in the groundwater samples suggests that soluble arsenic is not 
present in the soils. According to information obtained from the California Department of 
Pesticide Registration (Mr. Dwane Schnabel), inorganic insecticides, including arsenic- 
based, were used in agriculture in the 1930s and 1940s; the food crops on which the 
insecticides were used could have included tomatoes; there are no records available 
identifying the crops on which specific insecticides were used during that period. The data 
from the 1930s and 1940s only provide information on the companies manufacturing 
products and the quality of the products manufactured; the records do not include 
information on how much arsenic-based pesticides were sold and what crop they were 
used on. The State is currently surveying about 6,000 drinking water wells in the State to 
determine potential effects of organic and inorganic pesticides; generally, the surveyed 
wells do not include DDT, DDE, chlordane or inorganics, such as arsenic-based 
insecticides used in the 1930s and 1940s were illegally dumped, used illegally, or an area 
had a high background concentration of arsenic, it would not be expected that there would 
be residual levels of arsenic in soil and groundwater in areas where these products may 
have been used in the 1930s and 1940s. No changes to the DElR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

The commentor is also referred to Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a on page 4.4-50 of the OCMP 
DEIR, which requires further testing of agricultural soils for pesticides before they are 
placed within the drainage area of a wet pit. 
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Response to Comment 13-19: 

Staff disagrees that this is a misleading or uninformed statement. Although the site is 
presently being used by the County as a transfer station, discussions with Public Works 
staff indicate that this site was previously used as a landfill. The materials dumped on the 
site were never removed and continue to underlie the transfer station. Moreover. the 
transfer station is not part of the project, although rezoning for future mining is propbsed 
on adjoining land. The commentor's opinion of staffs knowledge of the area is noted for 
the record. 

Response to Comment 13-20: 

The Bibliography in Chapter 6.2 indicates that over three fourths of the references cited 
date from 1985 onward (including historical records used for the Cultural Resources 
section). Data is useful, regardless of its date of publication, if it still has relevance. The 
EIR is based on information that has been supported by data that has been substantiated 
over the years. Section 15149 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR is not a 
technical document that can be prepared only by a registered professional, although 
registered professionals were involved in the preparation of the OCMP DEIR. It is not 
required to be signed under CEQA. In its intended usage, an EIR serves as a public 
disclosure document explaining the effects of the proposed project on the environment, 
alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize adverse effects. 

Response to Comment 13-21: 

There is no requirement under CEQA that an EIR needs to be officially endorsed by any 
particular County agency or department. OCMP and the DEIR are the County's 
documents and have involved the participation of all its agencies. The County's 
Environmental Health Officer has been included in every step of the analysis leading up 
to preparation of the document. His comments on the EIR appear in Letters 19 and 20. 

Response to Comment 13-22: 

The County staff appreciate the commentor's concerns about the number of documents 
being circulated which is why many extra meetings and hearings have been held, and late 
comments on both program level DElRs were accepted. The review times all conform with 
the state 45-day requirement which the legislature has established by definition, as 
providing an adequate and reasonable period for all reviewers. The documents were also 
specifically formatted to facilitate public review. All of the EIRs follow the same format, 
issues are discussed in the same order, and the project level documents reprint the impact 
summary tables from both the OCMP and CCRMP DElRs. The staff disagrees strongly 
with the commentor that citizens have ben "deprived of the opportunity to carefully read 
and respond" to the documents. 
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The commentor also indicates an inability to "seek professional opinions" due to the 
schedule. This is in fact one of the main purposes of the EIRs-to provide an objective, 
fact-based analysis for the public, local officials, and state agencies to consider. 

The comment regarding "opening up the potable aquifers" is misleading. The aquifer is in 
fact "open" in many places throughout the County, including the creek itself, the Solano 
operations where wet pit mining has occurred since 1980. Contrary to the comment the 
mitigation measures in the DElR were identified only after considerable thought and 
analysis and are offered for minimizing or eliminate risk associated with the project, to an 
acceptable level. Over 20 years and $5.0 million dollars have been spent analyzing the 
issues addressed in the EIR. 

Also contrary to the comment, the jurisdictions of Sonoma and Alameda Counties are 
examples of areas with programs for conjunctive use of deep wet pits, similar to the 
proposals before the County. 

The mitigation measures recommended conditions of approval in the EIR allow for the 
opportunity to "turn back" if information is found later to be in error and modifications to 
approvals are merited. 

Response to Comment 13-23: 

The Technical Studies specifically analyzed the reach of the creek between the Capay 
Dam and the town of Yolo. The MRZ area, as plotted from the County's GIs system 
extends further west than the Capay Dam and stops short of 1-5 on the east. These are 
not inconsistencies so much as they are simply differences. What is relevant is where 
mining is proposed and may ultimately be approved. No mining is proposed west of CR 
85 or east of CR 96. 

Response to Comment 13-24: 

Figure 3.2-4 refers to the CCRMP boundary, which is included within the OCMP planning 
area shown in Figures 3.3-2 and 3.2-3. Figure 3.3-1 refers to the historical extent of Cache 
Creek, as discussed in the 1995 Technical Studies. It should not be expected that this 
boundary would necessarily coincide with the OCMP planning area. For further 

- discussions of the MR2 zones, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 13-3. 

Response to Comment 13-25: 

Goal 2.2-1 seems appropriately worded, and responsive to the commentor's concern 
without modification. No change is recommended. 
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Response to Comment 13-26: 

The acronym is used in the OCMP and was therefore carried over to this dowrnent. In 
response to the comment, the Text Change # 4 has been noted. 

Response to Comment 13-27: 

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 3-32. Objective 3.3-1 is an objective 
of the OCMP and not the EIR. The impacts of implementing this objective are discussed 
in Impact 4.4-1, beginning on page 4.4-23 of the OCMP DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-28: 

The Director of the Yolo County Community Development Agency is currently the 
designated Floodplain Administrator and is responsible for ensuring that land use activities 
do not significantly increase flood levels in surrounding areas. Although the Corps is 
studying flooding problems, that agency is under no mandate to reduce flooding on Cache 
Creek. 

Response to Comment 13-29: 

While it is true that sloped areas are irreversibly lost after reclamation it does not mean that 
farmland preservation is incompatible with mining. The grassland habitat proposed for the 
slopes would be similar to unseen areas of agricultural operations such as field-margin 
habitat. Agricultural land has not endured for thousands of years in Yolo County, but rather 
this use displaced the original wildlife habitat that preceded it roughly 150 years ago. The 
comment does not acknowledge beneficial uses that would occur after mining ceases 
including habitat and recreation. Mining would only partially displace agricultural 
production, the economic implications of which raise policy issues and questions of 
balance between the two land uses. The economic analysis under preparation by the 
County will address non-CEQA considerations, such as comparative revenues from mining 
and agriculture. 

Response to Comment 13-30: 

The planning area is defined by the Yolo County Mineral Resource Zone Area, which ends 
just west of the Town of Yolo. At no time has the area been proposed to extend further 
east to the settling basin. As described on page 3-1 of the DEIR, the in-channel area of 
the Cache Creek corridor is addressed in the companion CCRMP. A detailed description 
of the various subreaches of the Cache Creek corridor is provided in the Biological 
Resources section of the DEIR on the CCRMP, and the commentor is referred to this 
document for additional information on the conditions of Cache Creek. The commentor is 
correct that restoration of Cache Creek between Yolo and the settling basin would 
contribute to the continuity and overall value of the corridor, but this subreach is outside 
the planning area. 
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Response to Comment 13-31: 

- The planning area, as shown in Figures 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 is correct. No modification or 
correction is necessary. 

Response to Comment 13-32: 

Staff acknowledges the commentor's opinion. The 10-year review period was considered 
by staff to be an appropriate length of time in which to allow discernible trends to develop, 
so that County policies and regulations would be based on statistically valid data. 
Meanwhile the monitoring program would allow the County to respond to short-term 
concerns. The 10-year review period does not prevent the County from amending the 
OCMP whenever the necessity arises. The EIR preparers are not aware of any 
contamination source missed in the DEIR. The Technical Studies were prepared by a 
highly qualified team selected by a County review panel that included one of the 
cornmentors. The qualifications of the EIR preparers is discussed in Response to 
Comment 3-176. 

Response to Comment 13-33: 

The paragraph outlines actions described in the OCMP. The impacts of implementing 
these actions are discussed in Chapter 4.4 Hydrology and Water Quality. The commentor 
is also referred to Response to Comment 134. The economic implications of 
implementing these actions is not a CEQA issue. 

Response to Comment 13-34: 

- The commentor is confusing the OCMP with the EIR. The recommended actions are 
contained in the OCMP and not the EIR. Chapter 3.0 provides a summary of the OCMP, 
which is why it is entitled "Project Description." The impacts of implementing the OCMP 
are evaluated in the EIR. The DEIR will not include any economic assessment since this 
is not a CEQA issue. An economic analysis will be provided in the staff report, however. 

d 

Response to Comment 13-35: 

The DElR addresses the potential for impact, including hydrologic impacts, from 
implementation of the proposed OCMP. The projected water losses associated with the 
reclaimed uses at maturity and water quality are addressed in Impacts 4.4-1,4.4-2 and 4.4- 
3. In no place do the OCMP or OCMP DEIR recommend or even suggest a "squandering" 
of the aquifer. it is understood that the aquifer is indeed in overdraft in some areas due to 
agricultural demands. Consumption of water from restored native habitat is considered by 
the staff to be a beneficial use. as oooosed to a "sacrifice." The commentor is correct in 
implying that the appropriate balance between agricultural uses, aggregate mining, and 
habitat restoration deserves careful consideration by the Countv. The commentor's 
concern regarding impacts of change in groundwate; level are addressed in.Mitigation 
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Measure 4.4-la (Performance Standard 3.5-17). Change in groundwater levels of less 
than two feet would not result in a significant increase in pumping costs. 

Response to Comment 13-36: 

The issue to which the commentor refers is addressed and fully mitigated in Impact 4.4-1 
of the OCMP DElR. 

Response to Comment 1337: 

The potential for pit capture to occur is addressed in Impact 4.3-3 and further clarified in 
Response to Comment 6-20. 

Response to Comment 13-38: 

As discussed in the Response to Comment 13-28, although the Corps is studying flooding 
problems, the agency is not responsible for flood control along Cache Creek. 

Response to Comment 13-39: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 11-2. 

Response to Comment 13-40: 

Staff assumed that the shallow and deep mining areas would be required to provide a 
similar supply of aggregate resources. For demonstration purposes the following 
comparison is made for mining of a site having an area of 100 acres, a square shape, 2:l 
excavated sideslopes, an overburden thickness of 10 feet, and an average groundwater 
level of 25 feet below the ground surface. If the site were mined to a depth of 50 feet, the 
amount of aggregate would be approximately 5.5 million cubic yards. If the site were 
mined to 30 feet and reclaimed to five feet above the groundwater level, approximately 2.9 
million cubic yards would be excavated. The area of the shallow square-shaped mining 
area would have to be approximately 200 acres to provide an equivalent amount of 
aggregate to that produced from the deeper mining scenario assumed to occur on 100 
acres. While the entire 100 acres would be lost to agriculture, only about 15 acres of the 
shallow mining areas would be taken out of agricultural production (consisting of 
sideslopes). Thus, although deep pit mining minimizes the amount of farmland disturbed, 
it results in a greater loss of agricultural lands. 

Response to Comment 13-41: 

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 13-3. There is no new boundary and 
mining would only occur within the areas shown on Figure 3.2-2. It is important to note that 
the Technical Studies do not constitute a CEQA impact analysis. The impacts of water 
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I quality impairment including potential impacts on municipal wells are discussed in Chapter 
4.4 Hydrology and Water Quality of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 1342: 

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 13-23. There should be no confusion 
between the "study area" or the "planning area." The terms are used interchangeably. 

Response to Comment 1343: 

The commentor is confusing the OCMP with the EIR. Chapter 3.0 contains a summary of 
the recommendations contained within the OCMP, which are the subject of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR. Action 2 is a paraphrasing of Performance Standard 6.5-7, which 
was modified in the DEIR to limit referrals of proposed habitat restoration plans to agencies 
of jurisdiction, so that a consistent regulatory approach would be assured. For further 
discussions of vertical slopes and bank swallow habitat, please see Text Change # 17. 
The removal of fence row habitat and similar adjoining vegetated zones adjoining farmland 
without mitigation would be contrary to Department of Fish and Game requirements and 
the policies of the RCD. 

Response to Comment 13-44: 

The OCMP anticipated the possibility of boating on the reclaimed lakes and not within the 
stream channel. This activity would be further evaluated as part of future recreation 
planning. "Upstream" in this particular context generally refers to reclaimed areas west of 
Interstate 505 and udownstream" generally refers to reclaimed areas east of 1-505. 

Response to Comment 1345: 

All landowners within the Yolo County MRZ Area were notified based on property 
ownership provided by a title company for the area shown on Figure 3.2-3 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 1346: 

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 13-6. - 
Response to Comment 1347: 

Table 3-1 is included in the project description to provide an understanding of the effects 
of the OCMP. The impacts due to water losses from evapotranspiration by the 771 acres 
of wet pits are adequately described in Impact 4.4-4 beginning on page 4.4-52 of the DEIR. 
Economic benefits are not CEQA issues and are not discussed. 
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Response to Comment 13-48: 

The planning area boundaries are consistent between both figures. The denotation for 
Madison appears to be slightly different in the two figures. Modification is not warranted. 

Response to Comment 1349: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13-3. The DEIR clearly identifies MRZ acreage 
by zone on page 3-5. The DEIR clearly identifies acreage of land to be mined and 
reclamation to various uses by acreage as well on pages 3-22 and 3-23. The ElR team, 
which the staff views as very qualified and very experienced, was chosen by a selection 
panel that included one of the commentors. 

Response to Comment 13-50: 

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 13-3 and 13-23. In response to the 
second point in the comment, Text Change # 7 is recommended. 

Response to Comment 13-51: 

Staff does not agree with the commentor's opinion that the discussion of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Basin Plan is out-of-date. The commentor is 
referred to pages 4.4-10 and 4.4.-11 for additional discussion of the "Impaired Waterway" 
status of Cache Creek. The current investigation of mercury levels in Cache Creek being 
conducted by RWQCB is also discussed on 4.445. Although these investigations are 
being conducted to better understand the significance of mercury within the waterway, the 
RWQCB has not required or requested any sampling of mercury in sediments at active in- 
channel mining operations or has it been a requirement of past off-channel wet pit mining. 
As a responsible agency in the CEQA process, the RWQCB has not requested 
investigation of the levels of mercury in areas proposed for mining under the OCMP. As 
discussed on page 4.4-45 of the DEIR, the preparers of the EIR agree with the comment's 
suggestion that the alluvial sediments in the proposed off-channel mining areas would 
likely contain mercury. However, water quality data does not indicate that the levels of 
mercury in the sediments are currently adversely affecting groundwater quality (see pages 
4.445 and 4.4-46) in the off-channel areas. The DEIR has addressed the ~otential for 
mercury accumulation in proposed mining pits by requiring testing of mercury levels in 
water, sediment, and biota in an existing mining pit lake (see Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a). 

The commentor's conclusion that the EIR cannot be completed until the investigation of 
mercury in Cache Creek is completed is not shared by staff. Investigation of mercury in 
the environment of Clear Lake and the Cache Creek watershed has been on-going for 
many years and will likely continue for many more. The DEIR requires continued 
evaluation of mercury in surface and groundwater in the areas of proposed mining. In 
addition, the DEIR requires testing of fish for methylmercury. These data would 
supplement the investigations conducted by other agencies. The results of the monitoring 
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would provide triggers for corrective actions that would reduce the potential for 
development of adverse conditions. Staff does not agree with the commentor's assertion 
that the evaluations of mercury required by Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a are "very limited." 
The mitigation measure sets performance standards and requires corrective action if those 
standards are exceeded. The DElR requires that the evaluation of the existing lake(s) are 
completed prior to permitting of wet pit mining, as suggested in the comment. 

As indicated above, the evaluations of mercury in the Cache Creek system are expected 
to be on-going for many years and are likely to focus on the evaluation of water quality in 
the surface water system. However, the mitigation measures presented in the DElR direct 
specific attention to the potential impacts of off-channel mining on surface water and 
groundwater. These specific mitigation measures present an appropriate and complete 
approach to controlling and monitoring the impacts of mercury on human and 
environmental health. The mitigation measure will provide supplemental data throughout 
the mining and reclamation periods and requires corrective action for adverse conditions, 
including termination of mining. The final statement in the comment regarding "potential 
errors in judgement" and "cumulative injury to a large number of people" is made without 
regard to the data, analysis, and mitigation measures presented in the EIR. Staff and the 
EIR preparers strongly disagree with this position. 

Response to Comment 13-52: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13-3 for further discussions of the planning area 
boundaries. The Esparto General Plan has not yet been adopted, although it is expected 
to be considered later this year. Potential conflicts between the draft Esparto General Plan 
and proposed mining operations will be evaluated in the project-level EIRs. 

Response to Comment 13-53: 

Please refer to the Response to Comments 13-52 and 13-3. Staff have met with 
representatives of the City of Woodland on several occasions to discuss planning area 
boundaries. 

Response to Comment 13-54: 

The impacts due to water losses from evapotranspiration are discussed in Impact 4.4-4 
beginning on page 4.4-52 of the DEIR, under the section on hydrology. The standards of 
significance referred to by the commentor relate to land use planning, not water resources. 
It should also be noted that all lands within the streamway influence boundaries were 
wetlands historically. The staff does not agree that the use of water to support restoration 
of native vegetation and the creation of habitat is a "sacrifice." Such use is considered 
beneficial and appropriate. 
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Response to Comment 13-55: 

An alternative which would limit gravel extraction to PCC uses only would not address any 
CEQA issues. Several alternatives which are analyzed in the DEIR, including the Shallow 
Mining Alternative (Alternative 4) would substantially limit gravel extraction compared to 
the OCMP. The commentor assumes that all of the aggregate evaluated in the 
Department of Conservation classification study is of PCC grade. As noted in the study, 
"Rarely, even from the highest-grade deposits is in-place aggregate raw material physically 
or chemically suited for ever type of aggregate use. The use of lesser grades of aggregate 
for non-PCC purposes is appropriate." 

Response to Comment 13-56: 

The issue of subsidence in the region of the project site is described in the description of 
the geologic setting on page 4.3-3 of the DEIR. The OCMP policies, objectives, actions, 
and performance standards would not, in the opinion of the preparers of the EIR, contribute 
significantly to regional subsidence identified in the area. The causes of regional 
subsidence are generally attributed to removal of subsurface fluids, including groundwater, 
oil, and natural gas in quantities that result in significant depletion of these fluids and 
subsequent collapse of the sediment within the subsurface reservoirs of those fluids. The 
processing of aggregate resulting from mining considered under the OCMP would result 
in pumping and use of groundwater. However, most of the water used in processing would 
be returned to the aquifer through discharge to mining pits or settling basins. The 
commentor's conclusion that operation of mining equipment would contribute to 
subsidence is not shared by the preparers of the EIR. The mining equipment would be 
operated above the seasonally fluctuating groundwater level. The sediments affected by 
vibration of the equipment (or by agricultural equipment) have experienced seasonal 
dewatering prior to mining and have, therefore, been subject to conditions which cause 
regional subsidence. 

The potential for conditions promoting subsidence in the near surface at proposed mining 
areas is remote. Continued regional subsidence, caused by overdrafting of the regional 
aquifer could continue or be increased in the future. The potential for subsidence that 
could significantly affect 100-year flood protection is mitigated through the requirement of 
three feet of freeboard above the 100-year flood elevation. 

Response to Comment 13-57: 

Review of the geologic and engineering data referenced in the comment and preparation 
of the Geology and Soils section of the DEIR was performed by a California Registered 
Geologist and Certified Engineering Geologist. 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



Response to Comment 13-58: 

The standards of significance referred to by the commentor relate to geological impacts, 
not water resources. Please refer to the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the DElR 
for discussion of evaporation and Responses to Comments 13-1 3 and 13-54. 

Response to Comment 13-59: 

The EIR does not recommend the construction of vertical slopes as suggested in the 
comment. The commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a which requires static 
and pseudo-static slope stability analysis for proposed reclaimed slopes. Please also see 
Text Change # 17, which provides specific requirements for proposed bank swallow 
habitat. 

Response to Comment 13-60: 

The commentor is correct in recognizing that liquefaction could result in damage to wells. 
However, neither the OCMP nor the DElR promote the construction of wells in sediments 
that are susceptible to liquefaction. The decision to construct wells within the OCMP 
planning area is the responsibility of individual landowners. 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of slope stability in Impact 4.3-2 and the 
requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a for recognition of required static and pseudo- 
static (seismic) conditions in slope stability evaluations. 

Staff disagrees with the final conclusion of the comment which suggests that the impacts 
discussion of liquefaction is incomplete. The potential impacts related to liquefaction, 
including slope failure and seismically induced settlement are fully identified and discussed 
in the DElR under Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-2. 

Response to Comment 13-61 : 

The preparers of the EIR agree with the commentor's suggestion that the level surveying 
required by Performance Standard 5.5-3 should be clarified to require that surveying of 
reclaimed lands should be performed by a licensed professional. The standards of practice 
or surveying are set by the profession and all suweying should be conducted in compliance 
with standards for agricultural grading. Text Change # I  5 has been added in response to 
the comment. Existing and reclaimed elevations for individual proposed mining operations 
will be discussed in the project-level EIRs. 

Response to Comment 13-62: 

Geotechnical reports are submitted for many types of projects requiring building permits. 
The permits are issued in compliance with established procedures and would require 
compliance with findings of the Geotechnical Report and all applicable regulations of the 
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Universal Building Code. The issuance of building permits for any project within the OCMP 
planning boundaries would be governed by these same procedures. Please refer to Text 
Change # 1 

Response to Comment 13-63: 

The preparers of the EIR agree with the suggestion made in the comment regarding 
inspection of reclaimed lands following strong regional groundshaking. Text Change 
# 9B has been added to address the comment. 

The performance standard requires that repair of damage would be the responsibility of 
the landowner. Contingency funding is not specified.   he expected type of ground failure 
associated with liquefaction would be minor settlement which could be corrected by re- 
leveling, a common agricultural practice or grading to correct potential erosion associated 
with slumping of the shoreline of lakes. The potential for large slope failure, including on 
separator slopes, is adequately mitigated by OCMP requirements for pseudo-static 
analysis for each long-term mining permit application. 

Response to Comment 13-64: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-56. 

Response to Comment 13-65: 

In the discussion of erosion (page 4.3-25), the DElR acknowledges that sediment 
generated by erosion could adversely affect water quality by raising turbidity. The effects 
of turbidity include the supply of nutrients as mentioned by the commentor. The potential 
impacts on water quality related to the mining operations proposed under the OCMP, 
including eutrophication and methylation of mercury are described in lmpacts 4.4-2 and 
4.4-3 of the DEIR. Accumulation of sediment is expected for all closed water bodies and 
is generally important in the development of the substrate for benthic communities. The 
amount of sediment delivered to the water bodies within mining areas would be reduced 
through the application of erosion control measures presented in Performance Standard 
2.5-21 of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a. The amount of sediment is also reduced by the 
OCMP requirements to divert surface water away from the pits. For further discussion of 
eutrophication, please see Response to Comment 13-1 10. Mercury impacts are discussed 
in Response to Comments 13-127 through 13-135. 

Response to Comment 13-66: 

The preparers of the DElR agree that turbidity of the water will be increased during mining 
activities, and that some sediment fines will settle on the pit bottom during mining. 
However, a thick accumulation of fines is not likely to occur. As mining proceeds, and the 
pit is deepened, the fines that settle out as a result of previous mining would be excavated 
or remobilized into the water. The commentor does not provide adequate support for the 
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R assertion that hydraulic dredges would cause more siltation of the pond sidewalls and 
bottom than the use of dragline cranes. Since dredges would use suction to draw 
sediments into a pipeline leading to the surface, the material would receive less flushing, 
relative to dragline operations; resulting in reduced mobilization of silts and clays in the wet 
pit. 

Response to Comment 13-67: 

As modified, Performance Standards 2.5-4 and 2.5-18 (starting on page 4.3-30 of the 
DEIR) address the need for additional specificity regarding groundwater level fluctuation. 
It is specified in these performance standards that the 2:l slopes shall extend at least five 
feet below average summer low groundwater levels. 

Response to Comment 13-68: 

The commentor is correct in that Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a of the DEIR requires all 
overburden and processing fines to be used in reclamation. Please refer to Text Change 
#66. 

Response to Comment 13-69: 

In response to the comment, Text Change # 17 has been amended to the DEIR to address 
the responsibility for inspection of drainage facilities. The performance standard already 
presents the requirements for the documentation and frequency of inspection. 

Response to Comment 13-70: 

W&h regard to biological clogging and eutrophication, please refer to Responses 13-85 and 
13-1 10. The control of erosion during mining activities is discussed in Response to 
Comment 3-1 1, while the turbidity of actively mined wet pits is addressed in Response to 
Comment 13-66. Although the EIR preparers agree that the bottom of a wet pit would 
likely seal due to biological clogging, steep side slopes would reduce the potential for 
sedimentation and clogging, and the natural aquifer flow would be unimpeded. 

Response to Comment 13-71: 

The staff did request consideration of the Division of Safety of Dams regulations to which 
the comment refers. This information was inadvertently omitted from the document. 
Please refer to Text Change # 14 and Response to Comment 11-2. The use of off-channel 
wet pits for flood control is not proposed in the OCMP. Please see Response to Comment 
11-2. Both staff and the EIR preparers have carefully considered the hazardous nature of 
mercury and its potential environmental effects, and have made their recommendations 
accordingly. Both the Army Corps of Engineers and the State Department of Water 
Resources have been provided opportunities to comment on the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment 13-72: 

Please refer to Response 11-2. 

Response to Comment 13-73: 

The 100-year floodplain determination used in establishing the planning area boundary 
was completed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1994 and included in the study 
(Westside Tributay Study) of "westside" tributaries to the Sacramento River. FEMA is in 
the process of updating the FIRMS for the entire study area. It is anticipated that these 
maps will be released in the next two to three years. Copies of the 100-year base flood 
calculations submitted with individual mining applications have been sent to FEMA for use 
in their update. The commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure 4.4-6a on page 4.4-62 
of the DEIR, which describes the requirements for flood impacts on adjoining properties. 
This issue is also addressed in the County's Floodplain Development Ordinance. 

Response to Comment 13-74: 

The comment is not specific regarding the type of "actions" contemplated. If the 
commentor is indicating that the design and implementation of bank protection at a project 
site may affect adjacent lands, the potential impact of these actions would be reviewed 
under the Floodplain Development Permit process, and mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through Mitigation Measure 4.4-6a. 

Response to Comment 13-75: 

The commentor is apparently referencing the estimated annual tonnage (210,000 tons per 
year) on the referenced page. The sentence (beginning on page 4.3-40) specifies that 
cited tonnage is sand and gravel only and does not include suspended fine-grained 
sediments. The commentor is referred to page 4.3-17 of the DElR for a discussion of total 
sediment load and bedload. 

Response to Comment 13-76: 

Text Change # I 9  is added to the EIR to acknowledge the commentor's point regarding 
other aggregate resources in the area. The second point made in the comment is that the 
DElR assumes that Yolo County is obligated to supply a fixed percentage of the regional 
demand. Neither the OCMP nor the DElR make such an assumption but use historic data 
to provide a reasonable basis for developing projected quantities of aggregate that may 
be produced in the Yolo County. The commentor is correct in suggesting that use of 
recycled and alternative material in aggregate products could result in a decreased 
demand for natural deposits of PCC-grade aggregate. However, as the commentor notes, 
these programs are in the early stages of development and it would be speculative to rely 
on such assumptions for future projections. Within the context of the impact of the 
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decreased availability of aggregate resources, the DEIR takes a conservative approach 
by assuming aggregate production in the region at historic rates. 

The commentor's suggestion that the use of sand and gravel as backfill for mining areas 
is inappropriate is noted. The limited demand for these products influences an operator's 
decisions in the management of these materials. These materials are generated as the 
consequence of the production of PCC-grade products. The materials are available for use 
as products described by the commentor. According the a Solano Concrete Company, Inc. 
representative (Russo, 1996) the difference in the natural distribution of grain sizes in the 
Cache Creek sediments and the specific grain size distribution required for PCC results in 
a surplus of sand of certain grain sizes (generally fine) and pea gravel. The company 
markets the surplus sand as "fill sand and "plaster sand." The company has recently 
incorporated a special crusher at their plant to produce more useful grain size material from 
excess pea gravel. The company also markets pea gravel as a substitute for drainage rock 
in landfills. The commercial use of these products cannot be realistically controlled by 
County policy. 

The use of sand and gravel as backfill does not present significant environmental impacts. 
Therefore, the EIR does not identify this use as a significant impact. The commentor's 
opinion that the use of these materials would not significantly increase the "percolation 
capability" is understandable. If this function were being proposed by the County or 
recommended in the DEIR, additional analysis may be required. However, neither the 
OCMP nor the DElR recommend such use of these materials; the use of the materials is 
the decision of the individual operators. Certainly, the placement of these materials does 
not preclude their future recovery and use. 

The portions of the comment related to the performance of the aggregate industry in 
promoting innovative uses of its products and development and implementation of 
demonstration projects is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-77: 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of eutrophication included on pages 4.4-40 
through 4.4-42 of the DEIR, and Response to Comment 13-85. 

I Response to Comment 13-78: 

Analysis of potential economic issues is not required under CEQA. The DElR 
acknowledges that evaporative losses would occur at the wet pit lakes, but that these 
losses are acceptable (as a matter of Regional Water Quality Control Board policy) to 
support biological habitat diversity. An economic analysis of evapotranspiration water loss 
was not conducted since, as a matter of policy, no impact was identified. Although an 
economic analysis is not required, one is being prepared by the County, and will be 
presented to the Board of Supervisors upon its completion. 
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Response to Comment 13-79: 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of infiltration of agricultural water included an 
pages 4.4-43 through 4.4-44 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-80: 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of eutrophication included on pages 4.4-40 
through 4.4-42 of the DEIR, and Response to Comment 13-85. 

Response to Comment 13-81: 

The summary of climatic data presented on pages 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 was prepared based 
on Federal meteorological publications. The preparers of the DEIR believe that the 
summary provides adequate detail to support the subsequent hydrology and water quality 
analysis. The commentor does not cite site-specific records to support his statements, but 
relies on anecdotal evidence to draw his conclusions. The staff is recommending no 
change to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-82: 

The discussion of surface water drainages presented on pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-5 was 
not intended to be a comprehensive discussion of all drainage features in the region. The 
purpose of the discussion was to summarize the primary drainage features in the vicinity 
to provide the reader with context. The staff is recommending no change to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-83: 

In response to the comment, the Text Change # 29 has been added. 

Response to Comment 13-84: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-81. The DEIR acknowledges that evaporative 
losses would occur at the wet pit lakes. However, these losses are acceptable (and 
consistent with Regional Water Quality Control Board policy) to support biological habitat 
diversity. 

Response to Comment 13-85: 

The commentor is referred to the discussion of eutrophication included on pages 4.4-40 
through 4.4-42 of the DEIR. Several mitigation measures (including physical site controls 
to keep surface water runoff and agricultural tailwaters out of the wet pits) and monitoring 
requirements have been incorporated into performance standards designed to minimize 
eutrophication. The water bodies mentioned in the comment have a much larger 
catchment area and no such controls. The monitoring program will include analysis of 
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surface and groundwater samples for phosphorous. The DEIR concludes that there is not 
a significant potential for eutrophication in the wet pits. Groundwater flowing through the 
wet pits will continue to be filtered as it move laterally through the gravel layer. Setbacks 
have been imposed to provide sufficient distance between wet pits and nearby wells to 
allow filtration to occur. The commentor does not provide any data to support the assertion 
that the project will result in degradation of drinking water quality below EPA standards. 
The dissatisfaction of the commentor with the performance of the water quality analysis is 
noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-86: 

The statement regarding lack of degradation of water quality over the past 20 to 40 years 
was based on a 1992 report prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini (Ground-Water 
Resources in the Vicinity of Cache Creek, Yolo County, California). The statement does 
not assert that all current drinking water standards-related testing has been conducted for 
the past 40 years, rather the tests that were performed (including EC, nitrate, TDS, and 
general mineral) did not show a clear trend toward degradation. Potential water quality 
impacts associated with the proposed project should be evaluated relative to the existing 
condition, as specified by CE&. For this-reason, the monitoring program required under 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a specifies that baseline quality data must be collected prior to 
minkg so that subsequent dsta can be compared to the pre-mining condition. 

Response to Comment 13-87: 

The table referred to by the commentor (Table 4.4-2 on page 4.4-15 of the DEIR) does 
include proposed mining areas over the next 30 years. Should mining be proposed in 
areas outside of the sites presently being evaluated, additional environmental analysis 
shall be performed. To presuppose where these may or may not occur is speculative and 
cannot be supported in an EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-88: 

The Technical Studies did not say that the rise is groundwater elevations were attributed 
to a change in the thalweg, merely that significant aquifer storage capacity had not been 
lost. Staff agrees with the commentor that the primary influence on groundwater levels is 
overdrafting. The general dissatisfaction of the commentor with the Technical Studies is 
noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-89: 

The section referred to in the SMARA regulation is intended to protect identified 
groundwater recharge areas from a significant reduction in infiltration capacity. The 
recharge capacity of wet or dry pit mining areas from direct precipitation will be enhanced 
from the proposed project. Essentially no runoff will leave the mining areas since they 
would be internally drained. Under the existing condition, approximately 2.5 inches of the 
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total precipitation runs off into surface water conveyances. The clogging of wet pit 
sidewalls and bottoms with silt may reduce the rate at which water in the pits pass into the 
groundwater system, but will not reduce the net recharge from precipitation. 

Estimates by the Department of Conservation in the 1988 mineral classification study for 
Cache Creek ranged from 20 to 25% waste. This was a general approximation. Actual 
reported figures by the mining operations range from 7 to 17% waste. According to 
information provided by Solano Concrete, the waste factor for their operation is at the 
higher end of this range (17%). The higher percentage of fine-grained sediments may be 
a function of the position of the operation relative to the depositional zones of the Cache 
Creek channel. In general, deposition of coarser material is recurring further upstream. 
However, the relatively high waste factor for Solano Concrete may also be related to the 
fact that this off-channel mining operation is removing deeper, older deposits. With time, 
weathering of the aggregate deposits would result in increased fines content. 

Typical alluvial deposits reflect a "fining upward" sequence of sediments. Coarse-grained 
channel deposits are mantled with finer-grained overbank deposits. Considering this 
general condition, the amount of waste as a percentage of the total amount of aggregate 
mined would be expected to be higher for a dry pit mining operation. That is, the 
potentially higher fines content in the upper sediments would influence the total fines 
content (waste) of the mined aggregate. However, as noted above, deeper sediments may 
have relatively high fines content as the result of weathering. Considering these 
counterbalancing influences on fines content of aggregate deposits, the difference between 
the waste factors for drag and wet pit mining would not be significant. However, the data 
available from the Solano Concrete site does not indicate, as implied by the comment, that 
wet pit mining operation results in a significant loss of fines prior to processing. 

The second part of the comment regards the use of sand and gravel as backfill for 
reclamation to agriculture. The common-sized excess coarse-grained materials may be 
used under reclaimed agricultural surfaces to enhance drainage and thereby increase the 
potential for successful reclamation to agriculture. Reclamation to agriculture is a primary 
objective of the County. Furthermore, the coarse-grained material would not be destroyed 
or degrade at an accelerated pace, and would not be "lost forever." If, at some time in the 
future, it becomes necessary to mine the material, it would be easily accessible. 

Response to Comment 43-90: 

The levee upgrades proposed at Solano Concrete would not raise the base flood (100- 
year) elevation. The current levees (existing condition) are constructed to prevent the site 
from being inundated during the 100-year event, however they do not have adequate 
freeboard to minimize the risk of erosional failure and overtopping. Based on engineering 
calculations completed for the site, the proposed upgrades will not adversely impact nearby 
or downstream areas during the 100-year flood or lesser events. 
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Response to Comment 13-91: 

The commentor suggests that four impacts be addressed in the EIR. The following is a 
response to each of these: 

. Water loss associated with evapotranspiration is discussed in the DEIR, and the 
reader is referred to Impact 4.4-4. 

. Impacts to water quality associated with eutrophication and the potential for 
proliferation of insets are addressed in the DEIR. The reader is referred to lmpacts 
4.4-3 and 4.12-4, respectively. 

. "Substantial changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or rate and amount of 
surface runoff' is one of the significance criteria included in the DEIR, and Impact 
4.4-1 specifically addresses the commentor's point. 

. Refer to Response to Comment 13-1 52. 

Response to Comment 13-92: 

Please refer to Text Change # 26. 

Response to Comment 13-93: 

The Lower Cache Creek Groundwater Study (1995) conducted by David Keith Todd, 
Consulting Engineers, upon which the OCMP is based, concludes that considerable flow 
would be maintained between the groundwater system and the wet pit lakes. Analysis of 
groundwater level data collected at the existing mining pit lakes at the Solano Concrete 
Company, Inc. property generally support this conclusion (Baseline, 1995). The fact that 
the commentor disagrees with this study and the conclusions presented in the DEIR is 
noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-94: 

Based on the DEIR preparer's review of the analysis, it does not appear that site-specific 
research was conducted at Solano Concrete. The paragraph referred to is a general 
description of expected groundwater flow impacts resulting from the replacement of gravel 
with fine sediments due to reclamation. The analysis completed by David Keith Todd, 
Consulting Engineers included construction of a mathematical model describing 
groundwater flow conditions in the vicinity of a theoretical backfilled pit. Aquifer parameters 
were based on available site specific data and, where data was unavailable, estimated 
based on literature values. 
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Response to Comment 13-95: 

The potential recharge associated with surface water a~dication for acsriculture is not 
particularly relevant when evaluating potential impacts id groundwater-flow conditions 
resulting from backfilled wet pits. The impact would ~otentiallv occur in the saturated zone 
(below the water table).   he mechanism by which the waier table is recharged is not 
important to this particular analysis. It is not important because the simulation begins from 
an existing condition (which includes all sources of discharge and boundary conditions) for 
the groundwater level. Pumping would represent the only new stress on the aquifer, and 
this particular stress is what would be evaluated. 

Response to Comment 13-96: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-95. 

Response to Comment 13-97: 

The DElR requires preparation of mathematical simulations to evaluate potential impacts 
of proposed wet pits on nearby wells prior to commencement of excavation below the 
average high groundwater level (Mitigation Measure 4.4-la). Use of mathematical models 
is the only practical way to evaluate the proposed changes to the groundwater flow regime 
prior to mining. This mitigation measure is designed to prevent impacts from occurring 
rather than attempting to repair damage after it occurs. Although groundwater level data 
would be continued to be collected and analyzed as part of the required monitoring 
programs to provide site specific information during and after mining. It would be extremely 
difficult to directly connect change in performance of a well to mining activities. Other 
factors, including seasonal fluctuations and weffdry cycles, have a greater effect on 
groundwater levels. Staff and the preparers of the DElR believe that the proposed 
measures are adequate to mitigate this potential impact. Groundwater modeling and well 
hydraulic analyzer are routinely applied to similar hydrogeologic environments. The cost 
associated with the modeling analysis will be borne by the aggregate producers. 

Response to Comment 13-98: 

Minimizing the area to be backfilled below the groundwater table is a general objective. 
To a certain extent, the location and distribution of the aggregate resources dictates the 
shape of the excavation. However, mining operations are selective; not all sand and gravel 
is removed. The purpose of the general objective is to provide the aggregate producers 
additional criteria during the mining plan preparation process. 

With regard to determination of impacts to wells within 1,000 feet of proposed wet pit 
mining and the madeling methodology required, please refer to Response to Comment 13- 
97. With regard to surface water and agricultural water influence on the modeling, refer 
to Response to Comment 13-95. The County staff or retained consultant would be 
responsible for review of the hydrogeologic analyses submitted by the applicants. Third- 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



party review of mathematical models is not complicated or expensive for qualified 
professionals. 

With regard to the use of the MODFLOW model in particular, please refer to Text Change 
# 27. 

Response to Comment 13-99: 

With regard to the characteristics of fine-grained surface soils, please refer to Text Change 
# 28. 

Aerial drift of pesticides, fallout from industry, and migration of agricultural contaminants 
were not specifically discussed in the DEIR. However. these contaminants are similar in 
nature to those ide"tified and discussed. Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 includes a monitoring 
program that would require regular sampling and analysis of the surface water in the wet 
pits and the groundwater in the vicinity. If impacts to water quality are detected, the 
mitigation measure requires additional monitoring, determination of the source of the 
contaminant and mitigation of the problem. If, for example, it was determined that pesticide 
drift was causing concentrations of pesticides in the wet pits to exceed the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels, application practices may be adjusted to reduce or eliminate the 
impact. 

Response to Comment 13-100: 

The Duroose of the simulation discussed bv the commentor was to evaluate the ~otential . . 
impacts associated with a release caused by illegal dumping (sabotage). Since iehicular 
access to the site would be controlled, it was assumed that a reasonable auantitv of liauid 
that someone could carry to a wet pit was five gallons. Gasoline was' chosen as 'the 
chemical of concern because it is readily available and contains significant quantities of a 
known or suspected cancer-causing chemicals, including benzene. Diesel fuel may be 
more persistent in the environment, but poses a far lesser health risk to humans than the 
components contained in gasoline. The preparers of the DEIR disagree that the scenario 
presented by Luhdorff and Scalmanini is "ludicrous" for the reasons stated above. 

With regard to the omission of dredges from the list of equipment operated in and near the 
mining areas, please refer to Response 3-36. The commentor does not substantiate the 
assertion that hydraulic dredges would cause more siltation of the pond sidewalls and 
bottom than the use of dragline cranes. Since dredges would use suction to draw 
sediments into a pipeline leading to the surface, the material would receive less flushing, 
relative to dragline operations; resulting in reduced mobilization of silts and clays in the wet 
pit. The commentor's recommendation that Objective 3.3-3 be changed to include "the 
groundwater should not be degraded by siltingwis unsupported and n'bt necessary. The 
objective already includes statements designed to protect water quality and groundwater 
levels. 
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Response to Comment 13-101: 

Action 3.4-5 requires demonstration that only active wells be evaluated because this is the 
only potential source of significant impact. Only existing wells that are barely operational 
could be impacted by the relatively small groundwater level changes expected to result 
from the project. New wells would presumably be installed deep enough so that an 
adequate overlying water column would be assured. The potential slight increase in lift 
required to overcome the two to seven foot change in groundwater levels estimated by the 
mathematical modeling is considered insignificant with modern pump efficiency. The 
preparers of the DEIR consider further mitigation unnecessary. 

With regard to exacerbation of downstream flooding from activities associated with mining, 
the commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure 4.4-6a on page 4.4-62 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-102: 

The monitoring program detailed under Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a (starting on page 4.4-35 
of the DEIR) requires that wells be placed both upgradient and downgradient of the wet 
pits. Regular groundwater level measurements are also required to verify these relative 
up- and downgradient positions. The Technical Studies provided regional groundwater 
flow patterns. Although general in nature, the Technical Studies were based on historic 
data. 

Response to Comment 13-103: 

The preparers of the DEIR agree with the commentor. Performance Standard 3.54 
requires that the wet pit be analyzed semi-annually while mining and reclamation activities 
are conducted Monitoring wells shall also be analyzed semi-annually for the first two years 
of mining in order to establish an adequate baseline of data. Phosphorous is included in 
the required monitoring program (page 4.4-36 under "After Active Reclamation"). 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a (under "Monitoring" bottom of the second paragraph) requires 
that water samples collected from the wet pits be representative. This would require 
multiple sampling locations. 

Response to Comment 13-104: 

The OCMP DEIR is a program DEIR which presents policies for the entire study area. The 
point of the performance standard is to set a standard precluding direct discharge. The 
inclusion of waste discharge requirements for each proposed mining site in the program- 
level DEIR inappropriate. This performance standard is not appropriate. Information on 
site-specific NPDES or SWPPP permits are available from Rich McViegh at the RWQCB 
(916) 255-3055. 
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Response to Comment 13-105: 

The preparers of the DEIR disagree with the commentor. Several monitoring scenarios 
and schedules were considered, and the program thought to be most conservative 
(protective of the environment) and reasonable (feasible to implement) was presented in 
modified Performance Standard 3.5-4. Eutrophication is not expected to play a significant 
role in the water quality of permanent wet pits, as discussed in Response to Comment 13- 
110. The comment offers no support for the assertion that 20 years is more reasonable 
a monitoring period after reclamation that the ten years required in the DEIR. 

The subject of the comment period is the DEIR, not the Technical Studies on which the 
OCMP was based. Please refer to Response to Comment 16-3. 

Response to Comment 13-106: 

The purpose of the deed restriction is to ensure disclosure to future property owners of all 
responsibilities incumbent on the land. 

With regard to height of fencing, please refer to Response to Comment 13-183 and Text 
Change # 32. 

With regard to mobilization of fine sediment during excavation, refer to Response to 
Comment 13-9. 

Response to Comment 13-90?: 

With regard to location of required monitoring wells, please refer to Response to Comment 
13-1 02. 

With regard to precision of measurement of depth to groundwater, please refer to 
Response to Comment 3-39. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 16-2. 

The final part of the comment appears to be focusing on the possibility that mining within 
the OCMP study area beyond that proposed in the next 30 years could adversely impact 
water quality because of crossgradient groundwater flow and an inadequate monitoring 
well network. The DEIR monitoring program (starting on page 4.4-38 of the DEIR) requires 
upgradient and downgradient wells and regular groundwater level measurements. Project 
level DElRs would be required for future proposed mining projects that would include the 
evaluation of hydrogeologic impacts. 

Response to Comment 13-108: 

Please refer to Responses to Comment 13-105 and 13-1 10. 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
4-209 Response to Comments 



Response to Comment 13-109: 

Please refer to Text Change # 33. 

Response to Comment 13-110: 

Wth regard to eutrophication, the preparers of the DElR have reviewed the 1969 Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration publication referenced by the commentor. As is 
explained in this reference (and many others), eutrophication is dependent on available 
nutrients, primarily phosphorous and nitrogen. Lakes and reservoirs which receive excess 
nutrient have the potential to become eutrophic. As described in Table 3 (page 39 of the 
1969 publication), major sources of phosphorous include sewage effluent, industrial 
discharge, phosphate rock, agricultural drainage, benthic (sea floor) sediment releases. 
As discussed in the DElR none of these nutrient sources would be available to the wet pits. 
Table 3 further lists minor contributors, including domestic ducks, sawdust, rainwater 
(where pollution is present in atmosphere), wild ducks, tree leaves, and dead organisms. 
Of the minor contributors, it is anticipated that only wild ducks, tree leaves, and dead 
organisms would be introduced into the wet pits. This discussion demonstrates that only 
minor amounts of nutrients would be introduced, minimizing the potential for significant 
eutrophication to occur. 

Response to Comment 13-11 1: 

With regard to the qualifications of the DElR preparers, please refer to Response to 
Comment 13-176 

Response to Comment 13-112: 

CEQA does not require specialists. In fact, it strongly encourages interdisciplinary work 
in order to provide a comprehensive and integrated approach to environmental analysis. 
Nor is the DElR considered testimony, although it will become a part of the record should 
legal action be taken against the OCMP. With regard to the qualifications of the DElR 
preparers, please refer to responses to Comment 13-176. 

Response to Comment 13-1 13: 

Only one draft of the EIR has been circulated and it does address eutrophication beginning 
on page 4.440. 

Response to Comment 13-114: 

Analyses included in the Luhdorff and Scalmanini report were referenced in the DEIR. 
However, the DEIR analyses of impacts and conclusions were not substantively altered by 
the analysis presented in the report. Please see Response to Comments 13-17 and 13- 
151. 
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Response to Comment 13-1 15: 

The comment is not accurate regarding the degree to which the DElR relied on the 
Scalmanini and Todd report. Please refer to Response to Comments 13-1 14 and 13-151. 

Response to Comment 13-116: 

A DElR and its supporting technical reports are not considered testimony. No court action 
has been brought against the OCMP at the present time. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 13-176. 

Response to Comment 13-1 17: 

The commentor's concerns about the qualifications of the consultants and the judgement 
of the staff are noted for the record. A copy of the commentors letter has been provided 
to County Counsel for their review. 

Response to Comment 13-118: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 10. 

Response to Comment 13-119: 

Neither the Technical Studies, nor the DElR are considered to be engineered design 
projects which would require the signature of a Registered Professional Engineer. Please 
refer to Response to Comment 13-1 36. 

Response to Comment 13-120: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 19. 

Response to Comment 13-1 21 : 

A copy of the DElR was provided to the State Department of Toxic Substance Control. 
In addition, the document has been reviewed by the Yolo County Environmental Health 
Department. Please see comment letter 19 and 20. 

Response to Comment 13-122: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 19. 

Response to Comment 13-123: 

A copy of the commentor's letter has been provided to County Counsel for their review. 
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Response to Comment 13-124: 

Dumping of the types of waste described by the comment would likely require 
transportation by truck. The wet pits would not be accessible to unauthorized vehicles. 
It is far more likely that these types of discharges would occur in unrestricted areas (e.g. 
turnouts on little-used roads and bridges over creeks). Staff is recommending no change 
to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-125: 

Based on information available on EXTOXNET, a database of the Agricultural Pesticide 
Impact Assessment Program, the commentor is incorrect in the assertion that atrazine is 
a "non-selective weed herbicide." In fact, atrazine is a selective triazine herbicide used to 
control broadleaf and grassy weeds in corn, sorghum, sugarcane, and other crops. In 
addition, one of atrazine's most common uses is conifer reforestation plantings (used in 
proximity of trees). The preparers of the EIR considered the selection of atrazine in the 
modeling analysis appropriate because it is locally used (and has recently been detected 
in groundwater in Yolo County) and is expected to have a high potential for groundwater 
contamination (it is highly mobile in soils with low clay or organic content because it does 
not readily adsorb to soil particles). Thus, it provides a conservative, worst-case approach 
towards assessing the impact of pesticides applied to future reclaimed agricultural land. 

Response to Comment 13-126: 

Luhdorff and Scalmanini were not the preparers of the DEIR. The report by Luhdorff and 
Scalmanini included in Appendix 7.4 of the DEIR was a technical study. The commentor 
does not support the claimthat more agricultural chemical would be required during or after 
reclamation and there is no evidence to substantiate it. In fact, the proposed tree crops 
around the wet pit lakes would require little or no pesticide application-, thus potentially 
resulting in an overall reduction in the quantity of agricultural chemical used at the sites. 

Response to Comment 13-127: 

The comment raises several issues regarding the toxicity of mercury. The preparers of the 
EIR consider that the discussion of mercury and its presence in the environment on pages 
4.4-44 through 4.4-7 of the DEIR adequately characterize mercury and mercury 
compounds as significant environmental contaminants and health hazards. While the 
commentor's additional information is instructive, this information is not critical to the 
recognition of the presence and potential uptake of mercury as a significant impact. As 
noted in the comment, the pathways of exposure to mercury can include absorption 
through the skin but as identified in the EIR the most significant pathway for exposure, 
relative to the conditions in lower Cache Creek Basin, is ingestion of contaminated food. 

The comment addresses the difficulty of accurately measuring the presence of mercury in 
the environment. The proper sampling and testing of mercury is important for 
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characterization of low levels of mercury in the environment. The commentor indicates that 
detection of mercury (above an undefined baseline level) would be significant and that 
"about 90 percent of mercury in fish is in the form of methyl mercury". The ratio of total 
mercury to methyl mercury in fish flesh is highly variable; however, the preparers of the EIR 
agree that, as a bioaccumulating compound, methyl mercury would be an expected 
dominant mercury compound in fish flesh. The commentor's conclusion that individual pits 
should be analyzed for mercury is consistent with the mitigation measures in the EIR. 

The commentor indicates that mercury levels in water in excess of 12 parts per billion (ppb) 
would be highly "significant". The preparers of the EIR consider this concentration (which 
is also the USEPA national ambient water quality criteria for the protection of freshwater 
aquatic life) to be a conservative and appropriate water quality threshold for mercury in the 
mining pits and have, therefore, included this level in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a. 

The commentor's conclusion that surface water "as currently measured" does not reflect 
the potential for mercury uptake in aquatic life as assumed by the preparers of the EIR to 
relate to previously collected surface water samples. The results of previous water 
sampling and mercury testing at the Solano Concrete mining pit and in wells is discussed 
on page 4.4-46 and 4.4-47 of the DEIR. The samples were analyzed by a state certified 
laboratory using standard test methods for drinking water. The preparers of the EIR 
consider the results of the testing a valid indication of the levels of mercury in surface water 
in the sampled mining pits. However, the DEIR points out that the detection level (0.0002 
mg1L) for the previously conducted testing (applicable for drinking water standards) is 
higher than USEPA national ambient water quality criteria for the protection of freshwater 
aquatic life. In order to measure the presence of mercury at these lower, more 
sophisticated collection, sampling, and analysis have to be performed. 

More recent sampling and testing of the surface water in two pits on the Solano Concrete 
Company property and adjacent areas of the Cache Creek channel were performed by a 
team of researchers from the University of Davis, headed by Drs. Darell Slotton and John 
Reuter. This team was contracted by the County on the basis of their expertise in 
evaluation of mercury in the environment and their extensive experience in sampling and 
testing of water, biota, and sediments within the region. The sampling was conducted 
using two-person, clean collecting protocols. The water analysis was performed at Frontier 
Geosciences Laboratory, a reputable mercury analysis facility. The results of the testing 
indicate that total mercury levels in four sampling locations from four separate dates 
ranged from 2.25 to 3.45 nglL (0.00000225 to 0.00000345 mg1L)in unfiltered samples. 
These data indicate that mercury levels in surface water samples at the Solano Concrete 
mining pits is below the USEPA thresholds. The mercury concentration in water, 
particularly when measured using very low detection limits, could vary significantly 
seasonally and over time. The concentration of mercury could also vary in different 
positions (horizontal and vertical) within the lake. The results of the four sampling events 
in April 1996 consistently indicated a similar concentration of mercury. The consistent 
results may reflect the fact that the samples were all collected from near the surface at the 
central portion of the lake. However, profiling (i.e., sampling at variable depths) of the 
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indicator parameters pH, temperature, dissolved oxygen, total suspended sediments, and 
chlorophyll indicate that the lake water is relatively uniform. The profiles indicate an 
expected slight decrease in temperature and dissolved oxygen with depth. 

These results indicate that the levels of mercury in the water within the formerly mined 
areas are three orders of magnitude (1,000 times) lower than the dr~nking water standard. 
These results confirm oreviouslv conducted water aualitv analvses which indicate that the 
mercury levels are significantly iower than drinking hate; standards in the Solano pits and 
groundwater in the vicinity of the pits. 

During the April 1996 investiaation, water samoles were also collected from Cache Creek. 
northof the Solano pits. s he results of mercury analyses indicate that the mercury levels 
in four samples collected on separate dates ranged from 3.81 to 52.50 nglL. The highest 
level was measured in the sample taken on the earliest date (9 April) when flows were 
highest in the creek. The mercury levels were higher in all of creek water samples than the 
highest mercury level in samples collected from the Solano Concrete pits. However, the 

are dependent on sediment content of water, reflecting the chemical affinity between 
mercury and soil particles. 

The commentor also presents opinions on thresholds of significance for mercury levels in 
sediment that may present conditions favorable for the mobilization of mercury aquatic 
environments. The commentor suggests that a threshold of 25 mglkg would be significant. 
Mercury levels measured in seven sediment samples collected from the existing Solano 
Concrete Company pits (Appendix C) ranged from 0.15 to 1.00 mglkg. Although these 
levels are significantly lower than the threshold suggested by the commentor, the levels 
should be considered similar to levels detected in Cache Creek basin sediments and 
elevated relative to typical background sediment concentrations. 

The preparers of the ElR assume that the commentor's remarks concerning mercury levels 
in fish are addressing the results of fish sampling and fish flesh mercury level analyses 
performed at the Solano Concrete pits in April 1996. Zlj'@jf&taf,ineiqt [ev@~s;;(n:th~'i24:jfisti.~ 

, ; .. < . , 
s ~ ~ , ~ ~ p l , e ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ ; t ~ e ~ , S o l . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , C . o n c r e t e - : p i t s : : ( w ~ i c ~ ~  
p~~@g~,~ry:species)~~~ng,ed~,from~0;1,6 ,,,., z . : : ~ j , s .  . ,,. ,.., , ,. . , , , t o ~ 0 : ~ 2 . ~ m g / k g . ~ o ; n ~ : j ~ ~ f . t h @ s a ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ~ & ~ & ~ ~ ~ t ~ & ~ ~  
U ; ~ ~ $ ; ~ ~ @ ~ $ ~ n d : . D c u g : ~ ~ ~ d m i n i s ~ ~ a t i o n .  , .  ., , ,~. .  . . .  . , bf: ,.I..() mg/kg!::of. mercury .lin:,djb{efis,& 

,,, , .,- , , . . . . . . . , . . .. 
Yo~gg~~,fiv,e~samples:ranging:frOm :O:6T>:to:Q19tl! mglkg :exceeded::the: heal~h,g,~idelinei.of~? , ,. , . , . ,  . . , . .  

o.:5~~&!kg~~:,$ef:;.b~th,e:~~.~alif0rnia:Dep@~e@:~~:~eal~ :$$tyice'si':; A comparison of the 
Solano Concrete mining pit fish sample result to 16 fish samples collected from the lower 
Cache creek basin in October 1995 (Appendix C) indicates that the mercury levels in fish 
from the pits are comparable to those in the creek. The commentor's conclusion that 
reclaimed lakes within mining areas should be monitored semi-annually is not supported 
in the comment. Given the fact that the mercury available in the pits would be accumulated 
through time, providing a continual record, the staff does not consider the recommended 
increase in monitoring frequency to be necessary. 
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The commentor's opinion that algal "blooms" may occur in the pits during mining and would 
certainly occur during the post-mining period is noted. The preparers of the EIR do not 
consider the assumption that the lakes in mining pits would become eutrophic and acidic 
to be unequivocal or supported ,, . . , c :  by ,: ,:,,. any , ,,.,..,, evidence. . ,,. . , ~~l~g~,:~ill~grd.w~iri.%h'&Ia'k:@~;as~i~most .i. 
;re.~q~~i~s.ofi~wa~~~~,th.a~~a~e~n~~~cOVer~d~~r~treated'to~p're~nt:algalrgr~wtki~~The :?., g,~~t~th~~~~: : , ,+ : r+ :c : - t  .,.. :. %, , , . lakes in 
mrnlng pits would have limited input of nutrients and organic matter relative to most water 
bodies. The nutrients would be supplied by limited runoff from the perimeter of the pit only 
and by groundwater flowing into the pits. Some of the pits would receive discharges of 
processing water which may also contain limited nutrient loads. These nutrient inputs 
would not be similar to those supplied to most lakes that experience algal blooms. 

The commentor's opinion that:~~~:~i~~~~~@~cliti~.~~~would inevitably take place is also not 
supported. However, the preparers of the EIR consider that anoxic conditions could occur 
in the lakes, particularly during summer months. The EIR discusses the potential 
implications of anaerobic conditions as related to methylation of mercury on page 4.4-47. 

Response to Comment 13-128: 

The preparers of the EIR would like to point out to the commentor that the discussion of 
mercury mobility in the unsaturated zone specifically relates to existing conditions. The 
areas proposed for mining are currently occupied by alluvial terrace deposits and soil. 
Discussion of mobility of mercury in the unsaturated zone is, therefore, relevant and 
important in a discussion of the change in environment that would occur under the 
proposed mining projects. The discussion in the EIR also includes a discussion of data 
regarding the wet pit operation at the Solano Concrete property to afford the reader 
information on the conditions within a mining pit similar to those being considered under 
the OCMP. A discussion of the conditions in unmined and actively mined areas is 
considered important to the reader's understanding of the potential impacts related to 
mercury in the environment. Therefore, the staff and preparers of the EIR feel that this 
comment and Comment 13-129, particularly the assertion that the analysis represents an 
error in judgement or an attempt to mislead the readers of the EIR, is incorrect and 
inappropriate. 

Response to Comment 13-129: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13-1 28. 

Response to Comment 13-4 30: 

The comment presents the opinion that the statement in the EIR regarding the volatility and 
instability of methyl mercury in the aquatic environment is untrue. The preparers of the EIR 
had meant to communicate that the compound is unstable in water. The commentor 
agrees later in the comment that some forms of methyl mercury are volatile but then 
contends that this property is irrelevant. However, a volatile compound would be emitted 
to the atmosphere if not stabilized through reaction or assimilation into an organism. This 
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information seems relevant to the reader concerned with the mobility of the compound in 
the environment. The discussion in the comment on the potential for assimilation of methyl 
mercury into organisms is also present in the same sentence of the EIR on which the 
comment is made. However, preparers of the EIR agree with the commentor's point that, 
of the species of methylmercury, dimethylmercury is the volatile compound. Monomethyl 
mercury, the more prevalent species generated in the expected methylation process, is not 
volatile under ambient conditions. 

The commentor's conclusion that the bottoms of wet pits are usually anaerobic is not 
supported by evidence present in the comment. The commentor makes the assumption 
that wet pits would be eutrophic and that the environment at the bottom of the pits would 
be acidic. However, the monitoring of lakes within the Solano Concrete mining pits indicate 
that the lake water is oxygenated (dissolved oxygen at approximately 8 mgll) and basic (pH 
8.4). Although these conditions could change over time with accumulation of organic 
matter and under thermal stratification, the existing data support the assumption that 
groundwater flow into the pits would tend to inhibit eutrophic conditions. Assuming that the 
water at the base of the pits would be anoxic and acidic would be speculative. 

Response to Comment 13-131: 

The discussion of pH of the water in the pit is considered relevant by the preparers of the 
EIR. Although we agree with the commentor's opinion that changes in water quality could 
occur over time, the commentor does not acknowledge that groundwater flow through the 
pits would tend to promote a relatively constant water chemistry, particularly in comparison 
with a moderate or severely eutrophic lake. Water flow into and out of the margins of the 
pits would occur throughout the water column, promoting mixing. 

Response to Comment 13-132: 

The statement in the EIR, referenced in the comment, regarding the potential for conditions 
in the Solano Concrete mining pit lakes to promote methylation of mercury is based on the 
preceding discussion of measured conditions. Subsequent to the preparation of the EIR 
more extensive testing (Appendix C) of the water quality and mercury concentrations in 
sediment, invertebrates, and fish have been conducted at those lakes. ThStGs~Itilts~~of.'ffi.e~~~~' 

.,<, ,  . , ;  ..:.. . , , .  &$t[iig~s,uppo~the. ~ o m c l & i ~ ~  iri:th&'EIRth&t thew& pit,mining.operation h&:.fiotre$Glti&& 
.,in;,i~~~~a~edyiofenti&fOrniethyI mercury, production. The water in the lakes is oxygenated 
and basic throughout the water column. 'Mercury levels in the water are lower than or 
comparable to levels measured in Cache Creek. The comparison of the levels of mercury 
in fish in the lake and in the creek indicate comparable results. Therefore, the preparers 
of the EIR consider the statement regarding conditions at the mining area to be appropriate 
and justified by the results of recent testing. The comment that the statement is "deceptive 
and misleading" or indicative of "a complete lack of knowledge" is without support and 
incorrect. 
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The commentor's point regarding the representativeness of surface water sampling in 
determination of the potential for methylation of mercury is noted. The commentor is 
referred to the Response to Comments 13-127 and 13-1 31 for discussion of the variability 
of water chemistry in the mining pits. Surface water sampling can be a useful indication 
of general water chemistry. In the case of monitoring a lake for mercury, the water 
chemistry data should be supplemented by testing of mercury levels in biota. This 
approach was required in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-133: 

The comment correctly acknowledges the specialized requirements for appropriate 
collection and handling of water samples for mercury testing at low detection limits. The 
commentor is referred to Appendix C for a description of the sampling and testing 
techniques and protocols used during the sampling events conducted in April 1996 by 
Slotton and others in the evaluation of mercury levels in water at the Solano Concrete pit. 
The methods used for the evaluation represent state-of-the-art technology for mercury 
analysis. Quality control procedures used in the evaluation support the validity of the 
sampling and testing methods. The preparers of the EIR consider the method used for the 
April 1996 sampling and testing event to be consistent with the requirements of Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3a. Sampling and testing methods for groundwater and surface water 
samples collected prior to 1996 were conducted under standard water quality testing 
procedures. 

The commentor is correct in indicating that the Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a of the DEIR does 
not indicate whether lakes in mining areas under the OCMP would or would not be 
stocked. The commentor is also correct in noting that the Solano Concrete mining pit has 
been stocked. The decision to stock lakes in reclaimed pits would be the decision of the 
land owner. The sampling requirements of mitigation monitoring requirements should be 
made more flexible to provide for sampling of lakes which are not supporting a predatory 
fish population. Text Change # 34 has been added to address the comment. 

The point is raised by the commentor that sampling of the first reclaimed pit in a mining 
area may not be representative of all lakes created within the mining area. The lakes 
proposed for the mining areas will be variable in their size, shape, and depth. These 
differences could result in more or less favorable conditions for methylation of mercury. 
These differences could, as implied in the comment, be significant. Staff agrees that 
sampling of each lake would provide more detailed and comprehensive data. Therefore, 
the test of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a has been amended by Text Change # 34 to include 
monitoring of each mining area reclaimed to a permanent lake. 

The preparers of the EIR disagree with the commentor's conclusion that high levels "must 
be detected in all fish" for the proposed sampling program. All measured levels, including 
levels above and below the action level and non-detectable levels, would be relevant for 
the calculation of the average mercury levels in fish. The remaining points of the comment 
regarding the measurement of levels below the action level are noted for the record. 
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Response to Comment 13-134: 

The commentor does not acknowledge that the Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a presents the 
option, in the event of documentation of a mercury problem in reclaimed lakes, for the 
ownerioperator to either fill the reclaimed lake a present a feasible and reliable method 
for reducing methylmercury production. The mitigation measure requires the 
ownerloperator to acquire approval by responsible agencies for proposed mitigation. Wth 
regards to the feasibility of possible options presented in the DElR for potential mitigation 
of methylmercury production, the preparers of the EIR do not agree that permanent 
aeration of the lakes is impossible. Current research is being conducted to explore options 
for aeration technologies for Davis Creek Reservoir. Aeration could potentially be 
performed through mixing equipment run on solar or wind power. The pH of the water, if 
necessary, could be controlled through placement of non-toxic buffering agents. The 
control of anaerobic bacteria populations could potentially be achieved through promotion 
of bacteriologic populations which could replace species known or suspected to methylate 
mercury. Staff acknowledges that some of these methodologies would be state-of-the-art 
technologies. If the technologies presented are not considered feasible or reliable, the 
mitigation plan could be rejected. The option of filling the mining pits would be a feasible 
and reliable mitigation. 

Response to Comment 13-135: 

Staff believes that the DElR presents feasible mitigation measures that would result in the 
reduction of methylmercury levels, should monitoring indicate that unacceptable levels of 
methyl mercury have developed. The intention of monitoring proposed in the DElR is not 
to reduce the methyl mercury production. Monitoring provides the basis for the 
identification of possible remediation. The reduction of the impact of methylmercury 
production to a less than significant level would be provided by implementation of the 
mitigation measure. Implementation of the measure could result in filling of the reclaimed 
lake. 

The commentor's point regarding the choice of people to catch and eat fish (in this case 
by trespassing onto private land) that may be affected by mercury, despite advisories by 
state agencies, is noted for the record. The proposed mitigation measures in the DElR to 
control access to proposed reclaimed lakes, perform monitoring on mercury levels in the 
lakes, and require mitigation in the event of elevated methylmercury levels are considered 
by staff to be reasonable and responsible measures to protect public safety. 

Staff points out that the EIR and these responses have relied on existing data for mercury 
levels in the planning area before preparation of the DElR and have provided extensive 
new data on the current levels of mercury in existing lakes within formerly mined areas 
within the planning area. These data have been used to derive informed and reasonable 
opinions regardingthe availability of mercury and potential lake chemistry and groundwater 
quality conditions. The production of methylmercury within the Cache Creek watershed 
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is a consequence of the naturally occurring transportation of mercury within the system. 
Staff considers the mitigation measures in the DElR to monitor mercury and methylmercury 
levels in the water and fish to be more appropriate than sampling of sediment. The 
availability of mercury contained in sediment cannot be reliably used to predict the amount 
of methylmercury that could accumulate in water or biota that could be consumed by 
humans or other animals. Staff agrees with the commentor's concern regarding potential 
health impacts related to mercury in the environment and consider that adequate 
precautions against such impacts have been included in the mitigation measures 
presented in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-136: 

With regard to mitigation of eutrophication, please refer to Response 13-1 10. With regard 
to the qualifications and credentials of the preparers of the technical studies and the DEIR, 
please refer to Response 13-176. 

Response to Comment 13-137: 

Some sort of fine-grained material is required as a substrate for reclamation plantings. The 
commentor does not suggest an alternative material to use, instead of processing fines 
and overburden, for this purpose. Erosion and sedimentation associated with the 
placement of these materials would be minimized by implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2a (pages 4.3-30 to 4.3-31) of the DElR as well as the requirements of the Mine Safety 
orders and SMARA. The commentor's claim that staff "continues to offer fragmented 
mitigation measures" is not supported. 

Response to Comment 13-138: 

For reasons not understood, the commentor criticizes the EIR for not using data based on 
micro-climates representative of Hungry Hollow, and then proceeds to offer information 
regarding Davis and Clarksburg, the later being located in the San Joaquin/Sacramento 
Delta region. The DElR acknowledges that evaporative losses would occur at the wet pit 
lakes. There may be variation between microclimates within the area. In addition, certain 
wetland plants growing around the perimeter of some of the reclaimed lakes may transpire 
in excess of shallow pan evaporation rates. However, these types of plants would 
represent a relatively small percentage of the total acreage of a reclaimed mining site and 
would not significantly alter the overall evaporative losses. Furthermore, losses of water 
to evaporation and transpiration(as a matter of Regional Water Quality Control Board 
policy) to support biological habitat diversity is a beneficial use as specified in the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Plan Basin Plan. The staff strongly disagrees with the 
commentor that the DElR is skewed to favor mining. The analysis does not support this 
conclusion. 
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Response to Comment 13-139: 

The evapotranspiration mlculations have been revised to include a wetland perimeter area 
around each wet pit (estimated at 10% of total wet pit area) which is estimated to transpire 
20 Wyear. Please refer to Response to Comment 347. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-138. As noted in the DEIR, the evaporation 
rates cited are also from DWR (Bulletin 113-3), as are the cornmentors. Staff has reviewed 
the footnote and finds it to be clear. It merely states that rainfall normally flows off-site as 
surface runoff will instead be recharged into the wet pits, thereby partially offsetting 
evaporation. The staff is recommending no change to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-140: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-78. The discussion of evapotranspiration is 
neither "wildly unaccurate" nor "biased toward mining." The mere fact that the cornmentor 
disagrees with the conclusion does not invalidate the analysis or the EIR. However, his 
concerns about credibility and accuracy of the DEIR are noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-141 : 

Policies and mitigation measures regarding water quality (specifically potential water 
quality associated with eutrophication) are presented under Impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4-3, 
starting on page 4.4-30 of the DEIR. It is unnecessary to restate a previously expressed 
policy. The staff is recommending no change to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-142: 

It appears that the cornmentor did not understand the analysis presented in the DEIR. The 
policies (objectives and actions) presented under the heading "OCMP and Implementing 
Ordinances" starting on page 4.4-55 of the DEIR summarize statements made in the 
OCMP. The DEIR on the OCMP reviewed these policies and found them to be 
inappropriate since a formalized groundwater management plan has not yet been released 
by the Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Mitigation Measure 
4.4-5a eliminates the policies, thereby reducing the potential confusion that may be 
associated with attempts to mitigate impacts associated with another project. 

Response to Comment 13-143: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-142. 
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Response to Comment 13-144: 

The terms "wet pit," "lake," and "pond" have been used interchangeably in the DEIR to 
reduce repetitiveness and to aid in readability. Use of a single term would be extremely 
redundant. It should be noted that the varied use of these terms in no way affects the 
impact analyses and mitigation measures provided. 

Response to Comment 13-145: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-83 and Text Change # 21. The text referenced 
by the commentor states ". . . ovefflows from smaller tributaries, including Lamb Valley 
Slough and Willow Slough." The fact that staff did not list every tributary does not 
invalidate the analysis. 

Response to Comment 13-146: 

The commentor implies that if in-channel mining were to be discontinued, then the Cache 
Creek channel bed elevation would decrease. This is incorrect. The fact that the 
aggregate industry excavated over two million tons of material from in-channel bars down 
to the theoretical thalweg each year for the past 16 year provides a strong indication that 
a significant amount of sand and gravel is imported to the Lower Cache Creek basin each 
year. The annual total sediment load for the portion of Cache Creek within the planning 
area was estimated at 927,600 tons by the Technical Studies. Under current conditions 
which allow in-channel commercial mining, certain reaches within the creek are sediment 
starved, causing scour in some areas. 

The commentor's statement that the land surface slopes away from Cache Creek is not 
true for land adjacent to creek banks. The drainage divide between Cache Creek and 
adjacent drainages is clearly visible on topographic maps and is up to 1,000 feet from the 
bank of the creek. The simple analysis of reduction in drainage area demonstrated that 
the lowered surfaces would not provide significant flood relief. The commentor appears 
to be in agreement with this conclusion. 

- 
Response to Comment 13-147: 

- While it is true that, based on the location and agreement between agencies, the California 
Department of Water Resources may be responsible for maintenance of U.S. Army Corps - 
of Engineers levees, the project does not propose construction, maintenance, or alteration 
of Corps levees. The staff is recommending no change to the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 13-148: 

Staff has had numerous discussions with James Eagan, of the YCFC & WCD. The District - is currently applying for an additional allotment of Cache Creek water from the State 
Department of Water Resources. Mr. Eagan has indicated that should the application be 

a 
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granted, an increment of the additional water may be available for future in-stream habitat, 
when annual rainfall is sufficient. No estimates have been made on how much water would 
be available for such a purpose. Approval of this policy by the Board of Supervisors would 
direct staff to continue working with the District in achieving this action. A separate 
environmental analysis is being prepared by the District for their allocation application. 

The commentor is correct in noting that pit capture can occur for pits that have a floor 
above the stream bed elevation. Please see Text Change #I8 regarding modifications to 
Performance Standard 4.5-1. 

With regard to U.S. Army Corps levees, the commentor appears to be mistaken about the 
location of levees. The only Corps levees located within the OCMP study area are within 
the extreme downstream reach (approximately one mile upstream of the town of Yolo). 
Gravel mining has not been proposed in this area. Discharge through a Corps project 
levee would not occur. However, the commentor's point regarding permitting is noted for 
the record. 

Response to Comment 13-149: 

With regard to the tributaries east of Road 948, please refer to Text Change # 38. Staff 
and the-EIR preparers did consider the possibili~of off-site floods due to flood protection 
improvements. Such activities are prohibited in Mitigation Measure 4.45a. The detention 
basin and floodplain storage are suggested floodmanagement design systems. With 
regard to the qualifications of the preparers of the DEIR, please refer to Response to 
Comment 13-1 76. 

Response to Comment 13-150: 

lndian Valley Dam was selected for discussion because of proximity to the proposed 
mining areas. Flooding of the study area would occur much sooner after failure of the 
lndian Valley Dam relative to water released from Clear Lake. Additional discussion of 
Clear Lake would not alter the level of significance of this potential impact, since it was 
determined that adequate time was available to evacuate the area in the event of an lndian 
Valley Dam failure. 

Response to Comment 13-151 : 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 10 for a discussion on eutrophication. With 
regard to the use of this report by Luhdorff and Scalmanini and Todd Engineering in 
preparation of the DEIR, such practice is legitimate, appropriate and contemplated by 
CEQA. An applicant will typically provide a wide assortment of technical data and reports 
from retained consultants when submitting an application for review by the County. In fact, 
in some jurisdictions the applicant actually submits the Administrative Draft EIR. This 
practice is also consistent with CEQA. The referenced report is only one technical report 
submitted by the aggregate producers for consideration. It was independently reviewed 
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by the staff and DEIR preparers appropriately. A copy of the commentor's letter has been 
passed on to County Counsel. 

Response to Comment 13-152: 

CEQA requires that the potential effects of a development project on the physical 
environment be evaluated. CEQA does not require an analysis of a project's economic 
impacts. Section 151 31 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed 
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. 
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail 
greater than necessary to trace the chain cause and effect. The focus of the 
analysis shall be on the physical changes. 

Staff points out that although analysis of economic impacts of the project is not required 
under CEQA, the County is preparing an economic analysis of the OCMP. The analysis 
will be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

With regard to salt-loading of the wet pits, it has been estimated that an increase in salt 
content (as measured by TDS) would stabilize at approximately five percent above 
concentration in newly created wet pit lakes (Technical Studies for DEIR). This increase 
is not considered significant because the affects of increased TDS would decrease in the 
groundwater system with distance from the wet pits. 

The issue of permanent loss of nonrenewable energy (fossil fuels) due to the need to 
physically transport agricultural crops out of a lowered reclaimed agricultural field has not 
been estimated in the DEIR. Roads into lowered reclamation areas would be constructed 
as relatively short segments of locally steepened slopes. The increased slope would not 
cause a significant increase in fuel usage for vehicles trucking agricultural products out of 
the area to the nearest public road. The DEIR notes that "The OCMP would result in the 
irretrievable commitment of energy resources (primarily in the form of fossil fuels, including 
fuel oil, natural gas, and gasoline for automobiles, trucks and construction equipment) to 
fuel mining, processing, and subsequent reclamation activities" (page 5-7). 

The commentor's opinion of how to compare total revenues for mining and agriculture are 
noted for the record. See the first part of this response above. 

Response to Comment 13-153: 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-6. 
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Response to Comment 13-154: 

The distinction between row crops and tree crops is for information purposes. For the 
purposes of SMARA and Williamson Act accounting, both are "agriculture." Future farmers 
would not be precluded from making independent choices about appropriate agricultural 
crops. 

Response to Comment 13-1 55: 

The issue of groundwater storage and recharge is addressed in the Hydrology and Water 
Quality section of the DElR on pages 4.4-55 to 4.4-57. Also see Response to Comment 
13-4. 

Response to Comment 13-1 56: 

The term "marketable PCC-grade aggregate" is used to describe PCC-grade aggregate 
that can be sold for use in most construction activities. No misuse of terms is intended. 
Please see Response to Comment 13-55. The commentor's opinion regarding the 
potential waste of pea gravel and sand is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-157: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-6. Other companies are not prevented from 
applying for surface mining operations within the planning area. They would be subject to 
all applicable regulatory requirements and environmental analysis. Please see Response 
to Comment 13-6. However, a copy of the commentor's letter has been passed on to 
County Counsel. 

Response to Comment 13-158: 

The commentor is correct that tomatoes are not usually grown in consecutive seasons, but 
are rotated with other crops. The purpose of the analysis contained on the bottom of page 
4.5-25 and top of page 4.5-26 is to estimate the worst-case (i.e., greatest) loss due to the 
temporary displacement of agricultural operations during mining and reclamation. 

Action 5.4-6 of the draft OCMP states "Encourage off-channel excavation operations to 
access additional aggregate reserves through the use of wet pits, in order to minimize the 
amount of agricultural land disturbed by mining." The action does not state anything 
regarding the economic feasibility of wet pit mining. The encouragement of wet pit mining 
is a policy decision that will be considered by the Yolo County Board of Supervisors. The 
DElR has not assessed the economic feasibility of wet pit mining versus some other forms 
of mining. Please also refer to Response to Comment 13-152, regarding economic 
analyses in ElRs. 
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Response to Comment 13-1 59: 

Under Action 5.5-2, it is conceivable that the Community Development Director could 
approve the placement of a stockpile for other construction-related activities, or to stockpile 
soils for sale to off-site customers. Such approval could only occur if topsoil was generated 
in volumes in excess of those required to complete approved reclamation plans. This 
requirement is in accordance with Section 371 1 .(2) of the State Mining and Geology Board 
Reclamation Regulations. 

Response to Comment 13-160: 

The commentor is correct, the Solano Concrete report did not state whether the wheat 
raised on reclaimed lands was "force fed" with excessive amounts of fertilizer. According 
to a representative from Solano Concrete (Russo, 1996), the reclaimed land at the Hutson 
parcel of their property does not require different or additional farming techniques, 
irrigation, or agricultural chemical use than those used in farming of unmined lands. 

Response to Comment 13-161: 

The text to which the commentor refers analyses risk of cold injury due to lowered crop 
surfaces. The DElR concludes this is a less-than-significant impact. Please refer to Text 
Change # 49 for additional clarification on this subject. 

Response to Comment 13-162: 

Refer to Response to Comment 13-142. Any mining permits issued within the spheres of 
influence of Capay, Madison and Esparto would have to conform with applicable General 
Plan requirements, as well as the OCMP and SMARA. 

Response to Comment 13-163: 

If shallow mining were performed with a requirement that all mined land was to be 
reclaimed to agriculture, it is possible that less than 1,223 acres would be converted to 
non-agricultural uses such as haul roads and agricultural slopes. However, if shallow 
mining were used to excavate the same amount of aggregate as with wet pits, a much 
larger area would need to be mined, as discussed in the analysis of Alternative 4 in Section 
5 of the DEIR. 

The commentor's opinion regarding the need for the DElR to include an economic analysis 
is noted in the record. See Response to Comment 13-152, above. 
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Response to Comment 13-164: i 
Yes, it appears that "Gorton Slough" should be labeled "Goodnow Slough." See Text 
Change # 51. I 
Response to Comment 13-165: 1 
As discussed on page 4.6-11 of the DEIR, the planning area supports a diverse 
assemblage of resident and migrant wildlife species. As noted by the commentor, the 
oxidation ponds at the sewer treatment plant for Esparto and Madison are used by I 
waterfowl and shorebirds. Use of the ponds would not be affected as a result of 
implementing the OCMP. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 10 and pages 4.4-41 1 
to 4.4-42 of the DEIR. I 

Response to Comment 13-166: 

The wildlife species identified on page 4.6-1 1 of the DEIR are intended to characterize 

i 
common wildlife species in the planning area, not provide an exhaustive list of all species 
known or suspected to occur in the area. It should be noted that many of the species the 
commentor believes are not mentioned in the DEIR are in fact included on page 4.6-1 1, 

I 
such as Bottae pocket gopher, coyote, raccoon, red-tailed hawk, northern mockingbird, 
and American robin. Suitable habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 

I 
americanus occidentalis), a State-listed endangered species, is generally absent from the 
planning area. The CNDDB has no occurrence records for yellow-billed cuckoo from the 1 
project vicinity, and combined with the lack of suitable habitat, this species was therefore i 
not included in the discussion of special-status animal species on page 4.6-13. 

Response to Comment 13-167: 
I 1 

I 
I I I 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 10, as well as the discussion on biological 1 
contamination in the DEIR, on pages 4.4-41 to 4.4-42. Staff agrees that the ponds will 
provide additional habitat for birds. Depredation shoots and the killing of wildlife is under 
the control of the Department of Fish and Game, and is not within the County's authority I 
to regulate. 

I 
1 

Response to Comment 13-1 68: 

In response to this comment, Text Change # 57 was made to the DElR which included a I 
citation for concrete and asphaltic concrete plants (refer to Section 2.0 for a detailed 
description of this change). It should be noted that the Woodland monitoring station is very 
close to the project site and would be the best source of air quality data to characterize 
conditions in the planning area. There are only a limited number of monitoring sites within 

I 
Yolo County, so having an air monitoring site nearby is fortuitous. I 
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The Woodland monitoring site measures PM-10 and ozone, two "regional" pollutants. 
Being regional in nature means that because the pollutant sources are so spread out 
geographically that concentrations of PM-10 and ozone do not show great variation over 
distances of a few miles. Localized pollutants such as carbon monoxide could, however, 
show strong variations over short distances, but carbon monoxide is not a problem 
pollutant in Yolo County in general or the planning area in specific. 

The impact analysis utilized standards of significance recommended by the Yolo-Solano 
Air Quality Management District. These incremental impact criteria are quite stringent, and 
are set well below those emission levels that could be associated with a measurable 
change in regional air quality. These standards are daily and yearly emissions totals that, 
regardless of current air quality, have been determined to have a significant impact. These 
thresholds are used throughout the District regardless of ambient air quality at that location. 
Thus, air quality data from Woodland, although cited in the setting section as characterizing 
past and current air quality in the planning area, played no part in the determination of 
project impacts. 

Response to Comment 13-169: 

In response to this comment, Text Change # 58 was made to the DElR. 

Response to Comment 13-170: 

Comment regarding the types of asphalt concrete plants is noted. Any increase in truck 
emissions related to the vertical lift from reclaimed agricultural lands would be offset by 
reduced emissions from these same vehicles going down into the reclaimed lands. 
Vehicles hauling agricultural crops from reclaimed land would be a very minor and 
intermittent source of pollutants. Even with somewhat reduced mixing and dilution of 
pollutants within below-grade fields, pollutant levels would be quite low due to the very low 
density of emissions. Please see Response to Comment 13-176. 

Response to Comment 13-171 : 

Soil is stockpiled for later use in reclamation. Soil stockpiles are therefore temporary 
features and are generally smaller in size than material stockpiles. 

The commentor is correct that all overburden and fine sediments shall be used in 
reclamation around wet pits, where possible. Please see Text Change # 66. 

The reference to riparian vegetation in PS. 6.5-2 is not intended to apply to nuisance or 
undesirable weed species. This standard merely requires that an area and quality of 
habitat, equal to that disturbed, shall be replaced. 

Regarding "new operators," CEQA requires the County to define the "reasonably 
foreseeable" future. Staff used an extensive and deliberate noticing and application 
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process to do that. All known future operations are described in the OCMP DEIR and used 
as the basis for analysis. 

Response to Comment 13-172 

The final OCMP boundaries limit the area available to mining, as described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-10a (on page 4.2-49 of the DEIR). Mining could not be conducted closer to 
existing municipal wells than descried in Table 4.4-2 (on page 4.4-15 of the DEIR) without 
additional environmental review. Based on the analysis presented in the Technical 
Studies, the proposed mining areas are at a great enough distance from the municipal 
wells to present negligible water quality impacts. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 10 regarding the potential for eutrophication. 
The commentor is correct that all overburden and fine sediments shall be used in 
reclamation around wet pits, where possible. 

Response to Comment 13-173: 

Slopes are considered final when they will no longer be modified by mining activities and 
are readv for reclamation. As described on Daae 4.10-1 1 of the Draft OCMP, reclamation . - 
would be initiated as soon as mining has been completed for erosion control requirements 
during mining activities, please see Response to Comment 13-10. 

Performance Standard 6.5-5 prescribes shoreline treatment of permanent water bodies 
that will add variety and visual interest. While a stable water surface level would be optimal 
for maintaining scenic quality, Performance Standard 6.5-5 would be effective under 
fluctuating surface level conditions. The commentor is also referred to Performance 
Standard 6.5-9, which requires that the design of any wet pit being reclaimed for habitat 
purposes shall account for fluctuations in the groundwater table. 

Response to Comment 13-174: 

The discussion of Impact 4.10-4 on page 4.10-24 of the DEIR does not claim that raw 
gravel is hauled to processing plants via County roads and State Highways. Rather, it 
identifies night lighting of mining facilities and headlights of equipment traveling in and out 
of pits as potentially affecting nearby sensitive receptors. These could include private 
residences in outlying areas and persons traveling on County roads in close proximity to 
processing plants or where night time operations are taking place. 

Response to Comment 13-175: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-3. The zoning change anticipated for the in- 
channel area under the CCRMP, and required for the mining areas would not prohibit any 
"urban expansion" contemplated in the General Plan. Action 2.4-4 of the OCMP states that 
A-I or A-P zoning would be maintained within the planning area, except where it.sewes 
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as a holding area within community spheres of influence (such as Esparto and Madison). 
No rezonings are included in the required actions listed on page 3-27 of the DEIR. The 
draft Esparto General Plan will have to conform with the applicable SMARA requirements, 
if any. 

Response to Comment 13-176: 

Regarding eutrophication, please refer to Response 13-1 10 . The commentor's opinion 
regarding the qualifications of the staff at Luhdorff & Scalmanini and David Keith Todd 
Associates is noted for the record. 

Regarding effects of eutrophication of Madison and Esparto water supply wells, please 
refer to Response to Comment 13-107. Regarding the potential for new operators, please 
refer to Response to Comment 13-6. 

Regarding effects of waterfowl and shorebirds frequenting wet pits, please refer to 
Response to Comment 13-1 10. 

Mosquitoes. The commentor appears to indicate that mosquito habitat would be created 
by reclaiming mined areas to shallow water areas, bays, and peninsulas. The DElR 
authors agree with the commentor. These types of habitat are common within the 
Sacramento-Yolo Vector and Mosquito Abatement District jurisdiction. District staff 
routinely plants mosquitofish in these types of habitat to prevent generation of additional 
mosquitoes. Interview with the District staff by the DElR authors indicated that the District 
staff would perform these duties for habitat generated within the OCMP Plan area, as 
necessary. Please see Response to Comment 13-1 77. 

Trapped air. During mining activities, heavy equipment would be used to extract and 
transport the aggregate from wet pits. Heavy equipment use would result in emissions; 
typical heavy equipment use would be tractors, scraper, and bulldozer; none of these 
pieces of equipment would be working eight hours per day within a pit. Emissions from 
such equipment use would consist primarily of CO, NO,, SO,, and PM,,. Total emissions 
from these three pieces of equipment, assuming an 8-hour working day would be about 
17.70 lbs. per hour of CO, NO,, SO,, and PM,,. To evaluate whether Permissible 
Exposure Levels (PELs) would be exceeded, the preparers of the EIR conservatively 
assumed the following conditions: operation of equipment 8 hours per day, all emissions 
would stay within a pit in a ten-foot thick layer, the emissions would replace all air, there 
would be no air exchange (i.e. no air would enter the pit), and the pit would be no more 
than seven acres in size (most proposed pits within the planning area are proposed to be 
around 50 acres in size during any given five-year period). W~th these assumptions, the 
emissions would be about 0.1 mglm3 per hour, or 2.8 mglm3 for an 8-hour day. The PEL 
for NO, is 9 mglm3, SO, is 13 mglm3, and carbon monoxide is 55 mglm3. This issue was 
not considered in the DElR as it would not constitute a significant impact. The PELs would 
not be exceeded under worst-case conditions. The EIR preparers are of the opinion that 
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air sampling data from Woodland or any other station on this issue would not be pertinent, 
since this issue is not an impact associated with OCMP implementation. 

Poison oak. The commentor is correct that poison oak has not been singled out as a plant 
tobe excluded in the riparian habitat from a public health perspective. Poison oak may 
establish itself in the OCMP area. 

Aerial drift. The commentor is correct. California Code of Regulations include provisions 
for the protection of farmworkers entering sprayed agricultural fields. We are uncertain as 
to the purpose of this comment. All reclaimed agricultural operations would have to comply 
with applicable State and Federal regulations regarding worker safety and pesticide 
application. The Code of Regulations also bans aerial spraying in close proximity to 
exposed water bodies, such as Cache Creek or the proposed wet pits. 

Illegal dumping. Potential, illegal dumping of chemicals into the wet pits is discussed in the 
Hydrology and Water Quality section of the DEIR on page 4.443 and mitigation measures 
are provided in Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a. 

Qualifications of ElR preparers. The commentor repeatedly makes references to the 
authors of the Technical Studies; the commentor should be advised that the authors of the 
Technical Studies are not the preparers of the DEIR. The DEIR preparers are listed in 
Chapter 6 of the DEIR. It should be pointed out that the EIR team was selected by the 
County after an open, competitive process in which one of the authors of the subject 
comment letter (#13) participated. The team reflects the first choice of the selection 
committee. CEQA Guidelines Section 15142 indicates: "The EIR shall be prepared using 
an interdisciplinary approach which will ensure the integrated use of the natural and social 
sciences and the consideration of qualitative as well as quantitative factors. The 
interdisciplinary analysis shall be conducted by competent individuals, but no single 
discipline shall be designated or required to undertake this analysis." As noted in Chapter 
6.0 of the DEIR, the EIR preparers include several registered andlor certified professionals, 
many of whom have had extensive experience in preparing environmental documents. In 
addition, a bibliography was included, listing reference documents and interviews of those 
consulters during the EIR process. The commentor's opinion regarding the qualifications 
of the EIR preparers is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-177: 

The OCMP does not propose to eliminate mosquito habitat. Rather the OCMP proposes 
to minimize creation of mosquito-generating habitat and to provide for mosquito abatement 
in those areas where mosquito habitat is generated. The provisions included in the policies 
of the OCMP conform to the requirements of the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector 
Control District. Discussions with the District indicate that in similar situations, channels 
have been designed into the wetland habitat to allow mosquitofish entry and to prevent the 
sheltering of mosquito eggs. Alternatively, in areas of dense vegetation, the area may be 
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sprayed with BTI, a bacteria that kills mosquitos but is harmless to other species The 
commentor's opinion of staffs knowledge is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-178: 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations and Title 22 of the California Code of 
Regulations provide for definitions of reportable quantities of hazardous substances, and 
the California Health and Safety Code provides for businesses that store hazardous 
materials to report releases of reportable quantities. At a minimum, Yolo County must 
comply with these hazardous materials statutes and regulations. For petroleum, the most 
used hazardous substance in the region, the reportable quantity is 42 gallons within a 24- 
hour period. For releases less than reportable quantities, the Health and Safety Code 
requires that each facility develop and implement procedures for spill cleanups. The DElR 
preparers are of the opinion that adherence to State and Federal requirements for the safe 
handling of hazardous materials (including release reporting requirements) would mitigate 
potential significant impacts associated with releases of hazardous materials. 

Response to Comment 13-179: 

The reference to the groundwater level in PS 3.5-4 is the de facto groundwater level. It is 
irrelevant whether it is high or low groundwater level. Mining cannot be commenced below 
the groundwater at any level until six months after monitoring data have been collected. 

The commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a (as referenced in Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-1 a) regarding groundwater monitoring. The commentor's disagreement with 
the adequacy of the monitoring program is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 13-180: 

The commentor is correct regarding the proposed use of a floating suction dredger. 
Please see Text Change # 72. 

The EIR preparers do recognize that fine-grained materials would become suspended 
during aggregate removal below the groundwater table. Removal of aggregate below the 
groundwater table would not be possible without causing suspension of the fine-grained 
materials. However, this is not considered to be an environmental impact that would 
require mitigation. Please refer to Response to Comments 13-65, 13-66, 13-70, and 13- 
89. 

Response to Comment 13-1 81 : 

The commentor. contends that using soil quality data from one portion of the planning area 
and generalizing it to the entire area is inappropriate. The DElR preparers disagree with 
the commentor. The samples collected by Kleinfelder Associates on the Farnham West 
parcel were selected randomly from the 113-acre parcel. The historic crop rotations on 
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that parcel were similar to those that were generally implemented within the planning area. 
Collection of randomly selected samples indicates that any portion of the sampled site 
would have an equal chance of being sampled. The DElR preparers had, as part ofthe 
preparation of this DEIR, furthermore conducted a database search for any known releases 
of hazardous materials and also contacted the County Agricultural Commissioner to 
ascertain known historic land uses that could have resulted in releases of hazardous 
materials. Neither the database search nor the interview with the Agricultural 
Commissioner's office revealed any information of known point sources of hazardous 
materials in the planning area. See also Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a, which requires the 
testing of topsoil for the presence of pesticides, prior to its use in reclamation for areas that 
drain into the wet pits. 

Response to Comment 13-182: 

The objective of providing ten-foot benches is not to prevent people from drowning. In 
regulates an alternative method of excavation to ensure that adequate slope stability is 
provided. Performance Standard 2.5-4 is included in the Hazard section discussion 
because it references slope angles. The commentor is referred to the subsequent 
discussion in Mitigation Measure 4.12-3a regarding recommendations on slope angles to 
minimize the potential for drowning hazard. 

Response to Comment 13-183: 

In response to this comment, Text Change # 32 has been added to include a minimum 
height requirement of 42 inches for the four-strand barbed wire fence around the wet pits. 

Response to Comment 13-1 84: 

The 150 foot buffer would be measured from "..private dwellings..," or the house itself. 

Response to Comment 13-185: 

The analysis is based on what was determined to be reasonably foreseeable based on 
~ianned develooment and land uses. See Res~onse to Comment 13-171. As discussed 
in Response to 'Comment 13-6, a new operatorhould require a General Plan Amendment, 
rezoning, a mining permit, and appropriate project-level environmental review. 

Response to Comment 13-186: 

The use of 600 acres for groundwater recharge and recovery is based on a conversation 
with Jim Eagan, Manager of the YCFCgWCD and is not included in the list of specific 
projects or production assumptions on pages 5-1 and 5-2 of the cumulative analysis. The 
acreage is mentioned in the agricultural section only because the agricultural conversion 
can be reasonably expected. This is consistent with the general "rule of reason" for EIR 
contents. The commentor is correct in that any new facilities associated with the 
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groundwater management plan proposed by the District would require separate 
environmental review. 

Response to Comment 13-187 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-17. 
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FOSTER WHEELER ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION 

May 10,1996 
FW-YCAPA - 008 

Mr. Dave Monism 
Resource Management Coordinator 
Yo10 County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Sweet 
Woodland, California 95695 

SUBJECT COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(EIR) FOR OFF-CHANNEL m G  PLAN FOR LOWER CACHE CRT3EK, 
DATED MARCH 26,1996 

Dear Mr. Morrison: 

On behalf of the Yolo County Aggregate Producers Associatian (YCAPA), Foster Wheeler 
Environmental Corporation (Foster Wheeler Environmental) has rexiewed the subject EIR as it 
pertains to mercury and offers the foUowing comments enclosed with this letter. 

In the detailed comments attached to this letter, we raise a number of key issues. These issuei 
are summarized below with reference to the pertinent comment number(s). 

The EIR proposes a 0.5 mgkg criterion that is not based on current federal or 
standards designed to protect human health and the environment from mercury. 
process proposed in the EIR to disapprove wet-pit alternatives or require mitigation or 
filling of wet pits initiates a new regdatory process that is inconsistent with existing federal 
and state processes. (Comments 1 and 2). 

Data from the Slotton et al. (1996) survey of the Solano Concrete wet pits indicate 
although fish tissue concentrations of mercury exceed 0.5 mgkg, water 
well within the USEPA ambient water quality criteria for protection of aquatic life and 
human health. (Comment 3). 

Available fish tissue data indicate mercury concentrations observed in fish species 
from Solano Concrete's wet pits, are common in fish in Cache Creek, elsewhere in Yo10 
and Solano counties, and throughout the world. The prevalence of elevated mercury levels 
in fish, and the similarity of levels measured in the initial project survey to background 14-3 
levels, was not discussed in the EIR Given the prevalence of mercury in excess of the 
proposed 0.5 mgkg criteria in fish in Cache Creek and elsewhere in the Yolo County, the 
EIR should discuss what measures the County may need to take for these existing water 
bodies in order to be consistent. (Comment 4). 

2525 NATOMAS PARK DRIVE, SUITE 250, SACRAMWIO, CA 95833-2900 
TEL: 916-921-2525 FAX: 916-921-5124 
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Mr. Dave Morrison 
March 10,1996 
Page Two 

Groundwater data fiom the gravel mining area indicates mercury is wen below the 
water standard for mercury. (Comments 5). 

The EIR should recognize there should be no incremental increase in human health risk 
from consuming fish fmm the reclaimed wet pits. (Comment 7). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIR Please call us at 921-2525 should you 
wish to discuss the above comments. 

L 

Richard M. Sins, PkD. 
Supervising Scientist 

Toxicology and Risk Assessment 

Attachment: Comments on the Draft Environmenrcrllmpact Report for Gravel Mining in 
Lower Cache Creek, DatedMarch 26,1996 

c: 
A. Russo 
D. Augustine 
R Sitts 
M. Jones 
M. Bowland 
J. Scatmanini 
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COMMENTl. THE 0.5MGKG MERCURY THRESHOLD LEVEL 
PROPOSED IN TEE EIR IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE 
CURRENT FDA CRITERION OF 1.0 MG/KG FOR MERCURY. 

On page 4.4-47, paragraph 5, the EIR states: 

"The Food and Drug Administration set the threshold level of 
methylmercury [sic] in fish consumed by h ~ m m  at 1.0 mg& However, 
the National Academy of Sciences recommends a level of 0.5 m g w '  

The EIR should reference the specific documents on which these statements are based. 
We assume the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recommendation is from its 1973 
report, Water Quality Criteria 1972. If this is the case, thenthe NAS reco&$nda60n 
referenced in the EIR is based on the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) threshold of 
0.5 mg/kg that existed at the time the 1973 NAS report was published. Enforcement of 
that threshold in the 1970s ended in Iitigation over a case involving consumption of 
swordfish. The courts determined that the studies on which the 0.5 mgkg threshold was 
based wereatypical and that the exposure and doselresponse assumptions used to develop 
the 0.5 mg/kg fish advisory criterion were overly conservative. A new fish advisory 
criterion of 1.0 mgkg was promulgated by the FDA, based on newer exposure and 
dosehesponse data from a number of studies (Bolger, personal communication, 1996). 

In general, the FDA fish advisory criterion applies only to interstate commerce. Individual 
states and local agencies are responsible for promulgating fish advisory criteria within their 
own borders and may choose to adopt the FDA criterion or develop alternative criteria. 
The State of California has adopted an alternative process that involves risk assessment to 
identify the need for fish consumption advisories (see Comment 2). 

Given the discussion above, the EIR should recognize the current FDA 1.0 mg/kg level, 
and acknowledge that it applies to human consumption and interstate commerce. Further, 
since a state process to protect human health is in place, the EIR should switch to the state 
approach for mercury. 
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COlMMENT2. THE 0.5 MGKG MERCURY THRESHOLD LEVEL 
BRQPQSEI) IN 'F9aE EIW IS MOT CONSISTENT WlT5 
CURRENT STATE OF CALIFORNIA PRACTICE AND 
WOULD CREATE A NEW REGULATORY PROCESS. 

On page 4.4-5 1, the EIR discusses the 0.5 mgkg niteria. 

The EIR should rely on the existing state process for identifying potential health risks 
related to mercury, instead of creating a new process independent of the state process. 
The need for Yolo County (County) to adopt its own standard (0.5 mgkg) for mercury in 
fish tissue is not apparent, particularly when the proposed standard does not have any 
basis in current federal or state guidance for mercury. The EIR does not provide a 
rationale for adopting an alternative standard. If an alternative standard is deemed 
necessary, the rationale for adopting such a standard should be given. 

The State of California has a process in place that is designed to protect human health and 
the environment from mercury impacts. The Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA), California EPA, iirst determines if fish muscle tissue contains 
mercury concentrations at levels of potential wncem. (A concentration of 0.5 mg/kg has 
been used as a "red flag" in the past, but as new data on mercury is currently being made 
available at a rapid rate, this is no longer a "magic number." Rather, conditions of a 
specific site, including potential exposure scenarios, determine the mercury concentration 
that is of potential concern at the site.) Where mercury levels are a potential concem, 
OEHHA, California EPA, will conduct a risk assessment to determine the need for fish 
consumption advisories. 

If necessary, OEHHA issues advisories that are site- and species-spdc and are based on 
mercury levels (total mercury assumed to be 100 percent methyl mercury, as measured in 
fish tissue samples from a specific water body) and on doses that could cause health 
effects. Once issued, the State Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is required by 
legislation to publish advisories in DFG regulations that are available at license vending 
locations and at all DFG stations. Advisories are also posted in local newspapers and the 
local health department@) is notified of their existence. State fish consumption advisories 
are generally informational and are not enforced at the point of consumption. St& at 
OEHHA were not aware of any instances in which a fish consumption advisory led to the 
fencing of a fishing area or the banning of fishing in an area (G. Pollock, personal 
communication, 1996; D. Crane, personal communication, 1996). 

Specific examples of the use of fish advisories regarding mercury concurrent with sport 
fishing regulations that allow limited or unlimited fishing include Clear Lake and the San 
Francisco Bay Delta. Fish consumption advisories and fishing limits are both published in 
California Sport Fishing Regulations (California Department of Fish and Game [DFG], 
1996). In the Clear Lake case, from 0.28 to 0.66 mglkg mercury has been measured in 
channel caffish (California Department of Health S e ~ c e s  [DHS], 1987). The California 
Sport Fishing Regulations (DFG, 1996) advise pregnant women and children under six 
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years of age to  not eat catfish from Clear Lake. They advise adults to eat no more than 
three pounds per month of catfish shorter than 24 inches. Regarding catching catfish, the 
regulations specify that there is no limit on the number or size of catfish that an angler can 
catch per day in Clear Lake. Clear Lake largemouth bass have had from 0.31 to 0.97 
m@g of mercury (DHS, 1987). The advisory to pregnant women and children under six 
is to not eat largemouth bass from Clear Lake, and for adults to eat no more than two 
pounds per month. Regardiig the l i t ,  up to five largemouth bass all 12 inches or longer 
can be legally harvested per day from Clear Lake. DFG also published a mercury advisory 
for San Francisco Baymelta striped bass, which have had from 0.15 to 0.44 mgkg 
mercury (California State Water Resources Control Board, 1995). The advisory is that no 
one eat striped bass longer than 35 inches. For striped bass less than 27 inches, pregnant 
women and children 15 years or younger should not eat more than six ounces per month, . 
others should not eat more than 12 ounces per montll. The harvest limit is two striped 
bass per day 18 inches or longer. 
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COMMENT3. MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS IN WATER FROM AN 
EXISTING WET PIT ARE BELOW USEPA AMBIENT WATER 
QUAIJTY CRITERIA TO PROTECT AQUATIC LIFJI AM) 
HUMAN HEALTH. 

On page 4.4-51, paragraph 1, the EIR states: 

"The following pe~onnance st&& s M  be added to the O W  to 
mitigate for potential for significant adverse impacts associated with the 
conversion of mercury occumng within the Cache Creek alluvial deposits 
to met@Imernny [sic]: 

Prior to approvaI ofreclamation of aggregate mining areas topermanent 
lakes, the County shd  commisr'on a sampIing and mJvsisprogram, .... 
If the initial sampling indicates either of the following conditions, the 
Counv shnllperfonn ven@ation sampling: 

Average concentrations of rod mercwy in mess  of 0.000012 
mgL in the water; 

Mernny levels in fish samples in excess of 0.5 mgikg. 

If venficatlcatlon sampling indicates exceedance of these mercury st&&, 
the County shaU not w o v e  reclamation of mining areas to pernument 
lakes." 

The 0.000012 mg/L is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) freshwater 
chronic ambient water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic We. The 0.5 mgkg is 
stated as being based on a NAS recommendation, which was in part based on a now 
obsolete FDA fish advisory criterion. This issue was already raised in Comments 1 and 2, 
regarding the appropriateness of a 0.5 mglkg threshold level for mercury in fish tissue. 
Further questions regarding this threshold are raised below. 

Protection of Aquatic Life. The USEPA has established ambient water quality criteria 
for mercury and other toxic pollutants that may be considered estimates of "the highest 
concentration of a substance in water which does not present a significant risk to the 
aquatic organisms in the water and their uses." On page 4.4-45, the EIR discusses the 
USEPA ambient water quality criteria to protect aquatic life. The USEPA has established 
1-hour acute and 4-day freshwater chronic criteria of 2,400 and 12 nanograms per 
titer ( n a ) ,  respectively, to protect aquatic life (USEPA 1984). That is, a potentially 
unacceptable impact to freshwater aquatic organisms may be expected if a 4-day average 
concentration of 12 ng& is exceeded more than once in any 3-year period (USEPA, 
1986). The 4day freshwater chronic criterion is essentially a final residue value that was 
derived from a methyl mercury bioconcentration factor (BCF) of 81,700 for fathead 
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minnows. BCFs are used to relate pollutant residues in aquatic organisms to the pollutant 
concentration in ambient waters. 

Water quality data for the Solano Concrete wet pits indicate that mercury concentrations 
in water are below the USEPA ambient water quality criteria for protection of aquatic life. 
Specifically, data fiom Slonon et al. (1996) include four observations made from April 4 
through April 15, 1996 in the Solano Concrete wet pits. During this period, unfiltered 
total mercury concentrations ranged from 2 to 3 n@, all well below the USEPA criterion 
of 12 n@. Methyl mercury values ranged from 0.01 to 0.04 nglL, or about 1 percent of 
the total mercury values. 

Protection of Human Health. The EIR does not appear to discuss the USEPA ambient 
water quality criteria to protect human health fiom mercury in consumed fish. These 
criteria are 144 nglL for consumption of water and fish, and 146 n@ for consumption of 
fish only (USEPA, 1992). These criteria attempt to minimize or specify the potential risk 
of adverse human effects due to mercury in ambient water. 

Water quality data for the Solano Concrete wet pit that indicate concentrations of mercury 
in water are below the USEPA ambient water quality criteria for protection of human 
health. Specifically, data from Slonon et al. (1996) include four observations made fiom 
April 4 through April 15, 1996 in the Solano Concrete wet pits. During this period, total 
mercury concentrations ranged from 2 to 3 n@, all well below the USEPA criteria of 144 
to 146 nglL. 
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COMMENT 4. MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS EXCEEDING 0.5 MGIKG IN 
FISH TISSUE ARE COMMON. 

On page 4.4-51, the EIR discusses the fish tissue criterion of 0.5 mgkg mercury, but does 
not provide any contextual information regarding typical background concentrations in 
fish populations. In fact, this concentration has been shown to be common in the muscle 
of a wide range of fish species. 

Table 4-1 is a list of ranges of measured concentrations of mercury found in a number of 
fish species for a number of regions. This table includes Solano Concrete's wet pits data, 
and state, nai.iona1, and international data. Comparisons of these data follow. 

Mercury Concentrations in Nearby Water Bodies 

Mercury concentrations in fish collected from the Solano Concrete wet pits (Slotton et 
al., 1996) are representative of concentrations commonly observed elsewhere. The wet pit 
data range from 0.13 to 0.92 mgkg fresh weight. Mercury concentrations reported for 
freshwater fish sampled nationally range from 0.02 to 9.5 mgkg. Reported mercury 
concentrations in California fleshwater fish range from 0.16 to 1.8 mgkg flesh weight. 
Measured concentrations in fish from the Solano Concrete ponds are at the low end of 
these reported ranges. 

Mercury concentrations reported in the literature are similar t o  those measured at the 
Solano Concrete ponds for similar fish species: 

Mercury concentrations measured in sunfish at the Solano Concrete ponds ranged 
from 0.16 to 0.3 mgkg. These concentrations are similar to those measured in lower 
Cache Creek sunfish and elsewhere in California (0.06 to 0.26 mgkg). 

Concentrations of mercury in smallmouth bass collected fiom the Solano Concrete wet 
pit ranged from 0.19 to 0.9 mgtkg fresh weight. These concentrations are at the lower 
end of the national range (0.03 to 9.5 mgkg) and California range (0.1 to 1.8 mgkg) 
for largemouth and smallmouth bass. 

Mercury concentrations in caffish collected from the Solano Concrete wet pit (0.13 to 
0.92 mgkg) are in the lower end of the national range (0.02 to 2.5 mgkg), but exceed 
the range for lower Cache Creek (0.28 to 0.57 mgkg) and elsewhere in California 
(0.02 to 0.34 mgkg). 

Fish have also been collected from other surface water bodies within the Cache Creek 
watershed (Table 5-1). Two of these water bodies, Davis Creek Reservoir and Clear 
Lake, are impacted by mercury. Fish advisories have been issued for Clear Lake (see 
Comment 2); no fish advisories have been issued for Davis Creek Reservoir, which is on 
private property, nor has this water body been studied by O E m  (OE- 1987; 
Pollock, personal communication, 1996). Comparisons of data for s idar  species of fish 
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from these water bodies to those collected at the Solano Concrete wet pit are presented 
below: 

The maximum detected total mercury concentrations in sunfish from the Solano 
Concrete wet pit (0.3 mgkg) and lower Cache Creek (0.29 mgkg) are less than the 
95 percent confidence interval of mean concentrations detected in Davis Creek 
Reservoir sunfish. 

Mercury concentrations of catfish collected at the Solano Concrete ponds and lower 
Cache Creek are similar to the 95 percent confidence interval of mean concentrations 
detected in Clear Lake. 

Mercury concentrations in smallmouth bass collected from the Solano Concrete ponds 
are similar to the 95 percent confidence interval of mean concentrations detected in 
clear Lake. Concentrations in the Solano Concrete pond smalbnouth bass are less 
than those for largemouth bass from Davis Creek Reservoir. 

The presence of mercury in fish in uncontaminated environments has also been reported in 
the literature, and can be attributed to "background" sources such as deposition of 
mercury from the atmosphere, and erosion of natural mercury deposits in soil. For 
example, fish tissue concentrations in excess of 1.0 mgkg were common in a survey of 
more than 10,000 Swedish lakes. In 95 of these lakes, the average mercury concentration 
in tissue of predatory fish (e.g., pike) was 1.2 mgkg. These lakes had no known sources 
of mercury, other than atmospheric sources within their catchments (Anderson and 
H&anson, 1992). 

Based on this information, it is expected that the creation of permanent lakes from gravel 
mining activities will not provide conditions resulting in fish mercury concentrations 
substantially diierent than mercury concentrations measured in fish from other water 
bodies in California, the U.S., and other countries. The EIR should acknowledge that 
these concentrations are commonly observed in support of the County utilizing the 
advisory process. 

Mercury Concentrations in the U.S. Commercial Fish Market 

The FDA, in addition to other governmental agencies (e.g., U.S. Department of 
Commerce I[ISDC]), conducts surveillance sampling for mercury in fish and seafood 
available on the commercial market. Data from three of these surveys are presented in 
Table 5-2. Although the FDA data are more recent (1992-1994), the sample size for each 
species analyzed is relatively small (reported as "at least five samples") compared to the 
USDC (1978) data presented by DHS (1987). In addition, the FDA survey did not report 
all of the species sampled by USDC. The results of these surveys are summarized below 
and in Table 5-2. 
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Average mercury concentrations reported in commercially available fish and seafood range 
from 0.05 mgkg in shrimp to 1.6 in tilefish (Table 5-2). For catfish, concentrations range 
from 0.05 to 0.74 mgtkg. Mercury concentrations in fish collected from the Solano 
Concrete ponds range from 0.13 to 0.92 mgkg fresh weight. Measured concentrations in 
fish from the Solano Concrete ponds are within the reported range of commercial fish 
mercury concentrations. 

For the commercially-available species sampled in these surveys, USEPA (1995) reports 
that the ten highest species-specific mean consumption rates are, in order from highest to 
lowest, tuna, shrimp, flounder, salmon, cod, trout, catfish, pollock, bass, and crab. The 
reported mercury concentrations in these commercially available species range from an 
average of 0.05 mg/kg for salmon to a maximum of 2.0 mg/kg for striped bass. Again, 
measured concentrations in fish from the Solano Concrete ponds fall within this reported 
range of commercial fish mercury concentrations. 

Based on this information, it is not expected that the creation of permanent lakes from 
gravel mining activities will provide conditions resulting in fish mercury concentrations 
substantially diierent than mercury concentrations measured in fish available on the 
commercial market. 
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TABLE 4-1 

MERCURY CONCEXWRATIONS IN AQUATIC LIFE 

Davis Cnek Resemir, CA 

Davis Creek Resemir, CA 

Solano Concrete Pond, CA 

Davis Cmk Resemir, CA 

Davis Cmk Reservoir, CA 

Lower Cache Creek, CA 

Solano Concrete Pond, CA 

Santa Ana River, California 

Lower Cache Creek, CA 

Solano Concrete Pond, CA 

Lower Cache Creek, CA 

Solano Concrete Pond, CA 

Lake St CIair 
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TABLE 4-1 

MERCURY CONCXNTRATIONS W AQUATIC PSPilE 

nand Code, 1986; SWRCB, 1995: 

ntenmann and Lisk, 1991 

rgmann and Whittle, 1991; Jenkins, 1980 

a DHS. California Department &Health Senias 
DWR: Wornia  Depaximent of Water Resonrces 
RWQCB: San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SWRCB: California State Water Rmww Contro1 Board 

The full range of detected concentrations was not reported. Values pmnted here are the upper and lower mn6denw 
intervals on the mean and do not represent the m e  range of mncentmtions abse~ed in fish h m  this water body. 
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TABLE 4-2 

MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS IN COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE FISH 
AND SEAFOOD 

, 1987; FDA, 1994 

1987; FDA; 1994, 
fwn and Cordle, 1986 

1994; ToUefson and 
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TABLE 4-2 

MERCURY @ON@IEN~'P1IQPNS W C Q P ~ R ~ Y  AVAILABLE FISH 
AND SEAFOOD 

1987, Tollefson and 
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COMMENT 5. GROUNDWATER MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS AT THE 
SOLANO CONCRETE WET PITS ARE LESS THAN THE 
DRINKING WATER MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL 
FOR MERCURY. 

In evaluating potential effects on drinking water, the EIR should acknowledge data on 
mercury concentrations in groundwater in the proposed off-channel gravel mining area. 
Specifically, concentrations of filtered total mercury and methyl mercury in shallow 
ground water were determined at existing and planned wet-pit areas within the lower 
Cache Creek Basin. This groundwater, along with atmospheric deposition, is the source 
of water for the proposed wet pits. From April 15 through April 17, 1996, groundwater 
samples were collected &om four monitoring wells located at the Solano Concrete site and 
five wells at the Cache Creek Aggregates site. In conjunction with the groundwater 
samples collected for mercury analyses, selected samples were also analyzed for general 
mineral constituents and nitrate. The latter samples were collected to assess water quality 
correlations between shallow groundwater and Cache Creek and also to assess current 
environmental conditions related to the speciation of mercury. Details on well location 
criteria, and sampling procedures and results are provided below. 

Criteria for well locations. Groundwater monitoring wells at the two sites were selected 
using the following criteria: 

Location of the monitoring wen relative to the Creek. Wells were selected both near 
to and away from the Creek. 

Location of monitoring well relative to an enensting or planned wet pit mining area. 
Wells were selected upgradient and downgradient of mining areas. 

Completion of the monitoring well near the water table &or relatively deeper 
allwial materials. One relatively deeper well was sampled at each site. 

The monitoring wells selected for sampling included shallow wells OW2s, OW3s, OW8s 
and deep well OW8d at the Solano Concrete site, and wells MWl, MW3, MW4A 
(deeper), MW4B (shallower) and MWS at the Cache Creek Aggregates site. The 
monitoring well locations are shown on their respective site maps (Figures 5-1 and 5-2). 
In addition to the groundwater samples, a surface water sample was collected from Cache 
Creek near the Cache Creek Aggregates site, at the location shown on Figure 5-2. 

Sampling Apparatus and Procedures. A portable stainless steel submersible pump was 
used for groundwater purging and sampling. Separate tubings are attached to the pump 
for purging and sampling activities. Due to the extremely low detection limits for the 
mercury analyses, special precautions were employed to ensure ultra-clean sample tubing 
and related equipment. Teflon-lined polyethylene tubing was pre-cleaned by Frontier 
Geosciences Laboratory, Seattle, Washington, using an acid cleaning procedure. The 
tubing was soaked in 4N hydrochloric acid at 70°F. This soaking was followed by 
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copious rinsing with deionized water known to be low in metals of interest (mercury in 
particular). Groundwater samples were collected following in-line filtration with high 
capacity (600 cm2) 0.45-micrometer ( ~ m )  disposable filters having an inherently 
hydrophitic polysulfane membrane and an outer polycarbonate shell. The filters were also 
acid-cleaned using the above procedure. Individual tubinghi-line filter units were 
assembled for each sampling location. Also, quality control samples were collected from 
two tubiinglflter units to assess the concentration of total mercury present as background. 
The quality control samples showed background concentrations of 0.15 and 0.21 ng/L 
total mercury. 

Each sampling event included extensive purging. A minimum of 40 casing volumes was 
purged to ensure the collection of representative groundwater samples. During purging, 
indicator parameters, including specific conductance, pH, temperature and turbidity, were 
monitored to assess water quality stabiition. Field parameter measurements, and other 
purging data, are provided in Tables 5-1 and 5-2. 

Sample Collection and Analyses. Samples were collected with the assistance of 
LuhdorEand Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, Woodland, California. Following purging 
operations, pump flow rates were reduced for sample collection. Groundwater samples 
for mercury analyses were collected in pre-cleaned Teflon containers using rigorous ultra- 
clean sampling protocol. Sample collection was conducted by two persons wearing fresh 
clean-room gloves. The containers are double bagged, and one person was responsible for 
handing the sample container while still in the outer bag. The other person retrieved the 
container from the inner bag and collected the sample. The bottle was then re-bagged. 
Samples for general mineral and nitrate analyses were collected using standard sampling 
techniques. 

Samples were collected for total mercury analyses at all nine monitoring locations. 
Samples for methyl mercury were collected from three monitoring wells at Solano 
Concrete (near to and away from Cache Creek), from two monitoring wells at Cache 
Creek Aggregates (near to and away from Cache Creek), and directly from the Cache 
Creek. Three field blanks were collected for quality control purposes for total mercury 
concentrations in particular. 

Samples for total and methyl mercury analyses were shipped to Frontier Geoscience 
Laboratories. Total mercury was analyzed using acid digestion, SnCh reduction, dual 
amalgamation and cold vapor atomic fluorescence (CVAFS) detection. Methyl mercury 
was determined after distillation using aqueous phase ethylation, gas chromatography 
separation of the ethyl derivatives, and CVAFS detection. Analytical detection limits for 
mercury in water were 4.012 ng/L. 

Samples for general mineral and nitrate analyses were collected from four wells at Solano 
Concrete, two wells at Cache Creek Aggregates, and the Creek. Samples for these 
analyses were delivered to Sequoia Analytical Laboratories in Sacramento. 
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Groundwater samples were cooled in an ice chest following collection. Samples for 
mercury analyses were shipped that day or within 24 hours to Frontier Geosciences. The 
samples were packed with ice packs and dry ice and shipped overnight to the laboratory. 
General mineral and nitrate samples were picked up and/or delivered to Sequoia Analytical 
Laboratories within 24 hours of collection. All samples were transported and/or shipped 
under chain-of-custody protocol. Between sampling locations, the portable submersible 
pump was decontaminated using an Alconox rinse, followed by deionized water. 

Sampling Results. The results of the total mercury and methyl mercury analyses are 
summarized in Table 5-3. General mineral and nitrate analytical results are summarized in 
Table 5-4. The laboratory analytical data sheets are included in Appendix A. 

The filtered total mercury values, adjusted for field blank concentrations, among samples 
at both sites, range from 1 to 3 ngL, or up to 0.000003 m a .  'Values for filtered methyl 
mercury k g e d  from 0.00 to 0.01 ng&, or up to 0.00000001 mgL. 

The State of California has set a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 0.002 mgL for 
total mercurv. MCLs are developed to ensure that contaminant levels in potential drinking 
water sourcks do not exceed l&ls that may pose a health risk to huinans. Althou& 
Cache Creek has been shown to contain mercury in excess of 0.002 mgL (EIR, page 
4.4-lo), the groundwater samples around both proposed mining areas were less than or 
equal to 0.000003 m a ,  and therefore well below the MCL. These data suggest that 
water levels in the proposed wet pits would be similar to the groundwater because 
groundwater is the only known source of incoming mercuty besides atmospheric 
deposition. 
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SUMMARY OF MONlTOlUNG PAIUMETERS AND RESULTS FOR 
GROUNDWATER WELLS AT SOLANO CONCRETE, YOLO COUNTY, CA 

Static Water Level (depth, ft.) 29.91 22.13 24.31 

EC (phodcm), Beginning of Purging 853 655 1,172 

EC (dodcm),  End of Purging 853 653 1,198 

pH (pH units), Beginning of Purging 7.12 7.81 7.08 

pH (pH units), End of Purging 7.24 7.61 6.95 

Temperature 0, Beginning of Purging 65.0 58.3 64.9 

Temperature (T), End of Purging 65.7 57.7 65.6 

Turbidity 0, Beginning of Purging 27.0 37.0 100+ 

Turbidity (NTU), End of Purging 0.31 0.20 0.30 

Total WeIl Depth (ft.) 71.30 71.00 36.75 

Casing Volume (gal.) 6.75 7.97 2.03 
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TABLE 5-2 

SUMMARY OF MONITORING PARAMETERS AND RESULTS, CACHE CREEK 
AGGREGATES, YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

1 Static Water Level (depth, ft.) 1 19.81 1 31.58 1 32.00 126.98 129.51 1 

pH (pH units), End of Purging 7.41 7.49 7.47 7.62 7.26 

Temperature (T), Beginning of 66.3 66.2 65.7 66.3 66.7 
Purging 

Temperature (T), End of Purging 67.2 65.9 66.1 66.9 67.0 

EC (@ohm), Beginning of 
l'w+g 

EC (pmhodcm), End of Purging 

pH (pH units), Beginning of Purging 

554 

566 

7.50 

Turbidity (NTU), Beginning of 
pw&g 

Turbidity (NTU), End of Purging 

Total Well Depth (ft.) 

483 

535 

7.63 

10W 

2.0 

Capacity (gpm) 

FINALWC 19 May 10, 1996 

53.10 

T i e  Purged (min.) 

Casing Volume Purged 

County of Yo10 
June 14,1996 

694 

662 

7.49 

53.0 

2.0 

Casing Volume (gal.) 1 5.43 

1.92 
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73.30 

135 

44.63 

520 

527 

7.20 

loot 

4.1 

6.80 

3.65 

595 

606 

7.36 

102.87 

90 

41.18 

1004- 

2.0 

11.55 1 4.26 

3.0 

1OM- 

6.4 

53.13 

8.68 

165 

40.50 

82.75 

3.0 3.52 

60 

4.26 

105 

8.68 



MERCURY SPECIATION IN FILTERED WELL WATERS FROM SOLANO 
CONCRETE AND CACHE CREEK AGGREGATES, YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, 

APRIL 1117,1996. 
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TABLE 5-4 

GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS GENERAL MINERALS AND NITRATE, SOLANO CONCRETE AND CACHE CREEK 
AGGREGATES, YOLO COUNTY, CALJPORNIA, APRIL 15-1791996 



TABLE 5-4 I 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS GENERAL MINERALS AND NITRATE, SOLANO CONCRETE AND CACB[E CREEK 

AGGREGATES, YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, APRIL 15-17.1996 

Specific 800 550 1,200 1,000 700 600 650 
Conductance 
(pnhodcm) 

Stilfate 37 24 68 54 35 38 20 

Surfactants 0.051 <0.050 <0.050 0.055 0.051 0.12 <0.050 

Total dissolved 480 280 720 620 3 60 330 340 
solids (TDS) 

Zinc <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.076 <0.01 <0.01 

Nitrate 3 1 18 85 54 7. I 8.3 9.4 , I I 

Concenhation Units - m a  unless otherwise noted I 

May 10.1996 



COMMENT 7. INCREMENTAL INCREASE I N  MERCURY EXPOSURE. 

On page 4.4-51, the EIR refers to a 0.5 mglkg value without regard to whether it would 
prevent an incremental increase in the exposure of people to mercury. 

In order to relate the 0.5 mgkg value in terms of potential risks to human health, the 
following discussion outlines the typical methods used to estimate potential risks to human 
health from consumption of fish containing elevated levels of mercury. Several regulatory 
agencies have previously evaluated potential risks to human health from the consumption 
of mercury-contaminated fish. These include both state (e.g., California OEHHA) and 
federal (e.g., IDA) agencies. In general, the methods used to establish whether a certain 
level of mercury poses a potential threat to human health follow the basic procedures 
outlined in the USEPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Volume Z--Human 
Health Evaluation Mamd (USEPA, 1989). There are two integral components to the 
risk assessment procedure developed by USEPA. These are the exposure assessment step 
and toxicity assessment step. 

The exposure assessment step in a risk assessment combines information about the 
concentration of mercury in fish with assumptions about how much fish a typical 
individual consumes. The result is an estimation of a person's rate of intake, or dose, of 
mercury. This estimation is dependent on a number of dierent parameters, referred to as 
exposure parameters. Exposure parameters refer to all of the values used to calculate the 
daily human dose or intake level variables (e.g., ingestion rate, exposure frequency, and 
body weight). The average daily dose (ADD) of a non-carcinogenic chemical, such as 
mercury, is averaged over the estimated period of exposure, referred to as the averaging 
time. The ADD is expressed in units of milligrams per kilogram per day (mglkgld). 
Equations used for calculating ADDS have been developed by USEPA 

Toxicity values for many chemicals, including mercury, are published by the USEPA in the 
on-line Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS; USEPA, 1996b). Reference doses 
(RfDs) for non-carcinogens, such as mercury, are experimentally derived "no-effect" values 
used to quantify the extent of non-carcinogenic toxic effects h m  exposure to a chemical. A 
lower RtD value implies a more potent toxicant. 

This concept of risk assessment, relying on both exposure and toxicity information, has 
been used in the fish consumption advisories previously developed by the State of 
California. California fish consumption advisories are not based on whether levels of 
mercury in fish tissue exceeded the FDA action 'level of 1.0 mglkg. Fish consumption 
advisories developed by the state used standard USEPA values for the amount of fish 
typically consumed and adult body weights. Recommendations in the advisories specified 
how much fish could be ingested safely, based on the levels of mercury measured in fish 
tissue. 

County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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The present USEPA screening level for mercury is 0.6 mgkg, based on a modiied RtD of 
0.06 pglkg/d (USEPA 1993). As dehed by USEPA (19931, screening levels are 
"concentrations or target analytes (e.g., mercury) in fish or shellfish tissue that are of 
potential public health concern." They are useit1 as standards against which levels of 
contamination in similar tissue collected from the ambient environment can be compared. 
Screening levels are recommended guidance levels only; they are not regulatory levels and 
USEPA recognizes that there are many other acceptable approaches and models cumently 
in use. In 1995, USEPA revised the RD) for mercury fiom the 0.06 pgkgld. The revised 
RtD is based on developmental effects in infants (USEPA, 1996b). However, USEPA has 
not revised the screening level for mercury, which with the revised RtD (0.1 pgkgld), 
would increase the USEPA screening level for mercury from 0.6 mgkg to 1.0 mglkg. 
Interestingly, this is equal to the FDA action level of 1.0mglkg. However, because 
California has based previous fish consumption advisories on the older RtD, the level of 
mercury in fish tissue that triggers a fish consumption advisory would be lowered by a 
factor of 3. The levels of memuy in fish tissue that would trigger a fish consumption 
advisory will likely be in the neighborhood of 0.2 to 0.3 mgkg. However, state policy is 
currently in flux regarding a trigger level for mercury contamination in fish. To date, the 
state has not formally adopted the use of the new RD) in its development of fish 
consumption advisories. Based on the discussions above, if this level is adopted by 
California, virtually all fwh consumed, whether store bought or  caught, fresh water 
or marine, would constitute an unacceptable risk to human health. 

In the absence of any fish advisories applied to the proposed lakes, there are two 
conditions in which creation of the permanent lakes would pose an incremental risk to 
human health above typical risks posed by the consumption of fish. The first condition is 
if the levels of mercury in fish tissue consumed are significantly above those levels 
typically found in fish in the typical American diet. The second condition is if people 
fishing in the lakes increase their consumption of fish because the proposed lakes are 
constructed. This would only apply to an individual who, through the creation of these 
lakes, would consume more fish in their diet than before the lakes were created. This does 
not apply to an individual who may already consume more fish than normal, and may use 
the lakes as an additional or replacement source. That is, unless fish tissue concentrations 
of mercury in the lakes are significantly above typical levels or an individual consumes 
more fish in their diet because of the creation of these lakes, the lakes should not pose an 
incremental increase in the potential risks to human health. This is not to say that there is 
not a potential human health risk associated with the consumption of fish from the lakes; 
however, unless the conditions as presented above are met, there should not be an 
incremental increase in the risks associated with the consumption of f i h  from the 
lakes. 

FINALmC 24 May 10,1996 . 
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APPENDIX A 

LABORATORY DATA FOR WELL WATER ANALYSES 



Rick Sitts 
Foster Wheeler Environmental 
2525 Natomas Park Drive, #250 
Sacramento, CA 95833-2900 

April 24, 1996 

Dear Mr. Sitts, 

Enclosed please find our results for mercury speciation in water, core 
borings, and fish from your Cache Creek Aggregates project. Samples were 
handled using ultra-clean protocols-with special attention being paid to the 
extraction of soils from the core borings only from the center of the sample 
(material not in contact with the brass core tube walls). In several cases (those 
indicated in the tables as "gravel/sand/mud," and "muddy sand") the 
samples were slushy and wet, making it impossible to obtain a sample that 
had not been in contact with the core barrel. These samples may contain 
some degree of contamination due to the brass core barrel, although the 
degree of this is unassessable. 

All total Hg were analyzed according to published FGS protocols, using 
acid digestion, SnCl, reduction, dual amalgamation and cold vapor atomic 
fluorescence (CVAFS) detection. Methyl Hg were determined after 
distillation using aqueous phase ethylation, GC separation of the ethyl 
derivatives, and CVAFS detection. The dry fraction was determined 
gravimetrically, after drying at 105OC overnight. No analytical difficulties 
were encountered, and all raw data has been archived for a year, in case future 
access is needed. I will note that the fish sample gave unusual results, in that 
only a small fraction (20%) of the measured total was found to be methyl Hg. 
Normally, we have found 95-100% of fish muscle Hg in the methylated form. 
However, most of the fish we have measured have been upper level 
pecivors, as opposed to your catfish, which feeds on detritus (largely inorganic 
Hg). 
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In addition to the chemical data, the following information was 
obtained on the three sieved samples. 

In addition to this report, we have, at your request, included copies of 
the NRCC standard reference materials certificates. The samples will be 
disposed of in two weeks unless other instructions are given. Please feel free 
to call if you have any questions or additional analytical needs. 

sample ID - 
CC-1-25 
CC-1-40 
CC-2-16 

Best Wishes, 

percent of mass < 2 mm 
86.0 
58.6 
67.0 

Nicolas S Bloom 
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Mercury Speciation in Filtered Well Waters (Foster Wheeler Corp.) 

April 22, 1996 

Frontier Geosciences Inc. 
414 Pontius North, Suite B 

Seattle, WA 98109 
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bottle 
CENT-891 

CENT-769 

CENT-2 

location 
Solono Concrete OW8-D 

Solono Concrete OW8-S 

field blank 

net [Hgl, n@ 
total 
0.85 

rep 1: 1.33 
rep 2: 1.39 

0.34 

methyl 
0.023 
0.019 
0.030 

0.017 



Mercury Speciation in Filtered Well Waters --QC Data 
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Mercury Speciation in Fish (Foster Wheeler Corp.) 

April 22, 1996 

Frontier Geosciences Inc. 
414 Pontius North, Suite B 

Seattle, WA 98109 
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Mercury Speciation in Core Borings (Foster Wheeler Corp.) 

April 22, 1996 

Frontier Geosciences Inc. 
414 Pontius North, Suite B 

Seattle, WA 98109 



Mercury Speciation in Core Borings-QC Data 

'NRCC certified fish tissue 'for typical 3 gram sample aliquot 
WRCC certified marine sediment 

parameter 
blank-1' 
blank 2' 
blank-3' 
blank-4c 
blank-5' 
blank-6' 
blank-7" 
blank-tIa 
mean 
SD 

estimated MDL 
DORM-2" 

certified range 
PACSlb 

certified range 
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[Hgl, 
wet basis 

0.37 
0.02 
0.53 
0.15 
0.03 
0.02 
0.03 
0.03 
0.15 
0.20 
0.6 
-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 

nRIR 
dry basis 

-- 
--- 
- 
-- 
--- 

-- 
-- 
- 

rep 1: 4,635 
rep 2: 4,655 
rep 3: 4,427 
4,640 f 260 
rep 1: 4,709 
rep 2: 4,483 
4,540 + 160 



National Research Council Conseil national de recherches i*g Canada Canada 

InstiMe for Env~ronmenlal lnslilut de lechnologie el de 
Research and Technology recherche environnemenlales . 

Measurement Science Science des rnesures 

Mfawa. Canada 
K 1 A W  

(613) 993-2359 
FAX (613) 993.2451 

January. 1981 
Revised 1987, 1990, 1993 

Marine Sediment Reference Materials for Trace Elements 
and Other Constituents 

The following tables show those constituents for which certified values have been established. Certified 
values are based on the results of determinations by at least two independent methods of analysis. The 
uncertainties represent 95% confidence limits for an individual subsample. That is, 95% of samples from 
any bottle would be expected to have concentrations withim the specified range 95% of the time. 

Antimony (g.h,i.n,q.x) 
\Arsenic @,g.h.i.n,p.x) 

Beryllium (g.i.q) 
Cadmium (g.i,m.q) 
Chromium (f,g.m.n,p,q,x) 
Cobalt (b.f.g.i.m,n.p.x) 
Copper (f.g.i.m.n.q.x) 
Lead (f.g,i,m,p,q.x) 
Lithium (g.q) 
Manganese @.f,i.n,p.x) 
Mercury (c.q) 
Molybdenum (g.i.q) 
Nickel (g,i,m.n.q,x) 
Selenium (g.h.1.m) 

'silver (g,q) 
Strontium (f.i,g,q) 
Thaliium 
Ti (g,h,i.q) 
Vanadium @,f.i.m.n) 
Zinc (f,i.m.n,q.x) 

Tributyltin 
Dibucyltin 
Monobutylrin 

Trace Metals - Migrams per Kilogram 

PACS-1 
171 f 14 
211 f 11- --- 

2.38 f 0.20 - 
113 f 8 -  
17.5 f 1.1- 

452 f 16- 
404 f 2 0 -  

--- 
470 a 12 

4.57 f 0.16 
12.9 f 0.9 
44.1 f 2:O- 

1.09 * 0.11 - - 
277 f 11 -- 
41.1 f 3.1 

127 f 5 
a 4  * 22- 

1.27 f 0.22 (as Sn) 
1.16 f 0.18 " 
0.28 f 0.17 - 

A standard of excellence for -re n *a-. 

Un modt'e d'excellence depuis plus de cinquante ans 
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Matrix a n d  Minor Constituents - Percent 

* Information value only. 

Coding 

a - Atomic fluorescence spectrometry I - Liquid chromatography 
b - Inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry m- Isotope dilution solid source mass spectrometry 
c - Cold vapour atomic absorption spectrometry n - Instrumental neutron activation analysis 
e - Coulometry p - Instrumental photonuclear activation analysis 
f - Flame atomic absorption spectmmetry q - Isotope dilution inductively coupled plasma 
g - Graphite furnace atomic absorption mass spectrometry 

spectrometry r - Infrared spectrometry 
h - Hydride generation atomic absorption v - Volumetric analysis 

spectrometry x - X-ray fluorescence spectrometry 
i - inductively coupled plasma atomic emission 

spectrometry - 
Not all the methods listed above were applied to all three cenified reference materials. 

- These reference materials are primarily for use in the catibration of procedures and the development of methods used 
for the analysis of marine sedimenu and materials with similar matrices. 

Note: With the release of MESS-2 which is certified for mercury, BEST-I which was certified 
only for mercury has been withdrawn from distribution. 

Preparation of material 

BCSS-1 was collected from the Baie des Chaleurs in the Gulf of St. Lawrence . MESS-2 is from the Beaufon Sea. 
PACS-I was collected in the harbour of Esquimalt, B.C. They were all freeze dried. screened to pass a No. 120 (125 
hm) screen, blended and bottled by Institute staff using the facilities of the Canada Centre for Mineral and Energy 
Technology in Ottawa. After bottling, the samples were radiation sterilized with a minimum dose of 2.5 Mrad by the 
Canadian Irradiation Centre to minimize any effects from biological activity. 
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Instructions for drying 

Although initially free from moistwe following the freeze drying, the materials. which contain sea salt, have picked 
up moisture during subsequent operations. They should be dried to a constant weight before use. Drying for several 
h o w  at 105'C has proved to be a relatively simple method to achieve a dry weight for most purposes. They should 
be kept well sealed and in a cool place. 

Homogeneity 

Randomly selected bottles were used for the analytical determinations. Results from different bottles showed no 
significant differeoces compared to results from sub-samples withim bottles. Nor was there any correlation between 
values obtained and bonle sequence. 'thus, it is assumed thac all boules of each of these materials have essentially the 
same composition. PACS-1 was also extensively tested for homogeneity at the Department of Chemistry, University 
of Alberta, Edmonton. Alberta. 

information values 

The following values are considered less reliable than those quoted above because they are not based on the results 
of at least two independent methods or there were insufficient analyses performed. These numbers are given for 
information only and care should be excised not to attribute more reliability to these numbers than they 
warrant. Values are in mglkg. 

PACS-I 
Cs (n.p) --- (4) -- 
Ge (m) --- (1.5) --- 
MO (m) certified (1.9) certified 
Sr (0 certified (96) certified 
TI (m.q) (0.98) (0.6) --- 

It is anticipated that as more data become available the established values may be updated and certified numbers 
assigned to more elements. These updates will be sent to all users of these reference materials. 

Feedbackand comments from users will be welcomed. 
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DOGFISH MUSCLE AND LIVER CERTIFIED REFERENCE 
MATERIALS FOR TRACE METALS 

T h e  following table shows those elements for which certified values have been established for 
the two dogfish (Squulus a m h i a s )  reference materials. Certified values are based on results of 
determinations by at least two independent methods of analysis. The uncertainties represent 95 
percent tolerance limits for an individual sub-sample of 250 mg or greater. 

Trace Elements - mglkg 

Aluminum (d.g,i)' 
Arsenic (d,g.h,x) 
Cadmium (g,p) 
Cobalt (d,g) 
Chromium (g,i,p) 
Copper (g,i,p,x) 
Iron (g,i,p,x) 
Lead &.P) 
Manganese (d,g,i) 
Mercury ( c , ~ )  
Nickel (g,i,p) 
Selenium (g;p) 
Silver (g,p) 
Thallium (p) 
Tin @) 
Zinc (f,g,i,p) 

Methylmercury (as Hg) 4.47 f 0.32 0.693 f 0.053 

* - See next page for key to coding. 
* - Not certified; information value only. 

A standard of~excellence for more than fifty years 
Un mod&le d'excellence depuis plus de cinquante ans 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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The coding refers only to the ultimate method of analyte determination and not all methods were always applied 
to both certified reference materials, DORM-2 and DOLT-2, which were certified more than a year apart. No 
mention is made here regardimg the various methods of sample preparation, decomposition and possible analyte 
separation prior to determination within each coded method. 

c - Cold vapour atomic absorption spectrometry. 
d - Inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry. 
f - Flame atomic absorption spectrometry. 
g - Graphite furnace atomic absorption spectrometry. 
h - Hydride generation atomic absorption speetrometry. 
i - Inductively coupled plasma atomic emission spectrometry. 
p - Isotope dilution induetively coupled plasma mass spectrometty. 
x - Xray fluorescence spectrometry 

These reference materials are primarily intended for use in the calibration of procedures and the development 
of methods,used for the analysis of marine animals and materials with a similar matrix. 

There appear to be elevated concentrations of iron, chromium and nickel in DORM-2 indicating the possible 
contamination of this material by stainless steel during its preparation. The mercury concentration of this 
certified reference material (CRM) is also relatively high but it is almost all organomercury and was probably 
in the dogfish muscle to start with. 

The materials should be kept tightly closed in the original bottles and should be stored in a cool location, away 
from any intense radiation sources such as ultraviolet lamps and sunlight. 

The bottles should be well mixed by rotation and shaking prior to use, and tightly closed immediately thereafter. 
A cleaned teflon ball is included with each sample. It should be inserted into the bottle the first time it is opened. 
This aids in mixing the material which may tend to cake on prolonged standing. 

Homogeneity 

The materials were tested for homogeneity at the National Research Council (NRC) in Ottawa. Also, randomly 
selected bottles were used for the analytical determinations by the NRC laboratory and the collaborating 
laboratories. 

Results from different bottles indicated no significant differences compared to results from sub-samples within 
bottles. It is assumed, then, that all bottles of these materials have essentially the same composition. The 
homogeneity is warranted by NRC for samples of 250 mg weight and above for the elements listed on the first 
page. There is other evidence which supports homogeneity for some of the analytes down to the level of 25 mg 
samples. 

Instructions for Drying 

DORM-2 and DOLT-2 can be dried to constant weight by: 

(1) drying at reduced pressure (e.g. 50 mm Hg) at room temperature in a vacuum desiccator over 
magnesium perchlorate for 24 hours. 

(2) vacuum drying (about 0.5 mm Hg) a1 room temperalure for 24 hours. 

Both of these methods were used to obtain a conversion factor to produce the "dry weight" results listed on the 
first page. 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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Preparation of Materials 

These reference materials were processed at the Canadian Institute for Fisheries Technology, Technical 
University of Nova Scotia, Halifax. The preparation scheme is described below in the schematic drawing. 
The procedure does not result in totally defatted materials. The dogfish muscle (DORM-2) and liver 
(DOLT-2) materials respectively contain about 5 and 24 percent fat. 

CLEAN DOGFISH 
LIVER 

I 
I 

MUSCCE TISSUE 
STRIPPED FROM 
SKIN. CARTllAGE 

I 
MUSCLE MINCED. 
HOMOGENIZED 

I CHOPPED. 
HOMOGENIZED I 

SPRAY DRIED OIL SEPARATION m 
ACETONE 1 EXTRACTION13X) I 

SCREENED AT 
24 MESH. MIXED 

ACETONE 
EXTRACTION (4X) u 

ACETONE VACUUM 

SCREENEDAT 
24 MESH. MIXED 

I HOMOGENEIN 
TESTING I 

I CERTIFICATION I 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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Stability 

The predecessor CRMs. DORM-1 and DOLT-I, have been periodically analyzed for more than eight years and 
have been both physically and chemically stable over that time. We expect similar behaviour from DORM-2 
and DOLT-2. 

Acknowledgements 
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it is anticipated that as more data become available the established values may be updated and reliable 
values assigned to more elements. Updates will be sent to all users of this reference material. 

Feedback and comments from users are encouraged. 

Comments and inquiries should be addressed to: 
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National ~ e s e a r c h  Council 
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Sequoia . - 
680 Chsrplh hm RnfimdO~ CA 94063 (415) 36&9600 FAX (415) 364-9133 ' 
404N.Monk WaIa  GrdL CA'94598 (510) 988-9600 FAX (510) 988.9673 \939 Analytical 819 Slt*crA-, 8 Srrun-, CA 958% (916) 911-9600 FAX (916) 911-0100 

Received: Apr 17, 1996 
General Minerals Reported: Apr 24, 1996 

Attention: Vicki Kretsinaer Lab Number: 

Bicarbonate Alkalinity, mg/L ....... 
Calclum, mg/L ............................ 
Carbonate Alkalinity, mg/L ............. 
Chloride, mg/L ............................ 
Copper, mg/L .................................. 
Hardness, mg/L.. ., ..................... 
Hydroxide Alkalinity, mg/L .............. 
Iron, mg/L ........................................ 
Magnesium, mg/L ....................... 
Manganese, mg/L ........................... 
pH, pH units .................................. 
Potassium, mg/L ......................... 
Sodium, mg/L ............................. 
Specific Conductance, p h o s / c  
Sulfate, mg/L ............................... 
Surfactants, mg/L ....................... 
Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L ...... ................................... Zinc, mg/L 

Date 
Analyzed 

Lab 
E W  # 

Reporting 
Limit Sample Result 

................. 220 ................. 40 

................. N.D. ................. 59 

................. N.D. ................. 230 

................. N.D. 

................. N.D. ................. 32 

................. N.D. ................. 7.7 ................. 1.4 ................. 50 ................. 700 ................. 35 ................. 0.051 ................. 360 ................. 0.076 

Analyles feported as N.D. were not detected at or abwa Ute reporling limit 
Please note that the sample tor metals was field flltered, thus results are d'bolvad metals. 

. . . .  . . 
SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

/Project 

County of yolo 
8)40635.LUH < I  > 

June 14,1996 
OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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- Sequoia 680 CI-plLc Dme w-d * a $4063 c4tn rsr.w FAX (415) 3u-sla3 
404N.-tLne Wdnu Grrt fk 94598 (510) 988-96(10 FAX (510) 988-9673 

, w .Analytical "9S"b-,Sdte* h w U o . C A  95834 (916) 92IQMK) FAX(916)9214tW 

Bicarbonate Alkalinr(, mg/L ....... 
Calcium, mg/L ........................... 
Carbonate Alkalinity. mg/L ............. 
Chloride, mg/L ............................ 
Copper, mg/L .................................. 
Hardness, mg/L .......................... 
Hydroxkle Alkalinity, mg/L .............. 
Iron, mg/L ................................... 
Magnesium, mg/L ....................... 
Manganese, mg/L ....................... 
pH, pH units .................................. 
Potassium, mg/L ......................... 
Sodium, mg/L ............................. 
SnecMc Conductance. mhos/c -. 
Sulfate, mg/L ............................... 
Surfactants, mg/L ............................ 
Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L ...... 
Zinc, mg/L ....................................... 

- 

Date 
Analyzed 

04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
0411 8/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
0411 8/96 
04/18/96 
0411 8/96 
04/18/96 
04/17/96 
04/18/96 
04/19/96 
04/17/96 
04/22/96 
04/18/96 
04/22/96 
04/18/96 

Analytes reported as N.D. were not detected at or above the repoRlng llmit. 

SEQUOIA ANALYllCAL 

a & ~ e A ~ ~  
- Laboratory 

Reporting 
UmR Sample Result 

10 ................. 240 
0.050 ................. 35 

................. 1.0 N.D. ................. 1.0 48 

................. 0.0050 N.D. ................. 0.50 240 
1.0 ................. N.D. 

0.010 ................. 0.24 
0.10 ................. 37 ................. 0.0050 0.01 1 
N/A ................. 8.4 ................. 0.50 2 0  ................. 0.25 42 
1 0  ................. 650 ................. 2 0  20 

................. 0.050 N.D. ................. 5.0 340 

................. 0.050 N.D. 

county Of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



Sequoia 680"pclte hm ~ a h o ~ d ~ ~ :  CA %M3 (415) 361.9600 FAX (415) 364-9223 
W N . W g u r Y r  W ~ M  Grrf a 94598 (510) 988-9600 FAX (518 981.9613 Analytical 8I*%ib- .  S . 1 ~ 1  hm. CA @I834 (946) 9219600 FAX(916) 911QIW 

Sample Descrtpt Water 

LABORATORY ANALYSIS FOR: Nitrate as NO3 

Saniple Sample Sample 
Number Description Reporting Umrt Resun 

mg/L mg/L 

Analytes reponed as N.D. were not deteetad at or above me foporUng limh 

miect Ma~ger/Sa~I'amentO Laboratory 

County of Yolo . June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



.- a Sequoia - ea-aat. - 0 w . u  rn am *-*a wamw.a,a 
4MN.mLetk Walnut Crrdi CA '%Sa (510) 988-m FAX (510) 986.~67j Analytical " g ~ k = . W v e :  h n u o .  CA 95134 (916) 911-*a FAX 1916) 91191W 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

Method: ~ ~ ~ z i n . 7  EPA 200.7 EPA2W.7 EPAZOO.7 EF'A200.7 EPA425.1 
Analyst: ~ m l a  ~ ~ a n a  K B M ~  K S M ~  K.- LMsrtln 

Concentration 
Spiked: 5.0 mg/L 5.0 m g / ~  5.0 mgfi 5.0 m g / ~  5.0 m g / ~  0.50 m g / ~  

LCS Batch#: -1-E LCSWlB96E LCSW1WE LCSWlWE LCSWlWE LCS041896 

Date Prepared: (rMi8/96 04/18/= 04/18/96 04/18/gs 04/18/06 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/18/96 04/18/98 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 

Instrument I.D.#: ICP-I 1cp.1 ICP-I ICP-1 ICP-1 w spec 1 

LCS % 
Recovery: 102 

Control Limits: 90110 90110 90110 90110 80110 80.120 

MS/MSD 
Batch #: 6040636 6040636 5040636 6 ~ ~ 3 6  SO41796 

Date Prepared: w/l8/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 ~ ~ 1 8 ~ 9 6  04/18/96 04/17/96 
Date Analyzed: w/rs/ss w/rs/ss 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/17/96 

Instrument l.D.#: ICP-I ICP-I ICP-1 ICP-1 ICP-1 W Spec 1 

Matrix Spike 
x Recovery: 30 47 96 100 10 IM 

Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: 28 45 96 100 10 98 
4 

Relative % 
Difference: 6.8 43 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

Please Note: 
The LCS is amntml sample of horn, lnlertenmfna maW that isanalyzed using the same reagents, 
prepadon and analytical memods employed for the samples. The LCS % remvety dala is used for 
velldallon of sample batch nsub. Llue to mabix eflectp. the OC l imb for MS/MSIYs are advisoryonlv 
and an, not used to accept or reject baW results. 

County of Yo10 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



a Sequoia 680 cbWIdx hhs Rchrmd Ow CA 9(063 (41s) 364.9600 FAX (4151 364.9233 
404N.W-i, W ~ M  Gdc. CA' 94591 UIO) 918-9600 FAX UtO) 981-9673 w Analytic- "9 s"k.l"-. Zdt.8 ~ C N I ) .  CA 95834 (916) 921-9600 FAX (916) n l . 0 1 ~  

QUALITY CONlROL DATA REPORT 

Method: EPAm.7 EPA2m.7 EPAZUl.7 WA2m.7 WAZUJ.7 
Analyst: K B M ~  K B M ~  K B D I ~ ~  ~ ~ a r ~ a  K & ~ U  

Concentfalion 
Spiked: 12s mg/L 125 ma& asorne/l. S.O~Q/L 1 2 . 5 ~ / L  

LCS Batch#: Icso41896 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 8 9 6  ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 8 8 6  ~CS041896 LCS011896 

Date Prepared: 04/18/96 W/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/lg/se 04/19/96 w/19/96 04/19/96 04/18/46 

instrument i.D.#: ICP-1 ICP-1 0-1 ICP-1 ICP-1 

LCS % 
Reoovery: a, 97 91 96 90 

Control Umits: 84120 85120 85120 84120 60.12~ 

MS/MSD 
Batch #: eaaxm w ~ M O ~ ~ ~ W O B ~ S D P O ~ ~  

Date Prepared: 04/18/96 04/18/96 w/ta/ss 04/18/96 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/19/96 o4/19/96 04/19/96 W/IS/S~ 04/19/96 

instrument I.D.#: ICP-1 m.1 ICP-1 ICP-1 ICP-1 

Matrix Spike 
% Recovery: 72 76 88 90 68 

Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: 94 90 91 94 82 

Relative % 
Difference: 26 16 3.4 4.3 18 

Plaase Now 
The LCSk a oonaol ramplo d!awwn. lntsrlemnttree maWBlatl8 analyzed using the m e  mreagonts. 

SEQUOIA ANALYl'iCRd. preparation and w e a l  msU~ads omplapd for the samples. The LCS X m m ~ r y  date is usad for 
valldatlon ot .ample bat& mwfts Due to mW s~wts,the CX: nmitsfor MS/MS[TS are advisory only 

and we not d to acraptar mi@ batch wits. 

/ Project Manager/Sacrarnento Laboratory 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 1 ! 



I Sequoia - 
6.0-mhh 404 N. WWC ~ u r   WAR^ LU-u ~ r r k .  U' 94S91 -3 (415) wlo) 918.9600 361-9600 F A X ~ I ~ . ) ~ L M U  FAX (slo) 981.9673 . w halJTtical t~*~rar+ zrite t ~ a m c ~ , ,  u 95134 (916) at-9~00 FAX (916) 911.010 

oodland, CA 95695 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

ANALYTE 
AlkalinW Chlodde Ec Sulfate ms mte I 

Method: WA3lO.l 
Analyst: L Manin 

Concentration 
Splksd: n m g / L  

LCS Batch#: ~cso4 i .m 

Date Prepared: w/l8/% 
Date Analyzed: 04/18/96 

Instrument I.D.#: PK* 

LCS % 
Recovery: 94 $04 110 1 ~ )  ea too 

Control Limits: 80120 80120 8 0 1 ~  80120 80120 ~ 1 1 0  

.c 

MS/MSD 
Batch #: 6040583 6040ea 604~635 6040662 6040652 9604C2M1 

- 
Date Prepared: 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/17/96 04/22/96 w/P/96 04/18/96 

Date Analyzed: 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/17/96 041- w/p/96 04/18/96 
instrument ID.#: P K ~  l i i u o n  E G ~  1-1 ~4 INIG~ 

Matrix Spike 
% Recovery: 'go 92 w 104 101 97 

.- Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: w 94 w 102 88 97 

-.r 
Relative X 
DHference: 0.0 22  0.0 1.9 3.0 0.0 

Please No(e: 

~ h s  US is a mntml samnle oi known. imedemnt free maOixthat is anabed usinn me same reagents. 
SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL preparatlonand anal@& m&odsekploysd formesamples. The L C ~  % w&rydataisusedfor 

I / n A ,  I validaeon - - -  ofsam~le bat& msulth. h e m  maMx stlecls. me (X: limW for MSIMStYa are advisory only I 
C. Schneider 

Project Manager/Sacramento Laboratary 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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Sequoia €30 ~ p n ~ ~  MU ~ r d ~ a l  0% CA 9 ~ ) 6 )  (419 364A6M) FAX (415) 364-9233 
404 N.%t lur W ~ M  Cis& W 9 8  (510) 988-9605 FAX (110) 981-%73 w hdyfical 8 1 9 ~ ~ ~ , S u l ~ a  h a u , , C A  $5834 (916) 921.9600 FAX 1916)911.01w 

Woodland. CA 95695 
I 
\ 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

Method: EPA lS0.1 
Analyst. L W n  

Date: 04/17/96 

Sample #: 6040635 

Sample 
Concentration: 7.7 

Sample 
Duplicate 

Concentration: 7.7 

% RPD: 0.0 

Control Limits: 0-20 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments I 
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Sequoia - a ~ ~ p u ~ h h e  ilrhrmda~.a -3 (415) ~1.9600 FAX (415)3&9233 . 
UUN.ppLalur W d ~ t  Grrf CA W 9 1  ($10) 911-9600 FAX (510) 981-9613 w &alyt-cal "9S"..-. a*: %mmm. 95134 ($161 =I-ssa, FAX (916) 9 1 1 4 1 ~  

GENERAL MINERAL ANALYSIS 

Bicarbonate Alkalinity, mg/L ....... 
Calcium, mg/L ............................ 

Alkalinity, mg/L ............. 
Chloride, mg/L. ........................... 
Copper, mg/L .................................. 
Hardness, mg/L ......................... 
Hydmxide Alkalinity, mg/L .............. 
Iron, mg/L ........................................ 
Magnesium, mg/L .................... 
Manganese, mg/L ........................... 
pH, pH unlts .................................. ......................... Potassium, mg/L 
Sodium, mg/L ............................. 
Specific Conductance, pmhos/c 
Sulfate, mg/L ............................... 
Surfactants, mg/L ....................... 
Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L ...... 
Zinc, mg/L ....................................... 

Date 
Analyzed 

04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/86 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/18/96 
04/22/96 
04/18/96 
04/22/96 
04/18/96 

Lab 
ELAP # 

1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 

Analytas reportsd as N.D. warn no( detertad at or abow the mpomng l i i  
Please nom mst the sample tor metds was field Riiersd, thus rssuib aro disoWd momis. 

SEQUDlA ANALYTICAL 

fifld~/k&21~ nda C. Schneider 

(/project Manager/Sacramento Laboratory 

Repotling. 
Umit Sample Resuit 

" ............... 240 ......... .., .... 42 
................. N.D. ................. 39 
................. N.D. ................. 240 
................. N.D. 
................. N.D. .. ................. 34 
................. N.D. 
" ............... 7.4 ................. 1.7 ................. 32 ................. 600 ................. 38 ................. 0.12 ................. 330 
................. N.D. 

County of Yoio 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Commenls 
Response to Comments 



- a Sequoia 680 'dawde hm ifmhmxd oM CA ~3 (4;s) 364.9600 FAX (4rs) 364.9233 

404N.W@sLrr Wdw Gd. C4 94598 (510) 988.9600 FAX (510) 988.9613 Analytical :19UIUr.rAmuc.%dtct %xmmm, CA 95834 (916) 921-9600 FAX (916) ~I.OIM 

oodland. CA 95695 Nitrate as NO3 

LABORAfORY ANALYSIS FOR: Nitrate as NO3 

Sample Sample Sample 
Number Desaiption Reporting UmR Result 

me/L ms/L 

604-0662 I .  Cache Cr W5 1 .O 8.3 

Analyres reported as N.D. were not deteed at or a b w  me reporting llmk 

SEQUOIA ANALMlCAL E W  #I210 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 





- Sequoia 610 ~ h a r p r ~ e  ~t ive  ~odrmd 0% CA 94063 HI51 364-9600 FAX (4151 164-9133 

.U)(N.W@ulur WdwI Grrf CA WS98 *II5101 988-9600 FAX ($10) 91111.9673 Analytical ll"a-,Cltllet h m w .  CA 95834 (916l Sll-9600 FAX (916) 911-DIW 

Reported: Apr 25, 1996'4 
2slBmmx--. 

QUAUN CONTROL DATA REPORT 

Chloride EC Sultats TDS Nhnte 

Method: EPAZ25.3 EPA 120.1 EPA375.4 EPA160.1 EPA3W.O 
Analyst: LMarlin S. ~hilnps L Martin S. Phillips S. Lw 

Concentration two 
Spiked: somg/L mh=/m 20me/L smms/L lomg/L 

LCS Batch#: ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 8 9 6  ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 8 9 6  L C S W m  ~ ~ 2 2 9 6  LCSW1896 

Date Prepared: 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/22/96 w/~/86 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/18/95 04/18/96 04/p/96 04/p/96 04/18/96 

lflsbument 1.D.W. mation EG1 1-1 BAL4 lNlG1 

LCS % 
Recovery: 106 110 1m 98 1w 

Control Limits: 80120 80120 80120 0~120 80110 - 
MS/MSD 
Batch #: 6wo6m ~ w ) s 6 2  6 ~ 0 6 8 2  6~0662 98)4Q501 

Date Prepared: 04/18/46 04/18/96 04/22/96 04/22/96 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: w/18/96 04/18/96 w/p/W 04/22/96 04/18/96 

Instrument I.D.#: mation EGI 1.1 - 4  INIGX 

Matrix Spike 
% Recovery: 92 i m $04 101 97 

Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: 94 IM r m  s8 97 

Relative % 
Difference: 22 0.0 19  3.0 0.0 

Please Note: 
m e  LCS is a control m o l e  of known. hnrtsrsnt trw matrix that is enalVled using the same reagents. 

I p r e p d o n  and anah/tii methods amployed (orme samples. The L& X mGry data is used lor 
I Af validation of samole bafch reaunt. b e  to mwix sflscls, me OC limits tor MS/MSUs are advisory only I 

m d   an^ not usad to aaapior reled barn rs=&. 1 

6W0662LUH <4> 

County of Yoio OCMP EIR Response to Comments 

June 14,1996 4-291 Response to Comments 



Sequoia - 6 d O O m p a k D m c  ~cdrmdat~, clt P1063 (415) 364-9600 FAX(41S) 364.9133 
m N . o p i p t t ~ r r  W d a a G 4  CA w s a  (510) 981-9600 FAX (510) 9 8 8 . ~ 3  w Analytical II~S**-.~.~PI SM-~LI~. CA 9ssu (916) 911-9600 FAX (916) 911-0100 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

Methad: EPA 1W.l 
Analyst: LMartin 

Date: 04/18/96 

Sample 
Concentration: 7.4 

Sample 
Duplicate 

Concentration: 7.4 

% RPD: 0.0 

Control urnits: 0-20 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 





a Sequoia - mo- ac w OW. 9 -3 (419 u-9603  FAX^^) 3 a . ~ ~ .  . 
e M N . % s k  %hICCrrk. 945% (510) 988-9603 FAX (510) 9 8 + W S  w Analytical U"s"t.."-. Liu 8 h a c o .  C4 95834 (916) 921-9603 FAX (916) 911.0100 

Bicarbonate Alkalinity, mg/L ....... 
Calcium, mg/L ........................... 
Carbonate Alkalinity, mg/L ............. 
Chloride, mg/L .................... , ...... 
Copper, mg/L .................................. 
Hardness, mg/L .......................... 
Hydroxide Alk$linity, mg/L .............. 
Imn, mg/L ........................................ 
Magnesium, mg/L ....................... 
Manganese, mg/L ........................... 
pH, pH units .................................. 
Potassium, mg/L ......................... 
Sodium, mg/L ............................. 
Specmc Conductance, pmhos/c 
Sulfate, mg/L ............................... 
Surfactants, mg/L ....................... 
Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L ...... 
Zinc, mg/L ....................................... 

GENERAL MINERAL ANALYSIS 

Date 
Analyzed 

Lab 
ELAP # 

Analyiea reponed as N.D. ware not daleclad at ar b e  the reponing limit 
Please note mat sample for metab was field finend, thus resub are ddisoohnd metals. 

SEQUOIA ANALYIICAL 

Reporting 
limit Sample Resun 

................. 400 ................. 76 

.................. N.D. ................. 80 ................. N.D. ................. 430 

................. N.D. 

................. N.D. ................. 59 

................. N.D. 
" ............... 7.4 ................. 2 4  .......... , ..... 72 ................. 1,000 ................. 54 ................. 0.055 ................. 620 
................. N.D. 

county Of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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- Sequoia - U l r ~ . ~ t ~  
680 C h s h  hhe Rcdvood OW, 94063 (415) 364.- FAX (415) 361.9133 ' 

W d w  M O( 91598 (5101 988.96M FAX (510) 988-961) w Analytical "9 SOhfAvem% Ulc l h c n w  U 95134 (916) 921-96M) FAX 1916) 91141M) 

GENERAL MINERAL ANALYSIS 

Analyte 

....... Bicarbonate Alkalinity, mg/L 
Calcium mg/L ............................ ............. Carbomte Alkalinity, mg/L 
Chloride, mg/L ............................ 

.................................. Copper, mg/L 
Hardness, mg/L ................ .. ........ 

.............. Hydroxide Alkalinity, mg/L 
Iron, mg/L ........................................ ....................... Magnesium, mg/L 

........................... Manganese, mg/L 
pH, pH un

i

ts ........................... .. ..... ......................... Potassium, mg/L ........ ................... Sodium, mg/L .. 
Specific Conductance, pmhos/c ............................... Sulfate, mg/L 
Surfactants, mg/L ............................ 
Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L ...... 
Zinc, mg/L ....................................... 

Date 
Analyzed 

Lab Repofing 
ELAP# Limit Sample Resun 

Analytes repoRed as N.D. were not detected at or abwa the repofting limit 
Please note that sample for metals was field filtered, thus resuits are dissohrsd metals 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

................. 430 ................. 62 

................. N.D. ................. 89 

................. N.D. ................. 530 

................. N.D. 

................. N.D. ................. 79 

................. N.D. 
, ............... 7.1 ................. 1.4 ................. 69 ................. 1,200 ................. 68 
................. N.D. ................. 720 
................. N.D. 

County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 

June 14,1996 Response to Comments 
4-295 



Sequoia - ma-+= a, mar 0% u -3 (4m m.9600 FAX ( 4 m  -92.3. 
4 M N . m L u r  Walw G&. U( 94598 (510) 988.9600 FAX (510) 918-9673 w Analytical 119SWkerAmue, 5vik 1 Srmnmw, 958U (916) 911-9600 FAX (9tB) 91lsrw 

GENERAL MINERAL ANALYSIS 

Analyte 

Bicarbonate Alkalinity, mg/L..,.. 
Calcium, mg/L .......................... 
Carbonate AlkalinHy, mg/L ............. 
Chloride, mg/L ............................ 
Copper, mg/L .... ; ............................. 
Hanlness, mg/L ......................... 
Hydroxide Alkalinky, mg/L .............. 
Iron, mg/L ........................................ 
Magnesium, mg/L .................... ,. 
Manganese; mg/L ........................... 
pH, pH units .................................. 
Potassium, mg/L ....................... 
Sodium, mg/L ............................. 
Specific Conductance, pnhos/c 
Sulfate, mg/L ............................... 
Surfactah, mg/L ....................... 
Total Dissolved Solids, ma/L ...... - -. 
Zinc, mg/b ....................................... 

Date 
Analyzed 

Lab Reporting 
ELAP# Umil Sample Result 

................. 310 ................. 59 ................. N.D. 
, ............... 68 
................. N.D. ................. 340 
................. N.D. ................. N.D. ................. 46 
................. N.D. .............. ". 7.4 ..........,..... 1.9 ................. 51 ................. 800 ................. 37 ................. 0.051 ................. 480 
................. N.D. 

A n W s  mpor(ed ss N.O. ware not detected P or above tho mpaning Umk 
Pleaas now mat sample for metals was field Ruered, thus results an diswlMd metds. 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

Laboratory 
6M0583.LUH <3> 

county Of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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LABORATORY ANALYSIS FOR: Nitrate as NO3 

Sample Sample Sample 
Number Description Reporting Umlt Result 

mg/L mg/L 

Analyles reporled as N.D. were not detected at or ahwe the reporling limit. 

SEQUQIA ANALYTICAL EIAP #1210 

LT.2 

County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
June 14,1996 4-297 Response lo Comments 



Sample Descript: Water 

LABORATORY ANALYSIS FOR: Nitrate as NO3 

Sample Sample Sample 
Number Description Reporting Umit ResuQ 

mg/L mg/L 

h a t e s  caportad as N.O. were not detected at w sbwe ths reporting limit. 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL ELAP #1210 

N&z/h nda C. Schneider P]&MW& 
M r o j e c t  Manager/Sacramento Laboratory 

County of Yolo OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
June 14.1996 4-298 Response to Comments 



I Sequoia @ o h - * -  1wa~.ul.-3 (415) m.m FAXUW 36+9233 
404 N. Wwf Lw Wdntl M S4S98 610) 988A600 FAX (S10) 981-9611 w Analytical W ~ A ~  Sdte8 Scram* CA 9S131 (916) 9l19600 FAX (916) 9114100 

, . 

Woodland. CA 95695 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

ANALYFE 
Caldum WgnsJium iron Sodium PoLBslium Surfactms Alkalinity 

Method. ~ ~ ~ 2 m . 7  EPA2W.7 EPA2M.7 EPA2W.7 EPAZW.7 EPA4P.l EPA310.1 
Analyst: KBana KBana KBana KBana KBana L Maflin L Msrtin 

Concentration 
spiked: 5.0 ~ Q / L  5.0 m g / ~  SO m g l ~  5.0 ~ Q / L  5.0 ~ Q / L  OSO~~IL n mg/L 

LCS Batch#: LCSW1896E L W l W E  LCSW1896E LCSW1896E LCSW1WE LCSW1896 LCSM1896 

Date Prepared. w/i8/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 w/18/96 w/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/18/96 M/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 

Instrument I.D.#: ICP-1 Icp.1 ICP-I 1cP.1 ICP-1 W Spec I pH-1 

LCS % 
Recovery: tm 103 103 102 98 96 94 

Control t i m k  90110 90110 5c-110 30110 90110 80.120 80.120 

MS/MSD 
Batch #: soww3 6040616 6040635 6040616 6040616 BSW1796 6040583 

Date Prepared: w/ia/ss ~ /18 /96  04/18/96 ~ /18 /96  ~ ~ 1 8 1 9 6  04/18/96 04/18/96 

Date Analyzed: 0411 8/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 04/18/96 

Instrument I.D.#: ICP-1 1cp.1 ICP-1 ICP-1 ICP-I WSpac 1 P K ~  

Matrix Spike 
% Recovery: 30 47 %m 10 1 m  104 90 

Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: 28 45 100 10 1m 98 90 

Relative % 
Difference: 6.8 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 9  0.0 

I The LCS is a mnml  sample of known, intetierant hoe mW: that is analwad usrng the same reagentr. 
SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL prsparatlon and analytical memads smplDysd tor the samples. The LCS % remvary data is uoed lor 

I /  n , validation of sample batch results. Due ta matrl.x st(ens, the OC limns tar Ms/Msoh ive advisory only I 
and are not u d  ta m p t  or mieet barn msults. I 

Lt'nda C. Schne'ider 
Project Manager/Sacramento Laboratory 

County of Yoio 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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a Sequoia - 6110 Qvap.lre I%-z Fkdwad Qy. a 9G-S (415) 3666(-gfQl FAX (48.5) 364 .~33  ' 
404 N. ww L;W wdm ced c* -8 (510) 9 8 8 - ~  FAX (510) 9 s a . m  w Analytical 189 Mker~rcn.. Sulh 8 ~~. CA 95834 (986) 911-9600 FAX (916) 911-0100 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

ANALYE 
Chloride EC Sulfate mS N h t n  

Method: 
Analyst: 

ConwntraUon 
Spiked: 

EPA m.3 
L Maan 

EPA375.4 EPA 160.1 
LMartln 8 Phillips 

LCS Batch#. 

Date Preparad. 
Date Analyzed: 

Instrument I.D.#: 

04/16/96 
04/16/96 

EGI 

LCS % 
Recovery: 

Control Umfts: 

MS/MSD 
Batch #: ~)40662 

Date Prepared: 04/18/96 
Date Analyzed: 04/48/96 

instrument I.D.#: T i t i on  

Matrix Spike 
% Recovery: $2 

Matrix Spike 
Duplicate % 

Recovery: 94 

Relative % 
Difference: 2.2 

Pleas0 NOW 
me LCSk a o o m l  sample of b~om, inlotfarent frw matrix mat k anslyred using the m e  reagents. 
pmparauon and malytifat memods amptoyad for me samples. The LCS % remverydata k used for 
vslfdatian ataumple bslch msuf*i. Due m maw sneog, he GC limits tor MS/MSD's are adviSDn/ Only 
and an, not used m aawm or R/W babh results. 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

Project Manager/Sacrarnento Laboratory 

County of Yolo 
June 14, 1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



Sequoia - 680 ~E+akc &ivc W ~ Q ~  Q 94W3 (415) 364.- FAX (415) 364-9233 a 
404 N. Wwt Lur W ~ M  Gd. CA 94598 (510) 9884600 FAX (510) 988-9673 w Analytical 8l9S&~A-.LIte 8 ~ C M D .  CA 95834 (916) 9ll-9600 FAX (916) 921.01W 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA REPORT 

Method: EPA ISD.1 
Analyst: L Msrtin 

Date: 04/l6/96 

Sample 
Concentration: 10.2 

Sample 
Duplicate 

Concentration: 10.2 

% RPD: 0.0 

Control Limits: 0-20 

SEQUOIA ANALYTICAL 

nda C. Schneider - Manager/Sacramento Laboratory 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 
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To: Frontier Geosciences Inc. 
414 Pontius Avenue North 
Seattle, WA 98109 
(206) 622-6960 

YNoIe, Itecicved By:  %a. y b ~ ? ~  7: /Zp/n 
NAME DATE TIME 

. . 
Comments: . 

QA Level Desired: & N o r n ~ a i  Reseat-ch ( ) €PA CLP Style (high level,30% addilional cost) 
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CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD 

LuhdorIf and Soalmanlnl. Consuttlna Enplneers 
600 Flrst Street. Woodlmnd. Ca. 06006  
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MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS IN SEDIMENTS FROM THE 
GRAVEL MINING AREA 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments I 
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APPENDIX B 

MERCURY CONCENTRATIONS IN SEDIMENTS OF THE GRAVEL MINlNG 
AREA. 

Data on mercury collected in sediments in the gravel mining area is described below. This 
data was collected by Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, Woodland - 
California, and their drilling contractor. 

- 

Sample Location Criteria. The concentrations of total mercury and methyl mercury in 
soils were determined at existing and planned wet-pit areas adjacent to lower Cache 
Creek. On April 15 and April 16, 1996, soil samples were collected from two borings 
installed at each of the Soiano Concrete and Cache Creek Aggregates project sites. The 
boring locations and sample selections were based on the following criteria: 

Location of the boring relative to the Creek. Borings at each site were selected both 
near to and away from Cache Creek, and the two sites are located near to (Cache 
Creek Aggregates) and away from (Solano Concrete) the head of the lower Cache 
Creek basin. 

Location of the boring relative to an existing or planned wetpit mining area. 
Borings were located near an existing wet pit (Solano Concrete) and planned wet pits 
(Cache Creek Aggregates). 

Sample depth relative to the water table. Several samples were collected both above 
and below the water table in each boring. 

- 
Sample grdtion. Samples were collected in both fine- and coarse-grained soils. 

The borings were designated SC-1 and SC-2 at Solano Concrete and CC-1 andCC-2 at 
Cache Creek Aggregates, and are located on their respective site maps (Figures 5-1 and 
5-2). 

Sample Collection. A hollow-stem auger rig was used to install the borings to a depth of 
50 feet. Soil samples were collected as the drilling proceeded using a California sampler 

- (lined with 2-inch brass and stainless steel sleeves), driven ahead of the auger bit into 
undisturbed soil at 2-112 to 10-foot intervals. Soil samples were numbered by boring 
location and depth (e.g. a sample from Solano Concrete's boring #1 from a depth of 16 
feet was denoted as "SC-1-16"). The sampler and sleeves were cleaned with Alconox and 
then rinsed with deionized water prior to collecting aU soil samples. All sample sleeves 
were capped, taped, sealed in Ziploc bags, and stored on ice for transport to Frontier 
Geosciences in Seattle, Washington, with appropriate chain-of-custody procedures. 

County of ~ o i o  
June 14,1996 
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An attempt was made during sample collection to provide a "full" soil sample in each 
sleeve; however, the coarse nature of the gravel deposits, which often contained cobbles 
larger than 2 inches, resulted in some partially-filled sleeves. Also, due to the sleeve size 
and sample collection method, the samples comprise soils with gravel sizes limited to a 2- 
inch size or less. Thus, samples from the coarsest deposits of gravel and cobbles beneath 
the sites are not truly representative of these deposits. The position of the water table was 
estimated from the degree of sample saturation noted during drilling and from the position 
of water rising up into the augers atter drilling ceased. 

Soil samples collected on April 15, 1996, were frozen overnight at Luhdofl and 
Scalmanini Consulting Engineers office in Woodland, California. Following sampling 
activities on April 16, 1996, soil samples for total mercury and methyl mercury analyses 
were shipped overnight to Frontier Geosciences. The samples were packed with ice packs 
and dry ice. 

Soil Sample Analyses. Soil samples were collected for total mercury analyses at the four 
boring locations. Two samples from boring S G l  at Solano Concrete were analyzed for 
methyl mercury. These samples included SC-1-2.5 (near surface soil collected at a depth 
of 2.5 feet) and SC-1-45 (saturated soil collected below the water table at a depth of 45 
feet). Soil samples were handled at the laboratory using ultra-clean protocols. Soil for 
analysis was extracted from the center of the cores so as to analyze material not in contact 
with the wall of the sleeve. As mentioned above, in several cases (particularly samples 
collected below the water table), incomplete sample retrieval (i.e. loose soil, partially 
filling the sleeve) made it diicult to obtain soil that had not been in contact with the 
sleeve. 

When trying to extract the center of a sample, away from the core, gravel material was 
removed and discarded. It is assumed that Frontier Geosciences, Inc., removed material 
only from the gravely samples. Thus, concentration of mercury in gravely samples are 
considered overestimates. 

Sample Results. The materials encountered during drilling at each site were similar and 
comprised a thin upper layer of clayey silty overburden, underlain by a fairly continuous 
deposit of coarse sand and well-rounded gravels and cobbles. A description of the soil 
materials, as well as sample and water table locations, is provided in lithologic logs for 
each site (Figures B-1 through B-4). The results of the total mercury and methyl mercury 
analyses are summarized in Table B-I. The laboratory analytical data sheets are included 
in Appendix A materials. 

An analysis of two sieved samples containing gravely sand or gravel/sand/mud, indicated 
that smaller material contains most of the mercury. Sieved material 2 mm in diameter or 
smaller contained 81 or 91 percent of the total mercury in both size groups. On a dry 
weight basis, mercury in the cores from the Solano Concrete site were at 0.1 and 0.9 
mgkg (parts per d o n  [ppm]) in the top 3 feet of sandy soil, and 0.3 and 0.2 mgtkg in 
muddy sand at 35 and 45 feet, respectively. Otherwise, mercury was less than 0.05 

County of Yolo 
- , June 14,1946 
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mglkg. None of  the samples from the Cache Creek Aggregates sites exceeded 0.07 mglkg 
in total mercury. The two methyl mercury samples from sandy soil or gravely sand at the 
Solano Concrete site were measured at <0.000001 and 0.00009 mgkg. 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 
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LITHOLOGY 
SC-1 

Depth Description 

O ' - m  

x Silty Cloy - low plastic: tan to brown. 

Sandy Silt - ton to  brown 

Silty Sandy Grovel - 1 to 2"; well rounded. 
Franciscan Fm. source (white. red. 
blue chert: greenstone; 'gray wacke; 
quortz nodules). 

Silty Sandy Grovel - 1 to 2". 

Sondy Gravel/Cobbles - 2 to 3'. 

Sondy ~ rave l / ~obb les  - 2 to 3". 

Clayey Sondy Grovel - 1 to 2". 

Static Water Level 

Cloyey Sondy Grovel - 1 to 2". 

Cloyey Sondy Grovel/Cobbles - 2 to 3". 

x - Denotes Soil Sample Collected 

LUHDORFF tS SCALMANlNl Figure B-1. Boring SC-1, Solano concrete lithologic profile. 
C O N S U L T I N G  E N G I N E E R S  

County of Yolo 
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LITHOLOGY 
SC-2 

Description 

Silty Cloy - moderate plastic: ton 

x 

Cloyey Sondy Silt 

X 

Clayey Sondy Silt 

Cloyey Silt/Sond 

X 

Clayey Sondy Silt 

X 

Sondy Silty Grovel - 1 to 2"; well 
Fronciscon Frn. source. (white. 
greenstone; groy wocke; quartz 

Sondy Silty Grovel/Cobbles - 3 to 

Sondy Silty Grovel - 1" to 2". 
X 

Grovelly Sondy Silty Cloy 

X 

Clayey Sondy Grovel - 1" to 2". 

i to brown 

rounded; 
red, blue chert: 
nodules). 

x - Denotes Soil Sornple Collected 
On--- 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 
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LITHOLOGY 
CC- 1 

Depth Description 

Sondy Grovelly Cobbles - to 6"; well 
rounded; Franciscan Frn. source. (white, red. 
blue chert, greenstone; gray wocke; quartz 
nodules). 

Sondy Grovelly Cobbles - to  4"; damp. 

Sondy Grovel - to 2"; wet. 

Cloyey Silty Sand/Grovel - to 1"; runny; 
tan. 

x - Denotes Soil Sample Collected 

*-7-i l~mA?#m2O.c 

LUHOORFF & SCALMANINI Figure B-3. Boring CG1, Cache Creek aggregates 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS lithologic profile. 

Bd 
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LITHOLOGY 
CC-2 

Depth Descriotion 

Cloyey Silt - low plastic; ton. 

Sand Gravelly Cobbles - to 4"; well rounded; 
&nciscon Frn. source. (white. red, blue chert: 
greenstone; gray wacke; quortz nodules). 

Sondy Grovelly Cobbles - to 3" 

Damp 

Cloyey Sondy Grovel - to 2"; very runny. 

Cloyey Sond/Gravel - to 1 "; very runny. 

x - Denotes Sod Sample Collected 
""-0IIIIIlIIlCLD.T 

LUHDORFF & SCALMANlNl Figure B4 .  Boring CC-2, Cache Creek aggregates 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS lithologic profile. 

B-7 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



TABLE B-1 

MERCURY SPECIATION IN CORE BORINGS AT SOLANO CONCRETE AND CACHE 
CREEK AGGREGATES SITES, YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, APRIL 1516,1996. 

I SG1-2.5 1 4-15-96 1 Silty Clay 1 0.8590 1 766.3 1 892.1 1 
I SC-1-2.5 methyl 1 4-15-96 1 Silty Clay 1 0.8590 1 0.081 1 0.094 1 

SC-1-16 

SC-1-45 

SC-2-16 1 4-15-96 1 Clayey SitlSand 1 0.9676 1 32.1 1 33.2 1 

SG1-45 methyl 

SC-1-50 

SC-2-2.5 

4-15-96 

4-15-96 

4-15-96 

4-15-96 

4-15-96 

SC-2-35 

I CC-1-50 1 4-16-96 1 Clayey S i  Sand/Gravel ( 0.8881 1 36.9 1 41.5 1 

Silty Sandy Gravel 

Clayey Sandy Gravel 

CC-1-3 

CC-1-25 

CC-1-25 

CC-1-40 

4-16-96 Clayey Silt I I 

Clayey Sandy Gravel 

Clayey Sandy GraveVCobbles 

Clayey Sandy Silt 

sc-2-45 1 4-15-96 1 Gravely sandy silty clay 0.7947 153.3 I 192.9 I 4-15-96 

County of Yolo 
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0.9710 

0.8655 

4-16-96 

4-16-96 

4-16-96 

4-16-96 
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0.8655 

0.8214 

0.8179 

Sandy S i  Gravel 

39.8 

33.4 

Sandy Gravely Cobbles 

Sandy Gravely Cobbles 

Sandy Gravely Cobbles (>2mm) 

Clayey Silty SWGravel 

41.0 

38.6 

4.001 

40.7 

86.2 

0.7855 

4.001 

49.5 

105.4 

0.9731 

0.9345 

0.9576 

0.8735 

245.5 323.5 

15.8 

68.4 

6.1 

38.2 

16.2 

73.2 

6.4 

43.7 



LETTER 14: FOSf ER WHEELER ENVIRONMENTAL COWPOWTION 

Response to Comment 14-1: 

The commentor presents two general points regarding the appropriateness in the DElR of 
a mercuy level of 0.5 mglkg in fish tissue as an action level presented in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3. Staff agrees with the commentor that the level is conservative relative to 
the FDA fish advisory criterion which applies to interstate commerce and human 
consumption. Staff would like to point out that the mining proposed under the OCMP 
results in the creation of habitat not currently found in the Cache Creek region (with the 
exception of the Solano Concrete unreclaimed lakes). The potential for methylation of 
mercu ry could be enhanced if conditions favorable for anaerobic bacteria growth is created 
in the bottoms of the pits. W~thin this environment, many species could be affected by the 
potential conversion of mercury to methylmercury in the lakes. The EIR does not, as 
suggested by the commentor, initiate a "new regulatory process that is inconsistent with 
existing federal or state processes". The mitigation measures in the DElR are 
recommended to reduce the potential for adverse environmental impacts. A conservative 
approach was warranted for the evaluation of the mercuy levels in the existing mining pit 
lakes. 

In the second portion of the comment, the commentor acknowledges that the California 
EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has used the 0.5 mglkg 
as a "red flag" for potential human health problems related to consumption of fish 
population affected by mercury. The commentor also points out that health advisories have 
been set in areas of the state where fish contain similar levels of mercuy. The purpose 
of applying this standard to the required testing of existing mining pit lakes was to provide 
a "red flag" to be considered in the approval process. 

The comments regarding the function of fish advisories and typical application of the 
advisories provides prospective for the potential of high mercury levels in fish in lakes that 
would be created under the proposed OCMP.   ow ever, the purpose of the performance 
standards presented in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a is also to avoid creation or maintenance 
of environments which an unacceptable risk of exposure of other species to 
methylmercury in the environment. 

At the time of preparation of the DEIR information regarding mercury levels in fish in the 
mining pits and Cache Creek within lower Cache Creek basin were not available. The 
results of the Slotton and Rueter study of the Solano Concrete mining pit lakes provide 
important information supporting the analyses of potential impacts of environmental 
mercury presented in the DEIR. In addition, the report on the study presents significant 
information regarding ambient levels of mercury in Cache Creek within the OCMP planning 
area. The results of the study indicate that fish within the Solano Concrete mining pit lakes 
contain mercury at levels of concern for the protection of human health for individuals 
consuming fish from the lakes. The levels of mercury in fish collected from the lakes 
ranged from 0.16 to 0.30 mglkg for smaller non-predatory species (i.e. green sunfish) to 
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0.30 to 0.92 mglkg for larger predatory fish (i.e. smallmouth bass and brown bullhead) and 
catfish. Although none of the fish contained mercury levels above the FDA threshold of 
1.0 mglkg, five of the 17 larger fish specimens contained mercury levels above the NAS 
threshold level of 0.5 mglkg. 

The Slotton and Rueter study also presented previously unpublished data on mercury 
levels in fish collected from the lower Cache Creek in October 1995. The comparison of 
mercury levels in fish collected within the creek were compared to the mercury levels in fish 

..<> :.< ;v>...t .... , .... :. collected from the Solano Concrete mining pit lakes. i~he~mercurvilevels:iiil~s~all'e~~!:~oA~ 
predatory fish and small to medium-sized predatory fish (smallmbuth bass and crappie) 
and large catfish were similar in both sampling populations. The results for brown bullhead 
specimens indicated that the levels of mercury in fish collected from the Solano Concrete 
lakes were slightly elevated relative to similar specimens collected from the creek. 

The results of the sampling and mercury testing of fish in the Solano Concrete lakes and 
the lower Cache Creek channel provoke re-examination of the requirements presented in 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a. Although the data set is not complete enough to establish the 
ambient levels of fish in the lower Cache Creek environment, the data suggest that 
mercury accumulation in fish from both the creek and the mining pit lake environment are 
similar. The similarity of the measured mercury levels raises an important question. If the 
levels of mercury in the mining pit lakes are similar to the levels within fish in the creek, 
does the proposed creation of permanent lakes in portions of the proposed present an 
unacceptable increased risk to human or environmental health? Under these conditions, 
the risk of exposure is an existing condition. Therefore, staff and the preparers of the EIR 
do not consider exposure of humans or other predators to mercury within the mining pit 
lakes to be an unacceptable risk. 

Creation of aquatic habitat, resulting from reclamation of a mining area to permanent lake, 
provides an increase in the amount of habitat available within a region which, through the 
combined effects of conversion of riparian and wetland environments to agricultural and 
urban uses, has experienced the loss of comparable environments. Although the 
proposed lakes present a relatively deep-water environment compared to the floodplain 
and active channel environment of an unaltered Cache Creek streamway, the presence 
of shoreline and open-water habitat provide ecologic opportunities for indigenous and 
migratory species. Development of riparian and wetland habitat within the lower Cache 
Creek basin is supported by the goals and objectives of the OCMP. However, under 
existing conditions and conditions resulting from implementation of the mining and 
reclamation activities proposed under the OCMP, species takinq advantaqe of the available . . 
ecologic opportunities would be exposed to the of mercury (and more specifically 
methvlmercurv) in the environment. This exposure and associated health risks increase 
for longer-~ived's~ecies, particularly for species which are close to the top of the 
food-chain. This group includes human hunters and, more specifically for the environment 

i 
of concern, fishermen. If these "predators" are opportunistic, then they would take 
advantage of both the lake and creek environments. Similar levels of mercury in fish 
collected from the two environments indicate an equivalent health hazard associated with 

i 
I 
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consumption of prey from the mining pit lakes or creek channel environment. The levels 
of mercury in the fish are also comparable to levels found in other areas of northern 
California which are affected by significant sources of mercury in the environment, 
including Clear Lake, Lake Berryessa, Lake Herman, and the American River (Slotton et 
al., 1996). 

Staff and the preparers of EIR consider the similarity of mercury levels in fish collected 
from the Solano Concrete mining pit lakes to levels in fish from Cache Creek and the 
aquatic environments within the region to be a significant consideration which was not 
incorporated into the mitigation measures presented in the DElR. It is clear that the 
presence of relatively high levels of mercury within the environment results in accumulation 
of mercury in biota of the region at levels that approach or exceed the NAS standard of 0.5 
mglkg. On-going research within the region on the availability of mercury in the 
environment and exposure of humans and other species to health impacts related to 
mercury will provide refinement of the definition of "ambient" or regional conditions. 

In,acknowledgement of the relatively high levels of mercury that have been measured in 
the Cache Creek watershed, it is reasonable and appropriate to use ambient (background) 
mercury levels as the standard against which the results of long-term monitoring of 
mercury levels of fish in mining pit lakes should be compared. Considering that available 
data indidate that mercury levels in predatory fish within the Cache Creek watershed 
currently approach or exceed the threshold of 0.5 mglkg recommended in the DElR, staff 
concludes that an alternative threshold for fish flesh which reflects ambient conditions 
should be included in the mitigation measure. When sufficient data is made available 
through additional sampling of fish in the lower Cache Creek basin, a statistically verified 
ambient level of mercury in fish within the lower Cache Creek basin would provide a more 
meaningful standard for comparison. This rationale for revision of the standard was 
developed with the support of the preparers of the EIR and Dr. Darell Slotton of the 
University of California at Davis. Text Change # 34 has been made to the EIR to present 
a more appropriate strategy for mercury monitoring and associated corrective action. 
Although this change was not made in direct response to the points raised by the 
comment, the change is relevant to a discussion of the development appropriate standards 
for the determination of the significance of mercury occurring in the environment. 

Response to Comment 14-2: 

Staff agrees with the commentor's recognition that the recent water quality testing 
performed at the lakes in mined areas on the Solano Concrete Company property 
(Appendix C) does not indicate that mercury in water in the lakes (0.00000225 to 
0.00000345 mglL) exceed USEPA national ambient water quality standards for protection 
of freshwater aquatic life (0.000012 mglL). In addition, the water quality results do not 
exceed the California Maximum Contaminant Level for mercury in drinking water. The 
commentor's point that the levels of mercury are also well below the USEPA recommended 
ambient water quality standards to protect human health from mercury consumed in fish 
(0.000146 mglL) is noted for the record 
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Response to Comment q4-3: 

The commentor suggests that comparisons of the results of testing of mercury levels in fish 
collected at the Solano Concrete Company lakes within formerly mined areas (Appendix 
C) are comparable to the ranges of mercury concentrations found in fish nationwide and 
throughout California. The preparers of the EIR contend that the comparison of the results 
to national and statewide ranges is not particularly informative. The data presented in the 
comment for ranges does not describe the "central tendency" for the data set. There is no 
indication in the comment as to whether the national or statewide results are statistically 
representative of background levels or whether the results are skewed by sampling of fish 
collected in areas with known mercury problems. A more appropriate measure of similarity 
of results is provided by a comparison of mean values for a more localized area to 
compare the results to a more meaningful discussion of "background". The comment 
presents a comparison of the Solano Concrete lake fish results to the results obtained for 
Davis Creek reservoir. The preparers of the EIR acknowledge that the results of testing 
indicate that mercury levels collected in fish from the Solano Concrete Company pits are 
similar to mercury levels in fish collected in lower Cache Creek basin and lower than those 
in Davis Creek Reservoir, as described in Appendix C and in the comment. 

The preparers of the EIR do not see the relevance of the comparison of mercury levels in 
fish within the lower Cache Creek basin to fish collected in Swedish lakes. The processes 
for methylmercury production in Swedish lakes are affected by significantly different 
environmental conditions. In particular, "acid rain" problems common in Sweden would 
promote the conversion of available mercury to methylmercury. Therefore, smaller 
amounts of environmental mercury could create similar or greater methylmercury 
production in that county. 

The commentor's discussion of mercury levels in commercial fish is noted. Although the 
levels of mercury in fish collected from the Solano Concrete lakes, Cache Creek, Clear 
Lake, and Davis Creek Reservoir fall within the range of mercury levels cited in the 
comment, the creation of environments which can potentially promote methylation of 
mercury and accumulation of methylmercury is a significant impact. 

Response to Comment 14-4: 

The commentor provides relevant results of groundwater and surface water sampling and 
analysis within the OCMP area that were not available during the preparation of the DEIR. 
Specifically, the analysis of water collected from nine monitoring wells (including four wells 
at the Solano Concrete and five wells at Cache Creek Aggregates) and one sample from 
Cache Creek were sampled using "ultra-clean" sampling techniques. The samples were 
analyzed at Frontier Geosciences Laboratories for analysis of total mercury at detection 
level of 0.000000012 mgIL. The level of total mercury in the filtered groundwater samples 
ranged from 0.00000085 to 0.00000381 mglL. Methylmercury levels in the groundwater 
samples ranged from nondetectable (<0.0000000012 mglL) to 0.0000000030 mglL. The 
results of the testing support the commentor's conclusion that the levels of mercury in the 
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groundwater samples is well below the California Maximum Contaminant Levels for 
mercury in groundwater. These new data provide further support for the conclusion in the 
DElR (page 4.445), based on previously available data, that levels of mercury in 
groundwater in the OCMP area are significantly below drinking water standards. 

Response to Comment 14-5: 

The information presented in the comment regarding a health risk assessment approach 
to determination of potential environmental impacts is noted for the record. The Dreparers . . 
of the DElR agree that the USEPA screening ievels and reference dose (RfD) for mercury 
are not currently consistent, reflecting the difficulties in setting a health standard for 
mercury. The current screening level is not substantially different from the threshold of 0.5 
mglkg presented in the DEIR for fish flesh mercury concentrations. The preparers of the 
DElR consider the approach of choosing a more conservative threshold appropriate for 
evaluation of potential adverse conditions in the existing mining pit lakes. Mercury 
concentrations in fish above this threshold would indicate elevated levels relative to a 
conservative human health threshold. The commentor's point that application of the RfD 
would result in identification of consumption of "virtually all fish" as an unacceptable health 
risk is noted for the record. If the consumption of fish affected by mercury is a potential 
health hazard, exposure of species using aquatic and riparian habitat to the expected 
conditions of methylmercury production in mining area lakes is considered to be a 
significant impact, as described in the DEIR. 

The commentor develops the argument that an incremental increase in mercury exposure 
would occur only if the levels of mercury in fish from the mining area lakes, which are 
eaten, were higher than levels in fish which are currently consumed. Alternatively, the 
commentor suggests that an incremental increase would occur if fishing in the lakes would 
result in increased consumption of affected fish. The DElR preparers concur that it would 
be a significant human health impact if fish from the lake that contained high levels of 
mercury were consumed. Whether the mercury levels in the fish from the lake would 
necessarily have to be higher than the mercury levels in fish currently consumed by the 
fish-eating population does not appear supportable. The argument developed by the 
commentor assumes "the absence of fish advisories applied to the proposed lakes". Staff 
does not consider this assumption to be necessary. It is possible that, given the relatively 
high levels of mercury in the Cache Creek watershed, issuance of future fish advisories is 
possible. In recognition of the potential for mercury levels in fish within the Cache Creek 
basin (including in mining pit lakes) to present human health hazards, Mitigation Measure 
4.34-3a has been amended by Text Change # 34 to address the potential for issuance of 
fish advisories. 
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LETTER # 15 

David Morrison, Resource Management Coordinator. 
YoloCounty Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 

Re: Comments on Yolo County Offl-Channel Mining Plan DEIR 

A more specific public comments are forthcoming by others @r Robert Speirs Ph.D. etal) 
about which I give my N1 support. There are some additional wmments I submit as 

- 
1. Letter of May 7,1993 (ref:333:JAL:266.0) attached by SWRCB - Div. of Water 
Rights recognizes "The potential exists for impacts to the aquifers underlying Cache Creek 
due to aggregate mining" . . . . staff will review and wmment on this document. . . The 
writer refreshed the Div. of Water Rights in mid-March 1996 of the forthcoming DEIR, 
appraised them of all new players, public concerns, mercury contamination problems etc. 
In foUowing up this week as of this date I'm advised they didn't comment. Are not the 
people of Woodland and those using this aqUaer entitled to a better protection etc. 
No written comment is noted from the County Health I Environmental Ofticer. He should I 
have a professional opinion and are not the &payers paying his salary for his professional 
expertise? - 
2. Attached excerpt from an Alameda County Clean Water Program "Did you know that 
dumping one quart of motor oil down a storm drain contaminates 250,000 gallons of 
water" - This is not smoke and minors. 
What would it do to an aquifer supplying Woodland's potable water and is without benefit 
of an expensive treatment plant. 
Note also the attached editorial on" Much Contaminated Ground Water Can't Be Cleaned 
Upn by John Bredehoeft. - 
3. The constmction ind operation of wet pits invading the aquifer should be construed a s 1  
inherently dangerous to the public health and safety and such mining operators should not 15-3 
receive any diminution of responsibiity or accountabiity as a result of their creation of I 
this hazard. - 
4. The Technical Advisory panel created for In-Stream mining should a h  have 
jurisdiction over Off-Channel mining. Experience has proven via the Homestake TRP that 
the County interests are better sewed by such review capability. - 
5. Todd Engineers by their Jan. 5,1996 fax to contract planner Tschudin states 
"Accordingly the Technical Studies recommend that SUCH USE OF WET PITS BE 
DISCOURAGED' photocopy attached. 

] 15-5 
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6. Monitoring wells once established should be maintained to contribute to the database 
for the life of the operator's permits plus probably 20 years. ] 15-6 

Should you not agree to the above inconsistenoies, recommendations please explain your 
position and justification therefor. 
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STATE 0' CALIFORNU - PETE WILSON. G - ~  

S T A T E  WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD Mail'ng Address 
THE PAUL R. BONOERSON BUILDING 
SO1 P STREET 

OIVISION OF WATER RIGHTS 
P.O. BOX 2000. Sacrsmento. CA 95812.2000 

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

FAX: (916) 657-1485 

In Reply Refer 
to:333:JAL:266.0 

Ms. Sally Oliver 
16634 County Road 98 
Woodland, CA 95695 

Oear Ms. Oliver: 

GRAVEL MINING IN THE CACHE CREEK AREA OF YOLO COUNTY 

Thank you for your participation in the Public Forum of the State Water 
Resources Control Board's (State. Water Board) workshop on April 12, 1993, and 
for your letter of the same date. In your presentation you requested that the 
State Water Board commence a study on strip mining for gravel on Cache Creek 
to determine impacts to aquifer recharge from the stream and impacts to 
aquifer storage capacity. In response to your request, the State Water Board 

--..-agreed to discuss this issue with other involved agencies and to furnish you 
. with a written response. 

The California Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) and the Yolo County 
Planning Department were contacted and the following information was obtained. 
Pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, the DMG completed a 
mineral land classification study of aggregate resources in the 
Sacramento-Fairf ield production-consumption region which includes the 
Cache Creek drainage. The DMG study, however, did not address the issues of 
impacts to water quality and quantity resuiting rrom mining tperations. The 
study concluded that Cache Creek deposits, totaling 27 square miles in area, 
contain high-grade aggregate. According to DMG geologist, Don Dupras, in 
spite of the presence of high grade aggregate resources, the State Mining aod 
Geology Eoard did not designate the Cache Creek area as having regionally 
significant mineral deposits for land use planning purposes. 

Mr. David Flores of the Yolo County Planning Department explained that the 
county is preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) on aggregate mining 
in the Cache Creek area. Previously, a resource management plan was prepared 
for the county by consultant Dames & Moore. Because of opposition from the 
communityi this plan was not adopted. Mr. Flores stated that Yolo County has 
authorized hiring a Resource Manager to prepare a request for proposal on a 
new resource management plan. Mr. Flores explained that the county has 
completed a project description, and the subsequent EIR will address the 
issues of impacts to storage capacity in the underlying aquifers and impacts 
to the quality of groundwater due to aggregate extraction. 
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Ms. Sally Oliver 

According to Mr. Fiores, :he source of water for the ongoing mining is 
groundwater pumped from nearby wells. The EIR will address the issue of 
roundwater pumping impacts on Cache Creek. Division of Water Rights 

I ?Division) staff a d  Mr. Flores to examine the issue of groundwater 
classification for appropriative water right'purposes in the EIR. Mr. Flores 
agreed to this request. 

The potential exists for impacts to the aquifers underlying Cache Creek due 
to aggregate mining; however, Division staff did not discover any reports 
or s t u d i ~ s  that document the existence of such problems. Yolo County 
intends to examine these issues in its EIR. State Water Board staff will 
review and comment on this document when it is circulated through the 
State Clearinghouse. 

I hope the information in this letter is helpful to you. If you have 
questions regarding this letter, please call me at the number above. 

Sincerely. 

Edward C. Anton, Chief 
Division of Water Rights 

= - 2  
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Did you know that dumping 
one quart of motor oil down 
a storm drain contaminates 
260,000 gallons of water? 

Most people don't realize that 
emptying oil and other pollutants into 
a gutter or storm drainwntributes to 
urban runoff pollution in the San 
Francisco Bay. That is one of the 
reasons the Alameda County Urban 
Runoff Clean Water Program was 
formed by Alameda County and 14 
cities in the East Bay. 

The program participants recognize 
the need for providing information to 
the public azid encouraging active 
involvement to improve water quality 
in the Bay. In addition, the Program is 
initiating a pollution control program 
which includes inspection of storm 
drain discharges and an 
implementation program to control 
pollutant runoff through public 
agencies and regulatory means. 

A wmbiied and widespread effort 
by public agencies, businesses and 
community residents in Alameda 
County will effectively control Bay- 
damaging pollutants at their source. 

f u m e d a  County 
Urban Runoff 
Clean Water Program 
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M U C ~  CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER 
CAN'T BE CLEANED UP 

I recentlv attended a national meetlno convened to consider the cur- 
rent staius of environmental remeGatlon, including ground-water 
cleanua One of the kevnote speakers was John Cherrv. who many of 
us feel isthe leading consultant on problemsof ground:watercontim- 
ination. John pointed out how our Daradiam for cleanino uo around 
water has changed as we have gained field-experience duhni) the past 
ten years. 

The View a Decade Aao 
Ten yearsagothe prevaiiing view was that rnost sourcesof contamina- 
tion were in the shallow subsurface. It was thouaht that most aauifers 
were contaminated by undesirable chemicals insolution in the ground 
water. Most ground-water hydrologists believed that we could clean up 
aquifers by pumping to remove the contaminated ground water from 
the aquifer. once the source of shallow contamination was eliminated 

by john gredehoefi through excavation. it was recognized that some contamination would 
be sorbed on the aqulferskeleton. However, few ground-water profes- 
sionals thought that the sorbed contamination posed an insumount- 
able problem; one might have to pump more ground water to remove 
the sorbed contamlnints. 

It wason the basisof this paradigm that many cleanups weredeslgned. 
It left one with the warm feeling that Indeed we could clean up ground 
water, even though it might &expensive. 

Our Current Paradlam 
At this conference, ~Ghn Cherry explained that the field experience of 
the past decade indicates that In many, If not most Instances, the 
contaminatino swrcels eltherafree, or residual. ohaseof thecontam- " ~ - -  ~- ~ 

';"antthat has penetrated deepwithin theaquifer:~hisisespecially true 
for the chlorinated omanlc liouids that are immiscible, and a ~ ~ r o x l -  
mately 50 percent denser than water. A number of recent .papers 
document the occurrence of a free, or residual. contaminant phase 
within the saturated aquifer. 

The chlorinated organicsolvents are common ground-watercontami- 
nants. They have bken used widely for cleaning many industrial prod- 
ucts, and by dry cleaning establishments everywhere. John Cherry 
suggested that these are by far the rnost prevalent source of industrial 
ground-water contamination, 

The chlorinated organics liquids, which are immiscible and heavy, tend 
to migrate both downward and laterally until they reach a stable con- 
figuration suchthatthey nolonger move.They exist elther asa residual 
fraction left behind within the porespaceas thecontaminant movesor 
as a pool of free contaminant, The compounds are somewhat soluble 
in water. As around water flows past the contaminant--either the 
residual fractiGn or the pool-some of the contaminant dissolves into .. 

Theviewsexpressed inpiseditorialarethose ot lhe author.and do notrellect 
the views of the Ground Water Publishing Company. the Association of 
Ground Water Scientists and Engineers, andlor the National Ground Water 
Association. 
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.the around water, contaminating it Since we are usually concerned 
about contamination at the pa& per billion level, a 1 1 t h  dissolved 
chlorinated organic can contaminatean enormous auantitv of around 
Water. 

The light. immiscible phase contaminants pose similar problems 
except that they tend to rise in the around-water system. The llaht 
organic liquids &e common contamiciants associateif with petmleim 
products+asoline, jet fuel, heating oil, etc. 

A free, or residual, immisoibie phase contaminant within the auulfer 
system poses a very different-remediation problem fmm that of a 
contamlnant in solution. John indicated that they are Impossible to 
olean up. Wesimply do not know howto remove ak ldua l  phaseof an 
immiscible contaminant from an aquifer, short of freezing it in place 
and mining it out 

Petroleum reservoirs provide a perfect example of the problem. Addi- 
tional oil recovery can mean great additional profit Large Investments 
have been made in enhanced recoverytechnologies in the011 industry. 
Even with secondary and tertiary recovery, a suhstantlal portion of the 
oll-somewhere between 10 and 50 percent-is left in the nrservolr. 
Enhanced oil recovery technologies Include the use of solvents such 
as liquefied carbondioxide. steamflooding, and Me use of surfactants. 
Someof thesemethods are being experimented with for ground-water . 
remediation. 

John Chew made it clear that we do not onrsentiv have the technol- 
ogy to cleanupan aquifertothestandards neededio producedrinking 
water if a free. or residual. Dhase of immiscible contamlnant has 
reached the aquifer. The best we can do is contain the contamination. 
This is a disconcerting tact. 

A Public Backlash? 
The hazardous waste remediation effort in the United States has now 
reached an annual exrwnditure of aoDmximatelv $10 billion. The ~ u b -  
lic. I believe, think ula't we are cleanirig up the eh;imnment. including 
ground water. They are unaware of the technical difficulties posed by 
the pmblem. 

In my opinion, the gmund-water community has been slow to inform 
the Dublic of the chanoes in our understandino of the Droblem. A 
decide ago. many of 6s thought it was feasibie to c l i n  up most 
ground water. We now know that we did not understand the problem. 

I am concerned that as the public find outwhat thevareactuallv buying 
for their $10 billion a year,.they will become completely disenchante? 
with both thecleanuo and the ~rofessional communltvenoaaed In this 
effort There will & a publid backlash. We will ha* s b k t  tens of 
bllllons without much toshow for It All of usstand to lossgreatiy from 
such a backlash; we stand to be the bad guys In a ground-water 
cleanupscandal. It Is incumbent upon us,esprofessionils, to alert the 
public to the nature of the problem as our scientific understanding 
grows. It is in our long-term, best interest to have a well-informed 
public. 

-.. 
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To: Bddi Tschudi 

From: Iris Prialaf 

Re: Responses to Comments on the Teclmical Studies for the CCRMP 

Rick Hanson infonncd mo that questions remaine regarding the salt balance of groundwater in 
the vic

ini

ty of Cache Creek, factors affecting the salt balance, and potential impacts of mining 
reclamation to wet pits. Thcsc impacts wuld occur through evaporation losses or possible use 
of pits for agricultural tailwaVm retention. This memorandum reiterates the findings of the 
Technical Studies that address this topic. 

First, the historical perspective indicates a possible wend toward increasing salinity in 
groundwater and an a d v e r ~  salt balance. As indicated in the report, this is likely the result of 
increased cycling of groundwatcr for irrigation uses; in other words, the major factor changing 
the salt ba.lancc is groundwater irrigation. 

Potential in~pacts of mining on the salt balance are limited to creation of wet pits. The cffect 
of exposure of the water table on evaporation and salt laading is shown in the Technical Studies 
to be an unavoidable, but minor impact that can be mitigated by lessening evaporation through 

- pit design. Discussions with County staff revealed no serious intentions or plans for disposal 
or retention of poor quality inigation tirilwater in wet pits. Retention of poor quality water in 

- we: pits uw smted in the Technical Studies as potentially entailing significant adverse impacts 
on groundwater quality. Accordingly. the Technical Studies recommend that such use of wet 
pits be discottragcd. 

J 
Please call if you have questions or cornmenu. 

L,L+ 
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LETTER 15: E. AVERY TINDELL 

Response to Comment f Q-1: 

Thank you for your letter. The commentor is correct in noting that the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board did not comment on the OCMP. The County Director of 
Environmental Health's comments were received on May 13, 1996 and are responded to 
in this document (see Comment Letters #I9 and #20 from the County of Yolo, Department 
of Public Health). 

Response to Comment 15-2: 

The preparers of the DEIR are aware that a relatively small amount of a chemical 
contaminant can degrade the quality of a large amount of water, although it should be 
noted that 250,000 gallons is less than 1 acre foot of water. With regard to the project, no 
storm drains are proposed to drain into the wet pits. In addition, numerous mitigation 
measures have been included in the DElR which would minimize potential impacts to water 
quality. The editorial by John Bredehoeft (published in one of the National Groundwater 
Association's journals, Ground Water) was primarily focussing on the difficulties 
remediating sites where dense nonaqueous phase liquids (primarily chlorinated solvents) 
have been spilled. As discussed above, the DElR provides mitigation measures to 
minimize the risk of such a spill (refer to Mitigation Measure 4.12-la). 

Response to Comment 15-3: 

The DElR examines the potential for impacts to water quality from the proposed depth of 
mining. Numerous mitigation measures have been included to address the potential 
impact. The aggregate producers, under the supervision of the County, would be largely 
responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measures are implemented. The MMP 
contained in Appendix B of this document identifies the entity with responsibility for 
implementation of each mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment 154: 

The commentor's opinion that the Technical Advisory panel created for in-stream mining 
should also have jurisdiction over off-channel mining is noted for the record. The staff have 
not made this recommendation because of the different types of programs being proposed. 
Future erosion control, channel sculpting, and habitat restoration projects proposed under 
the Cache Creek Resources Management Plan and accompanying Cache Creek 
Improvements Program will alter the creek's dynamics, creating a more stable channel. 
As geomorphological conditions change, however, both the CCRMP and the CClP may 
need to be adjusted in order to respond to new reach-specific characteristics. Due to the 
complexity of issues involved in river management, interdisciplinary expertise will be 
periodically needed in order to assess these changes and recommend appropriate 
measures for addressing the changing conditions. 
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In contrast, off-channel surface mining will have to comply with the standards, mitigation 
measures, and monitoring programs adopted as a part of the OCMP, and the requirements 
imposed by the State through SMARA. Where appropriate, these regulations and 
mitigations have specific stated thresholds which, if exceeded, could result in adverse 
environmental impacts and would require remedial actions by the mining operators. If an 
operator is found by the Community Development Agency to be in violation, and fails to 
carry out orders requiring them to comply, the case would be referred to the Planning 
Commission, which may begin the process of modifying or revoking the mining permit. In 
addition, copies of all monitoring reports filed by the operators will also be provided to the 
Planning Commission, along with any analysis provided by staff or independent 
consultants. If unforeseen problems develop, the Commission can recommend to the 
Board of Supervisors that changes be made in the Off-Channel Mining Plan, so that 
activities creating the problems would be prohibited. 

Expanding the scope of the Technical Advisory Committee to include off-channel mining 
would duplicate the proposed regulatory framework of SMARA, the OCMP, and 
implementing County ordinances, as-well as the oversight responsibilities of the Planning 
Commission. No modification of the project or the EIR, as related to this point, is 
recommended. 

Response to Comment 15-5: 

As noted in the memorandum referenced by the commentor, the Technical Studies 
discouraged use of wet pits for retention of poor quality water (e.g. agricultural tailwater, 
industrial effluent). The OCMP and DEIR severely restrict inputs to the wet pits. Sites 
must be graded so that tailwater drains away from the pits (Performance Standard 3.5-3 

- under Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a on page 4.4-37 of the DEIR). The use of off-channel wet 
pits for the storage and treatment of sewage effluent, or for landfill purposes, is prohibited 
(Performance Standard 3.5-1 1 page 4.4-49 of the DEIR). For additional discussion of the 
salt loading issue, please refer to Response 13-152. 

Response to Comment 15-6: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1 05 and 16-3. 
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CITY MANAGER 300 FIRST STREET WOODLAND. CALIFORNIA 95695 (916) 661-5800 
FAX (91 6) 661-5844 

May 9,1996 

Mr. David Morrison 
Resource Management Coordinator 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 
292 West Beamer Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 

SUBJECT: OFF-CHANNEL MINING PLAN FOR LOWER CACHE CREEK 

Dear Mr. Morrison: 

We have reviewed the March 26,1996 Draft EIR for the Off-Channel Mining Plan for Lower 

Lower Cache Creek. 

7 Cache Creek (OCMP) and the April 8.1996 Draft Program EIR for the Cache Creek Resources 
Management Plan (CCRMP) and Project Level EIR for Cache Creek Improvement Program for 

As seen in Figure 1 of the Cache Creek Resources Management Plan (CCRMP), the eastern 
limits of both the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) and the Recommended Inchannel Boundary 
come to within half a mi!e of the Woodland City limits. This area is in Subreach 3, an area 
hydrologically upgradient from Woodland wells and an area that, given time, would contribute 
water to our wells. Conseouentlv we find that the CCRMP. OCMP. the draft Countv Gravel 

As we stated in our comments November 9,1995, December 20,1995 and January 10,1996 
regarding the Technical Studies and the Off-Channel Mining Plan (OCMP), the City of 
Woodland is primarily concerned about the possibility of contamination of our groundwater 
drinking supplies by way of a nearby open wet pit either during mining or after reclamation. 

Mining Ordinances and ~ r k t  EIR documents do not adeq"ately address the ~ity'sconcerns A 
for potential water quality degradation from gravel mining in this area. 

16-1 

The Draft EIR for the OCMP page (4.4-13 Table 4.4-2) indicates the distance from Woodland 
wells to the nearest "Proposed Mining Sites" is 10,500 feet. Our concern is not with current 
proposed mining sites but with an OCMP, CCRMP and related Ordinances that would allow 
future mining sites within the full MRZ, an area whose southeastern boundary comes closer 
than one half mile of the current Woodland city limits. In prior meetings with the county, its 
consultants and representatives from a major gravel mining company regarding the close 
proximity of the MRZ to the City, we understood that an acceptable solution to our concerns 
would be to limit gravel mining to an area smaller than the entire MRZ, thus creating a larger 
buffer zone near Woodland municipal wells. Although there may be no current plans to mine 
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Mr:Oavid Morrison 
May 9,1996 

gravel in the area close to Woodland, we would like to see this restriction stated in the plan, 164 
EIR and ordinances. A 
A second item of concem to us is the long t e n  monitoring of groundwater quality related to 
the effects of gravel mining. There still seems to be a lack of a plan to investigate or clean up 
contaminants if they are discovered in a monitoring well downgradient of a wet pit. The 
Technical Study says the water quality in the pits needs to be maintained "in perpetuity". 
However, the OCMP DEIR, page 4.4-39, states that after active reclamation, monloring wells 
need not be tested for petroleum hydrocarbons and pesticides, two of our major constituents 16-3 
on concem. It further states that "If, at the completion of the mining and reclamation period, 
water quality has not been impacted, all monitoring wells shall be destroyed . . ." This does not 
seem to assure the maintenance of the water quality "in perpetuity". Also the lack of a 
pollution remediation plan leaves the method of funding of clean up work and responsibility 
uncertain. 

An additional comment we have in the OCMP DEIR is that page 4.456, Action 3.4-2 states 
"Coordinate with the Yolo County Flood Control and Water Consewation District (YCFCWCD) 
in developing an integrated recharge plan for Cache Creek, in order to increase the available 
aroundwater suoolv for municioal and aoricultural uses." While we are encouraoed bv the 
potential for co"j&ctive use, ii the City i f  Woodland municipal use is potentiallyaffeAed by 
recharge projects, the projects should be coordinated with the City as well as the YCFCWCD. 

Thank vou for vour consideration. we look fonvard to workina with vou and the Countv to I 
ensur&development of a OCMP,'CCRMP, and gravel mining ordinances that best s&t the 
needs of those involved, including the City of Woodland. A 

City Manager 

cc: Woodland Ciy Council members 
Tom Stallard 
Gary Wegener 
Mike Horgan 
Harrison Phipps 
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LETTER 16: CITY OF WOODLAND 

Response to Comment 16-1: 

It is unclear how the City can conclude that the OCMP DEIR and other documents do not 
adequately address the potential for water quality degradation, based on a Figure in the 
CCRMP. The CCRMP is not analyzed in this DEIR and the referenced Figure simply 
portrays various boundaries. No response is possible. The DEIR fully discusses the issue 
of water quality under Impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4-3 in Section 4.4. 

Response to Comment 16-2: 

The commentor is referred to Impact 4.2-10 of the DEIR for discussion of allowable mining 
areas. Mitigation Measure 4.2-10a associated with this impact does exactly what the City 
is requesting. It narrows the possible area for mining from 23,174 acres to 2,932 acres 
over 50 or more years. It also restricts new mining to areas west of CR 96. In other words, 
an applicant wishing to mine on acreage other than that identified, would have to secure 
a General Plan Amendment, Cache Creek Area Plan Amendment, rezone, minina permit 
and reclamation plan approval, and would be subject to a full EIR analysis includihg a re- 
examination of cumulative effects based on changes in the reasonably foreseeable future. 

Response to Comment 16-3: 

The DEIR establishes rigorous monitoring of surface water quality in the wet pits and 
groundwater quality upgradient and downgradient of the pits. This program would begin 
prior to commencement of mining and continue until ten years after reclamation. The 
preparers of the DEIR believe that by the time monitoring may be discontinued, an 
excellent database would have been generated and the potential for degradation 
adequately determined. For the entire OCMP, 30 years of water quality would be 
collected. Individual mining projects would have monitoring periods ranging from 10 to 30 
years. Specific actions are required under Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a if water quality 
degradation is identified, including notification of regulatory agencies, additional 
characterization, and corrective action. The Technical Studies state that "maintenance of 
the water quality in the lake is essential." Appropriate site design and maintenance 
measures descried in the studies include: perimeter berms, site runoff and erosion 
controls, restrictions on site activities, and setbacks. These have been implemented in 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a and 4.4-3a. With regard to the destruction of monitoring wells, 
this is another measure designed to protect water quality. Abandoned wells often act as 
a conduit for contamination of aroundwater. The mitiaation measure does allow the County 
or another regulatory agency i o  take over maintenance of selected wells for future wat& 
resources evaluation after the close of the required monitoring period, should they so 
choose. 
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Response to Comment 16-4: 

Action 3.4-2 is recommended for deletion in Mitigation Measure 4.4-5a because a recharge 
program has not been proposed for consideration or comparison. Please see page 4.4-55 
of the DEIR. 

Thank you for your letter. 
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PRESIDENT 
Done Mast 
FIRSTVICE-PRESIDENT 
Blake Harlan 
SECONOVICE-PRESIOENT 
Duane Chamberlain 

American Farm Bureau Federation/California Farm Bureolr Federation 

YOLO COUNTY FARM BUREAU 
P.O. Box 1556. Wocdland. California 95776 

(916) 662-6316 

May 10,1996 

Yolo County Community Development Department 
292 West Beamer Street -=---v 

Woodland, CA 95695 

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Off-channel Mining 

The Yolo County Farm Bureau's interest that drives comments for this draft EIR off- 
channel mining stems &om our commitment to protect, promote and enhance the I 
agricultural in>usby in yolo County. y he F- ~ureaifinds that the issue of gravel 
mining surfaces the major concerns of water quality, groundwater quantity and loss of 
productive agriculturd land. 

The following are specific concerns that have arisen in our studies of the draft EIR. We 
wish to bring these to your attention. 

In the summary table of impacts and mitigations on page 2-23, "potential impacts 
associated with groundwater recharge" is listed as a significant environmental impact. In 
order to mitigate this impact the EIR proposes the elimination of objective 3.3-3 which 
states "insure that off-channel mines are operated such that the surface and groundwater 
supplies are not adversely affected by erosion, lowering of the water table, andlor 
contamination." We oppose the elimination of this objective. - - 
While we recognize that there is an opportunity for our local water district to utilize 
available underground storage and manage the groundwater basin to meet growing needs, 
we are f e d 1  that ifthe county chooses to allow wet pit mining, it may subject itself to 
unnecessary risk of contamination. We would like the assurance that responsi

bi

lity is 
taken for long-term maintenance and monitoring of wet pits. - 

- 
We concur with the EIR's conclusion that Alternative 4 poses the least amount of risk to 
our groundwater resource. Additionally, all of the land that was farmed before mining will 
be available for reclamation to agricultural use. We see this as positive; however, the 
current draft of the off-channel mining ordinance does not contain a section on land 
reclamation standards. The American Fann Bureau Federation Policy on mineral 
development #I38 states that mined lands should be subject to rules and regulations which 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



We do recognize that Alternative 4 may not provide the quantity of gravel necessary to 
make the gravel industry a viable one over the proposed 30-year contract period. A 
shorter contract may be more appropriate. This may also allow more latitude for study 
and monitoring changing conditions within mining areas. 1 
require the reclamation of all mined lands, including disrupted underground and surface 
water. 

We question Objective 7.3-2 which says "consider reclamation that includes recreation 
elements as meeting all or a portion of the net gains requirements." While we realiie that 17-4 
there is a value to recreation elements, the Farm Bureau would like to see a net gain 
analysis included in the EIR. 1 

17-3 

Thank you for your consideration on this important issue. 

Blake Harlan 
Vice President 

cc: Yolo County Board of Supedsors 
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LETTER 17: YOLO COUNTY FARM BUREAU 

Response to Comment 17-1: 

Thank you for your letter. The commentor has identified an error in the text. Objective 3.3- 
2 of the OCMP is incorrectly listed as Objective 3.3-3 in the DEIR, and recommended for 
deletion. This was not intentional. It is Objective 3.3-2 that is actually recommended for 
deletion. Please refer to Text Change # 36. 

Response to Comment 17-2: 

Long term maintenance and monitoring of the wet pit is provided for in revised 
Performance Standard 3.5-4 and will be ensured through implementation of the Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan as required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 17-3: 

Staff concurs with American Farm Bureau Federation Policy that all mined lands should 
be reclaimed. Agricultural reclamation standards are included in the draft Surface Mining 
Reclamation Ordinance, not the Off-Channel Minina Ordinance. Conditions reauirina field 
releveling of settled areas, the ripping of reclaimed soils, the handling of dry topioil to'gvoid 
com~action, and the  reservation of stock~iled to~soil are all included. The DEIR ~rovided 
mitibation measures ihat reauired  rime land converted to non-aaricultural uses to be offset 
at a'i:l ratio, phasing plansihat minimize disturbed agricultural lands, and adequate storm 
drainaae for reclaimed fields. These are in addition to existina Williamson Act and SMARA 
requirements, which shall also be enforced. A shorter period may be approved, 
regardless of whether Alternative 4 is selected by the County Board of Supervisors as the 
preferred alternative. The mitigation measures and draft ordinances require a number of 
monitoring programs and annual reports that will allow for the ongoing analysis of 
environmental conditions within the mining areas. It is also proposed that both the mining 
permiffreclamation plan and the OCMP undergo review a minimum of every 10 years, to 
respond to changing circumstances. Alternative 5b examines a shorter mining period (15 
years). The commentor's thoughts regarding this alternative will be considered by the 
decision makers. 

Response to Comment 17-4: 

The "net gains" proposed by each mining applicant are described in the project-level EIRs, 
and will be compared and contrasted in the full staff report on the OCMP. 
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L E ~ E R  # 18 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF WOODLAND 
4 

P. 0. Box 2463. Woodland. CA 95776 
,~.. . , 

I 
-. 

I 

1121 West Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 
May 7,1996 

To: Heidi Tschudin, County Contract Planner, and David Morrison, planner for 
Yolo County Community Development Agency 

From: Woodland League of Women Voters 
Subject: Written comments for the final comment period for the DEIR for the Off- 

Channel Mining Plan 

The League's specific comments and questions on the DEIR Off-Channel 
Mining Plan appear in another document as composite questions of several goups. 
They are written because of the League's gave concern over what will happen to this 
County's natural resources. Some of our concerns are: 

the threat of contamination to the water, 3 1 8 - 2  
the loss of so many acres of productive agicultural land, =] 18-3 
the danger to the public safety of citizens traveling the roads with thousands of 
trucks hauling gavel daily, 1'- 
the tremendous increases in air emissions in an Air Quality District that is 1 1 8 - 5  
already a non-attainment area, - 
the health effects of the emissions on citizens living in the mining areas, z 1 8 - 6  

the loss of wildlife habitat of all types, and, 18-7 
the changing forever of the landscape along Cache Creek from Capay to 
with either pits reclaimed to agiculture many feet below gound surface, 

- filled with water with fenced and locked gates around them. 

Yolo County has many laudable and fine sounding Conservation Policies in their 
- General Plan. Conservation Policy 6 states: Yolo County shall plan, encourage, and 

& 
regulate to ensure that natural resources are maintained for their long-term ecological 1 values as well as for their more direct and immediate benefits. 

I Conservation Policy 10 states: Yolo County shall plan, encourage, and regulate public 
. , and private agencies to prevent the wasteful e%ploitation, destruction, or neglect of 

the State's resources. 1 i - 
'18-9 * ' i  

The League of Women Voters has'gmilar positions that adckess the conserYation of I 
.! 

. . ,  natural resources. . . . .  : . .  . ,. 
. .. 

. :. . .  . 

. . .  
6 / :. , ' 

, . 
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Report 156 as being in the MRZ-2 zone around Cache Creek, but just because it has 
been identified does not mean it needs to be mined at such a great rate. In fact, 
Report 156 states that although SMARA provides for the aggregate resource to be 
classified, and acted upon by affected local governments, "the sectorization and sector 
maps do not of themselves carry with them specific obligations imposed on local 
governments by SMARA". It can be conserved and made to last for many, 
many years! 

PCC gade aggegate is the highest gade of aggegate. PCC stands for Portland 
cement concrete. The gravel in and along Cache Creek has the PCC designation 
and can be used for foundations, dams, airport runways, bridge abutments buildings 
and general construction. It is a high quality, non-renewable resource and should be 
used for the above uses. Instead, much of it is going into asphalt and road beds where 
a lesser gade of aggegate would suffice. - 
The League would suggest that the County is not only putting our agicultural lands- 
and water, and the safety of its citizens in jeopardy, but is allowing a small group of 
aggegate companies to squander a non-renewable resource, gravel, for very little 
gain to anyone but the aggegate companies. - 

- 
LGs ~.-Linfora ~dtural Resources Chair 



LETTER 18: THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF WOODLAND 

Response to Comment 18-1: 

Thank you for your letter. The staff assumes the comment is in reference to Letter 13 of 
this volume. Please refer directly to Letter 13, and corresponding responses for a detailed 
discussion. 

The list of concerns summarized in the commentors' letter are addressed in the OCMP 
DEIR, and Response to Comments 18-3 through 18-8 below address each concern 
individually. 

Thank you for your correspondence. 

Response to Comment 18-2: 

The threat of contamination to the water is evaluated and fully mitigated under lmpacts 4.4- 
2: Potential Degradation of Water Quality During Aggregate Mining and Reclamation, and 
4.4-3: Potential Degradation of Water Quality after Reclamation of Mined Lands. 

Response to Comment 18-3: 

The loss of productive agricultural land is discussed and partially mitigated under Impact 
4.5-2: Potential lm~act  of Permanent Loss of Agricultural Land Caused by Conversion of 
Agricultural Land io Other Post-Reclamation vies. 

Response to Comment 18-4: 

The danger to public safety along mining haul routes is discussed and fully mitigated under 
lmpacts 4.8-1 through 4.8-16 within the Traffic and Circulation section. 

Response to Comment 18-5: 

The increases in air emissions in a non-attainment area are discussed and partially 
mitigated in lmpacts 4.7-1 through 4.7-4 within the Air Quality section. 

Response to Comment 18-6: 

Health effects of those emissions on local residents are evaluated and fully mitigated under 
Impact 4.7-4: Potential lmpacts on Sensitive Receptors. 
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Response to Comment 18-7: 

The loss of wildlife habitat is addressed and fully mitigated in impacts 4.6-3 through 4.6-5 
within the Biological Resources section. 

Response to Comment 18-8: 

Permanent changes to the landscape are evaluated and partially mitigated in impact 4.10- 
2: Effects on Views or Vistas Following Reclamation, and Impact 4.10-3: Potential for 
Visual Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses. 

Response to Comment 18-9: 

The consistency of the OCMP with Yolo County General Plan Policies is addressed and 
fully mitigated in Impact 4.2-1 within the Land Use and Planning section. No decision to 
allow mining will occur until findings are made under Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, and after the County Board of Supervisors considers this EIR and decides 
whether and how to approve or carry out the project. Staff concurs with the commentor's 
observation that aggregate resources can be conserved and made to last for years. The 
OCMP looks at mining of 2,887 acres out of a land area of 23,174 acres where mining 
theoretically could occur over the next 50 years. The 216 million tons of aggregate 
resulting from this would represent approximately 27 percent of the nearly 807 million tons 
(918 million tons including those deposits located below the theoretical thalweg) estimated 
to occur in the total acreage. 

Regarding PCC grade aggregate being utilized for "lesser" uses, the mining operators have 
indicated that much of the aggregate contained in the deposit is not of PCC arade because -- - 
it is either too large, too small, too "dirty", or not in proper proportions to be used in PCC 
projects. It should also be noted that Standard Specifications adopted by Caltrans in July 
1995 (and many other jurisdictions in the state) are more restrictive than the specifications 
that aggregate for other applications must meet, and prohibit or limit the use of lesser 
grade materials for its various uses. 

Response to Comment 18-10: 

The DElR and other technical studies in the record do not support the commentor's 
suggestion that responsible, conditioned, mitigated aggregate mining puts agriculture, 
water, or citizens in jeopardy. In their final deliberations, the Yolo County Board of 
Supervisors must balance the advantages and disadvantages of the project and then make 
a decision. 
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TO: 
I 

David Morrison, Resource Management Coordinator 
Community Development Agency 

FROM : Tom To, Director 
Environmental Hea 

DATE : May 10, 1996 

I 
SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft EIR for Off-Channel Mining Plan 

for Lower Cache Creek 

Off-channel gravel mining can impact groundwater quality in many 
ways as detailed in the referenced DEIR chapter 2.7, 4.4 and 4.12. ],Q-l Upon the review of the DEIR, I found that the proposed approach and . . ; .  
measures to mitigate potential impacts on groundwater quality 
resulting from the proposed off-channel mining to be acceptable 
with the following exceptions: 

-. 
1. On page 2-18 under Mitigation Measures. The DEIR currently 
stated that the sampling and testing of TPH and BTEX may be 
discontinued immediately after all the heavy equipment work has 1Q-2 been completed in the vicinity of the pit. I suggest that at least 
one more testing on TPH and BTEX from the pit should be done after 
all the heavy equipment has been removed from the site. This will 
allow the deCscticn cf any spillase frcx: haa-;y equlpxifnts at the - last moments of activities prior to their departure. 1 
2. The mercury level in Cache Creek has been found to exceed the 
maximum contaminant level when measured in the Winter of 1995 by 

-.I the State Regional Water Quality Control Board. Being adjacent to 
Cache Creek and sharing the same water aquifer, the proposed deep 
wet pits for off-channel gravel mining may be affected with mercury 
and its sediment may encourage methylation of this heavy metal. 
Since mercury can accumulate in fish tissues and the wet pits may 
be transformed into lakes stocked with game fishes after 
reclamation, I suggest that the on-going testing of methyl mercury 
be included in the monitoring program. In addition to the analysis 
of pit water for mercury as an inorganic element, soil sediment and 
fish (as soon as they are available) from the wet pits should also 

. . be tested for methyl mercury and total mercury at a frequency 
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Morrison 
BEPR-BCMP 
5/10/96 

similar to that of the inorganic chemicals. A baseline of mercury 

project. 
1 1 9 - 3  and methyl mercury should be obtained in the early stage of the 

3. The DEIR does not appear to have clearly stated the number 
samples to be collected at each time at each of the proposed 
monitoring points. Adequate number of samples must be provided at 
each monitoring point especially at the wet pit which is the focal 
point of monitoring for baseline and detection. - - 
4. On page 4.4-33 under PS 3.5-5. Permanent toilets shall be 
properly engineered and design approved by the Yolo County 
Environmental Health not by Yolo County Building Official. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me (X8646) if you have any 
questions regarding this matter. J 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 
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. : LETTER 19: COUNTY OF YOLO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
/ 

Response to Comment 19-1: 

The commentor's acceptance of the proposed approach and measures to mitigate 
potential impacts on groundwater quality resulting from the proposed off-channel mining 
with the exceptions noted in the comments responded to below is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 19-2: 

Please refer to Text Change # 32. 

Response to Comment 19-3: 

Staff agrees with the commentor's point that testing of mercury and methylmercury should 
be conducted as part of the monitoring for the proposed proiect. Performance Standard . . . - 
3.54 of ~ i t i ~ a t i o n  Measures 4.4-2 requires testing of inorganics (which includes total 
mercury) in groundwater and surface water in the mining pits. This monitoring is required 
in the mining and reclamation phases (Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a) and post-reclamation 
(Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a) periods at the same frequency as other required analyses. 
The monitoring of methylmercury in fish is required (Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a) for the 
post-reclamation phase as the most reliable indication of the accumulation of this 
compound in the environment. The requirement for monitoring of the existing mining pit 
lake was included in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a in the DEIR, which provides a "baseline" 
for mercury and methylmercury in mining pit lakes. In addition, testing of inorganics 
(including mercury) in groundwater prior to the beginning of wet pit mining is also required. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 14-1. 

Response to Comment 19-4: 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a (under "Monitoring" bottom of the second paragraph) requires 
that water samples collected from the wet pits be representative. This would require 
multiple sampling locations. The sampling strategy specific to each site is left to the 
qualified professionals implementing the monitoring program. 

Response to Comment 19-5: 

Please refer to Text Change # 31. 
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LETCER # 20 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
Environmental Health Services COUNTY O F  YOLO 4 

I 

I 
I 

RO~IERTO. MTEB, .I,.. U.D. - W R E C ~ R  oi. v u a u c  HEALTH 17 lo  COTIONWWD ST . WWDLAVD. c r  9,695 
THOMAS V TO - URECTOR OF ENVIRONMEflTAL REALM (91616658646 

0 600 *"ST - 0 A V I S  CA9M16 
(9161757 5540. (914372 37W I 

TO: David Morrison, Resource Management Coordinator 
Community Developmect Agency 

FROM : Tom To, Director 
Environmental 

DATE : May 10, 1996 

SUBJECT: Comments on llGround-Water Quality ProtectionNear Planned 
Wet-Pit Mining operationsM 

I have reviewed the above referenced document and found that the 
approach and method proposed to protect the groundwater near and at 
the planned wet-pit mining areas to be acceptable. I agree that 1 -  the focal point of baseline and detection monitoring should be at 20-1 
the wet pit. Under this proposed monitoring plan, regulatory 
agencies are given the flexibility to require additional sampling 
and testings when contaminants are discovered by this process. 

Since the question of whether deep wet pit mining can encourage thy 
methylation of mercury has not been answered, I suggest that 
methyl mercury and total mercury to be included as items of on- 
going monitoring. Soil sediment and fish when available from the 
wet pits should be sampled and tested regularly at a frequency 
similar to other stated items such as inorganic chemicals. A 
Baseline for methyl mercury and total mercury should be formed at 
the early stage of the operation. 

I do not notice a clear description of the number of samples that 
will be taken at each time at each monitoring point. The number of 
samples at the monitoring wells can be minimum. However, due to 
the large surface area and volume of water in the wet pit, adequate 
number of samples should be collected each time from the wet pit to 
form the representative composite sample. - 
Please do not hesitate to call me (X8646) if you have any 
questions. 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 

OCMP ElR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 
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LETTER 20: COUNTY OF YOLO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Response to Comment 20-1 : 

The commentor's acceptance of the proposed approach and method to protect 
groundwater near and at the planned wet-pit mining areas is noted for the record. 

Response to Comment 20-2: 

The commentor is referred to the Response to Comment 19-3 to address the issues 
related to mercury testing and to the Response to Comment 194 for the number of 
sampling points. 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Commenls 
Response to Comments 



State of California 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH ".L 

1400 TENTH STREET '%*,*** 
PETE WILSON 

GOVERNOR 
SACRAMEMTO 95814 LEE GAISSOM 

WRECTOR 

May 10, 1996 

DAVID MORRISON 
YOLO COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
292 WEST BEAMER STREET 
WOODLAND, CA 95695 

Subject: CACHE CREEK OFF CHANNEL MINING PLAN.SCH #: 95113034 

Dear DAVID MORRISON: - 
The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed 
and the comments from the responding agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. On the enclosed 
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the 
agencies that have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to ensure that 
your comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in order, please 
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remember to refer to the project's 
eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code required 
that: 

"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive 
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are within 
an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out 
or approved by the agency.'' 

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support their comments with 
specific documentation. I 
These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. Should you 
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting 
agency ties) . 
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Please contact at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions regarding the environmental review process. - 

Sincerely, 

ANTERO A. RIVASPLRTA 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 
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LETTER 21 : GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 1 

Response to Comment 21-1: 

No response is necessary. Referenced comments letters from other state agencies are 
addressed individually. Thank you for your correspondence. I 

County of Yolo 
June 14.1996 

OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
Response to Comments 



. . 
. . . .  3 A ~ r m o m o  W Y A R O  . I som86U-- C.mr . 

WUlsln u n h ~ ~ ~ u  leOl.EutCDIIIIA%nw 
, - unratr 

no. mum . .  Roml, pu*. q (1492&S(Iw 
u*rRumscQ awau . . ClovdLCC- . * : ? i . r f 7 0 7 ) ~ 7  

sun. .  
.- 

E . r m l t . V . d U  

. . Pile No.:' 96:.110-31~ 

. . . . . . . . .  I BY 
rer aott+ .of. i * i ~ i l i t y  aiid public Rearing Draft E n v i r o n m m  neport I 

for. the Polo .CoWty :Off -Qlsmnel Mining Plan. 
. .  . . 

. . .  , . S . , '  .. > " "  . . - 
lt&om% a t  th i s  uffice we=e re+d to determine if this project could .adversely 
affect h i ~ ~ o r i ~ : ' ~ ' ~ e s .  14u, rev1.m f.or possible historic struetwces, however, 
was l i m i t e d i ~ o ~ ~ e & ~ ~ ~ r r e n t l y  . ., ........ in our office. The office of u i s t q i c  
~resexv+ioh.+s ,:Weplped that .any building o r  structure 45 years or cJZder may, be 
of hi-titoric. WlW:{ Tiidiafore. i f  the project area contains sucli 'properCies they 
should be e+ar~.;eci ' .b~ a historian prior to commencement of project acttvities. 

. . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . -. . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  
. . - 'Ilre.:dropodd' pr~&irrr;t . &&a cdntaixis or :xs adjacent t o  the .- , .  

. .  . . . .  . . &+&g;r~:.. .::' . ), . A study is reuantendeb p r i o r  to 
: c&kcemant oC.project .aetivitiecr. . . .  . .  , . 

, . 
. . .  I 

-The p ~ ~ g o s e d  project area has the possibility of containing uarewrded -. h study is recamended prior to  cammencernent of I 
. . . . . .  ... ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . 

~,i;ircjwb:6j'.woj&t ,area contain8 a listed -. . . . . .  ' . ' (  . . 1. .see raocabmeadstions in ,the .wmraa~ . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  .... . . , . / /  ..... :i+ . . . .  . . . .  
..& a,belq*.  

, .. ,-.<.* , . . . , . , ,  . . . .- . . ,  . . . . . . 
Y - i: ....wbl~id .&e o l . - m .  $6 

' %$&i&da'tion~krai the report are attached. . . .  . L . . . ' .  
. . . . .  . .  - ..,.." . . .  ., , . .  

;-*tuq.b:' identified no historfeal. Purther etiljhr for . i s  not recammended. 

- - There la a low possibility of -. Further s tudy  for 

- is not reconmendad. 

_X_Camaents: It i s  re-ended that the policy on pg. 4.11-6, oPotex#ial Impacts - to cultural Resourceso include the statement that a l l  resource w d s  are 
checked for the of and the &&eS&l for prehistoric angrbietoric - Sltea. 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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pile No.: 96-YO-31B 

If afchaeoloqical resources are encountered during. the project. work in the 
&mediate vicinity ~f the fin& nhahould be halted until a pualiEied archipgQ2ogist has 
evaluated the situation. IP yar have any questims please give us a call (9'07) 664- 
1494.  

sincerely. 

d& 
Liz Black for 
Leiqh Jordan 
Coordinator 

County of Yolo 
June 14, 1996 OCMP EIR Response to Comments 
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LETTER 22: NORTHWEST INFORMATION CENTER 

Response to Comment 22-1: 

Thank you for your correspondence. The additional performance standard identified in 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-la on page 4.11-9 would ensure that site-specific cultural 
resource studies would be conducted as part of project level ElRs prior to commencement 
of mining activities. In response to the comment, the performance standard has been 
further modified as noted in Text Change # 70 to ensure that all resource records are 
checked for the presence of and the potential for prehistoric and historic sites. As noted 
by the commentor and in Performance Standard 2.5-3 of the OCMP, if archeological sites 
are encountered during the project, work would be stopped until a qualified archeologist 
assesses the situation. 

County of Yolo 
June 14,1996 
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