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CALL TO ORDER:

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Commissioner Zimmerman with
Commissioners Cozine, Durham, Flanagan, and Messick present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

With a motion by Commissioner Durham and seconded by Commissioner Cozine, the
minutes from the September 19, 2007 meeting were unanimously approved.

ACTION ITEMS AND PUBLIC HEARING:

A motion was made by Commissioner Cozine and seconded by Commissioner Durham to
change the order of the agenda, moving the Surface Mining Permit Modification
(SMP2004-0001 Teichert) to first on the agenda. Motion was passed 4-0 with
Commissioner Messick abstaining.

1) Surface Mining Permit Modification (File # SMP2004-0001): Certification of
the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) with
Mitigation Monitoring Plan and Statement of Overriding Considerations and
consideration of the revised Surface Mining Permit (SMP2000-0003)
Modification and PG&E Infrastructure Improvements Project (Project) for
the Teichert Marysville Facility: A request to expand the Teichert Marysville
Facility’s existing sand and gravel operation from one (1) million tons per year
(MTY) to three (3) million tons per year (MTY). The proposed project includes
alterations to the previously approved Surface Mining Permit (SMP2000-0003).
The proposed alterations include: production capacity increase (1 MTY to 3
MTY); alteration of phasing; mining equipment options; flexible locations for test
plots; overburden stockpiling and temporary berms; and revisions to current waste




discharge requirements (WDRs). The project site boundary and designated mining
area would not change. However, the equipment required to excavate to the full
permitted depth of 200 feet would necessitate a PG&E update to the electrical
facilities serving the project site. (1) Staff Report (2) Public Hearing (3) Adopt
Resolution

Commissioner Messick excused himself from this item on the agenda.

Staff Report: Nancy Sailsbery, Contract Planner, presented the staff report.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission adopts the resolution certifying the
Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) with mitigation
monitoring plan and adopting the Statement of Overriding Considerations with
findings of fact and conditionally approving the revised Surface Mining Permit
2000-0003 (SMP2000-0003) with conditions of approval.

Commissioner Durham wanted an explanation from Cal Trans of what was put in
the letter that they submitted.

Susan Zanchi, Cal Trans Associate Planner, stated the information in the letter
came from their traffic engineers. One of the biggest issues with the previous
document submitted was that some of the analysis of potential impacts was
deferred until a later review and their interpretation of CEQA 1is that those types
of analysis not be deferred and that they are looked at up front so mitigations are
identified and discussed. The letter focuses on State Rt. 70 ramps at Erle Road
because the level of service is already at F. They want the impacts to be analyzed
and the mitigations determined. Also they would like a reasonable proportional
share assigned to the project proponent. It has been suggested that they would
like to expand that bridge to five lanes and the design of that bridge will not take
fives lanes unless they remove the shoulder and the sidewalk. Cal Trans
suggested signalization that could possibly help along the proposed route. Traffic
studies need to be done since there could be a significant increase in traffic along
the proposed route.

Commissioner Durham asked what types of studies would be the recommended
approach.

Susan Zanchi, Cal Trans Associate Planner, stated that she is not an expert but
that the Cal Trans Traffic people could provide some guidance to what type of
study should be done to look at how the traffic moves through the corridor as it
accesses the highway.

Commissioner Zimmerman asked for Planning Director comments on this letter.
Wendy Hartman, Planning Director, explained that Fehr & Peers traffic study

indicated at this time traffic volumes did not warrant a signal, however, they did
indicate in their mitigation measure that the County could work with Cal Trans to



determine when a signal is warranted. If they would like staff could have Natalie
Porter from Fehr & Peers answer questions regarding issues with signalization.

Commissioner Durham requested the Natalie Porter from Fehr & Peers address
the signalization issues.

Natalie Porter, Fehr & Peers, stated all the studying done for environmental
document was at the direction of Cal Trans. Cal Trans feels that a signal is
currently warranted now because of the way they counted a certain movement that
is not typically done for a signal warrant. Fehr & Peers needs to respond to Cal
Trans comments in writing since they just received the letter. They can then walk
through the analysis with them and can mitigate the existing plus project. The
studies done by Fehr & Peers have used increased truck percentages so that they
account for more trucks than will actually be there in the analysis per Cal Trans
direction.

Van Boeck, Public Works Principal Engineer, the way the mitigation measure is
written now is that once Cal Trans determines that a signal is warranted, that is
part of the mitigation, that Teichert pay their fair share of cost for the signal.

Commissioner Zimmerman clarified when and if it becomes warranted then it will
be done.

Commissioner Cozine asked if Teichert would be willing to pay for their fair
share.

Van Boeck, Public Works Principal Engineer, stated that it is part of the
mitigation measure to pay their fair share to pay for that traffic signal if
warranted.

Commissioner Zimmerman wanted the letter submitted by the City of Marysville
to be taken into consideration with whatever action was taken at the meeting.

Public Hearing:

The following people voiced concerns with the project regarding road quality,
traffic congestion, the effect on water, safety concerns, noise, and air quality:

Frida Calvert Amanda Nokes Jim Flurry
Joan Saunders Brian Smith Scott Miloh
Steve Wigley Kathy Barnholt Betty Chappell
Gerald White Doris Roeleder

Henry Smith Ross Roeleder



Traffic: Concerns were raised regarding increased traffic and a reduction in the
level of service of roadways used by the project.

Water: Concerns were raised regarding the water table dropping and impacts to
resident’s wells due to the increased mining. Water quality issues were also
voiced.

Safety: Traffic related safety issues included difficulty accessing individual
properties and businesses along Hammonton-Smartville Rd, the lack of a
shoulder, and debris thrown up from wheels of passing trucks.

Noise: Concerns from noise generated from increased mine production and the
resulting truck trips.

Air Quality: Concerns regarding fugitive dust and operational emissions from the
increase in mining activities.

Dave Slack spoke about Teichert being a good neighbor and how they employ
many of the local people. He feels once Western Aggregate is held to their
original vested mining permits and Teichert is allowed to expand theirs to what
they are asking for it would be a wash. There would be not be more truck traffic
and there would not be water dissipating on land owner’s property.

John Taylor, Teichert, spoke in regards to the comments regarding the adequacy
of the EIR in terms of the responses which have been provided. He stated that the
EIR had a 45 day review period, that time came and went. An additional 30 day
extension on the comment period was requested, Teichert agreed that those 30
additional days were appropriate and that has come and gone. So a total of 75
days this document has been under review. Despite that we have a letter from the
City of Marysville asking for more time and new comments from Cal Trans. He
suggested that the comment period be opened back up for a period of 15 days so
comments may be submitted and the preparers of the document can provide
additional responses. Then at the next meeting we can come back and resume this
hearing. He explained that Teichert is not the only one who mines material in the
area and that only 1/6 of the mining comes from Teichert. What Teichert is
asking for is to go from 1 million tons to 3 million tons. That means there is a
reallocation of what comes out of which mine, not that there will be more tonnage
moving down that road. There will still be 6 million tons moving down the road,
it is just a reallocation of who is moving the tonnage. Teichert is more than
prepared to engage in a process for comprehensive solutions, but since they are
only 1/6 of the production there are other actors who need to be at the table if that
discussion proceeds.

Commissioner Cozine asked if Teichert would be addressing some of the
comments.



2)

John Taylor, Teichert, stated that the preparers of the EIR will be doing that and it
is not the appropriate role for Teichert. It is the party under contract with the
county who is responsible for that.

Wendy Hartman, Planning Director, recommended continuing taking public
comments and if the commission desires to continue the comment period we
could talk about potential dates for closing the extension of the comment period
and when the next hearing date would be. The commission also has the ability to
ask the EIR consultant and any of their sub consultants to address some of these
comments or you can defer that those comments will be addressed in a final
written version as is already included in the final EIR.

There being no further comments the public hearing was closed.

Wendy Hartman, Planning Director, gave three options for courses of action the
Planning Commission can take. The first action is to approve the project as
currently proposed in the staff report. The second action is to deny the project;
denial of the project only denies Teicherts ability for expansion, it does not affect
their current mining operation as it stands today. The third action as presented by
John Taylor, who represents Teichert, is to continue the project. If the
commission decides to continue the project, the recommended action would be to
continue the item to the December 19, 2007 Planning Commission meeting, with
the stipulation that any additional written comments shall be submitted by 5:00
p.m. on October 31, 2007 and that any verbal comments received this evening
will only be addressed in a summary response format within the revised FSEIR.
Therefore anyone that spoke this evening that wants their comments to be
addressed in a more detailed fashion will need to submit their comments by 5:00
p.m. on October 31, 2007.

Action: With a motion by Commissioner Cozine and seconded by
Commissioner Durham, Planning Commission voted 4-0 (Commissioner Messick
abstained) to continue the item to the December 19, 2007 meeting and making
October 31, 2007 the cutoff date for comments and also directing staff to solicit
comments from the California Highway Patrol.

Tentative Subdivision Tract Map TSTM 2006-0017 (Reedy): A request to
divide 70.28 acres which is a portion of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 005-700-002
and APN 005-700-004 into three parcels. The proposed lot sizes are (Parcel 1)
44.86 acres, (Parcel 2) 14.54 acres and (Parcel 3) 10.88 acres. The property fronts
along the northeast side of Reedy Drive which is south of Spring Valley Road in
the Browns Valley area. The property is developed with a single-family residence
and the remainder is grazing land with some oak woodland area. The property is

























