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Save Our Canyon 

Comments on the Draft EIR for the Revised Azusa Rock Conditional Use Permit 

 

Based on our analysis, Save Our Canyon believes that the draft EIR is seriously flawed and does 

not adequately determine the environmental impact of the proposed amended conditional use 

permit for Azusa Rock to mine in the Fish Creek Quarry. Outlined below are a summary of the 

deficiencies of the draft EIR based on the requirements of CEQA to fully address the 

environmental impacts of the proposal, followed by a list of specific issues identified throughout 

the draft EIR.  

 

Additionally, Save Our Canyon is concerned that the draft EIR has been developed with biases in 

favor of the applicant for two reasons: (1) the city's consultant has published on their website that 

Vulcan Materials is a client. The oral report by city staff that the website is in error and that 

Vulcan is not and has never been a client of Lilburn Consulting is troubling and not credible. 

[Attachment 1 ï screenshot of Lilburn website] (2) Based on the draft development 

agreement, it is apparent that the City of Azusa has a financial incentive to not only approve the 

proposal but also to do so as quickly as possible since the applicant would immediately make a 

prepayment on future mineral taxes of $1,500,000 and guarantee an annual mineral tax payment 

of $500,000. The inordinate size of these payments and guarantees are all the more suspicious as, 

up until recently, Vulcan Materials has paid a negligible amount of in mineral taxes since 

acquiring the property in 1999. [Attachment 2 ï Mining Taxes Paid by Vulcan ] 

 

A summary of our comments and concerns are as follows:  

 

1. Studies Used to Develop the Draft EIR   

 

The draft EIR should have not relied on studies that were prepared by or for Vulcan, even 

if they were ópeer-reviewedô by the Cityôs consultant, Lilburn Corporation,  or selected sub-

consultants. The purpose of the City of Azusa engaging in a contract with an independent 

consultant, instead of allowing the use of the applicantôs submission or studies performed for the 

applicant in the preparation of the DEIR is to ensure that the process, studies, and outcomes are 

fair and impartial. By allowing Lilburn Corporation to use the studies, data, and documents 

prepared for and paid for by Vulcan and expedite the CEQA process, the validity of impartiality 

is questionable. Instead, the City of Azusa should have ensured that the Vulcan application was 

reviewed with credible due diligence by commissioning its own analyses, studies, and data.  

   

As it stands, the DEIR lacks credibility because with the exception of sections 4.1, 4.8, and 4.12, 

all of the impact results were derived at through the ñCity of Azusaôs review and analysisò 

(Lilburn Corporation and City Staff) of information submitted by Vulcan obtained from sources 

which were paid for by Vulcan).  

 

2. True Environmental Impact of the Proposed Project  

 

The draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the environmental impact of the proposed 

plan. By using the current conditional use permit as the baseline in the evaluation of 

environmental impacts, the DEIR obfuscates the total environmental impact of the project. The 
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purpose of CEQA is to fully understand the impact of a proposed project, and, by evaluating the 

net change in impacts from the current CUP, the DEIR does not give the public the information 

necessary to fully evaluate the proposal. While the decision to use an artificial baseline taints the 

results of the entire DEIR, the conclusions in Section 4 of the DEIR (Aesthetics) are especially 

troubling when considering the impact on the expansion on the West side. As the evaluation of 

the project's aesthetics is in total and the already disturbed areas contribute to a significant 

lowering in the point system selected, the result is that the DEIR wrongly concludes that the 

proposal is superior to the current conditions and/or the damage can be mitigated through 

reclamation; instead, if the DEIR had evaluated the impacts on the Western parcel separately 

since that parcel is not part of the current CUP, the true environmental impact of the expansion 

would have been evaluated.  

 

Furthermore, if we were to allow that the current CUP should be used as the baseline, a decision 

which we strongly assert is inappropriate, the DEIR continues to be flawed since it uses an 

inconsistent approach in analyzing the environmental impacts. In some instances, the current rate 

of mining  at 1.1 mtpy is used as the baseline (The use of this number is arbirtrary in and of itself 

since annual mining rates at the site have varied significantly since approval of the current permit 

in 1988.), and in other instances the current permitted maximums are used to determine the net 

environmental impact. It appears that the varying baselines were selected to maximize the 

number of findings that would have environmental impacts that are "less than significant" and 

thereby requiring no mitigation.    

 

3. Disclosure of Aggregate Reserves  

 

The draft EIR does not disclose the estimated reserves of both aggregate and overburden in 

both the proposal and the current permit. Save Our Canyon specifically requested that the 

EIR disclose the estimated reserves available in the current permit and and the expansion area. 

Additionally, the Scope of Services with Lilburn Corporation requires that the consultant 

complete a geologic assessment which includes an "informed estimate of the volume of 

overburden material and higher quality rock in the total developable material, and will also 

evaluate the quality and potential market uses of all potential material (overburden and primary 

rock products) that may be mined and produced at the 270-acre site." [Attachment 3 ï Lilburn 

Scope of Services] This geologic assessment, if it exists, has not been released to the public by 

the City of Azusa. Save Our Canyon strongly believes that the City should have completed this 

assessment before developing the DEIR because many of the factors in the DEIR (e.g. Project 

Objectives, Air Quality, Green House Gases, Project Alternatives) assume that the revised 

project is equivalent in scope to the current CUP. Furthermore, we believe that such an 

assessment should estimate the reserves in the current project on both the East and West side 

separately, as well as the amount of additional reserves within the expansion parcel to fully 

understand the evenness of the 'swap'. Based on our calculations, it appears that the DEIR 

significantly overestimates the available reserves in the current project. [Attachment 4 - 

ñAggregate Reserves Discrepancyò] If, as we believe, the proposal contains much larger 

reserves than the current project, many of the conclusions in the DEIR are inaccurate and/or 

incorrect.  
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4. Air Quality  
 

We do not believe that draft EIR adequately assesses the impact to air quality in the local 

communities of Azusa and Duarte nor that data is available to make an appropriate 

assessment.    Figure 4.2-1 of the DEIR Figure 4.2-1 of the draft EIR shows the prevailing wind 

direction for the Azusa Rock project site. We have overlaid this figure over a satellite map of the 

Azusa Rock project site and surrounding area. [Attachment 5 ï Figure of Prevailing Wind 

Impact] The figure shows that wind directions tend to be from the west/southwest and to a lesser 

degree north/northeast. Monitoring of particulates has been done from the Azusa monitoring 

station located at 803 N Loren Ave., Azusa, CA 91702, which is due south of the project site. 

Due to the distance and prevailing winds, it is unlikely the monitoring site will effectively 

measure any particulates emitted from the Azusa Rock Quarry. A monitoring station located in 

Mountain Cove would provide a much better measure of Azusa Rock-related pollution.  

 

The DEIR also fails to seriously consider the cumulative impacts to air quality in the region. In 

2002, a report entitled "Environmental Effects of Gravel Mining in Irwindale, CA: Basic 

Information Is Not Available to Assess Health and Environmental Risks to the Community" was 

prepared for Congresswoman Hilda Solis (http://saveourcanyon.org/Azusa_rock-_Hilda_solis-

congress_woman.pdf).  As the title clearly states, there was not and still is not currently enough 

information to determine the health effects of the many gravel pits within near proximity to the 

Azusa Rock Quarry site.  The proposed revised permit would result in a doubling (based on our 

estimates - see Addendum 4) of the amount of reserves mined over the life of the CUP, and this 

impact is not taken into account in the DEIR.  

 

5. Reclamation  

 

Microbenching  
We have serious concerns about the ability of the applicant to reclaim the mined areas with 

microbenches since it is an new technique. Vulcan Materials has simulated microbenching 

within the current site; however, these benches were made entirely of loose dirt and were created 

with the use of a backhoe. The proposed reclamation technique would require the creation of 

microbenches in bedrock or weathered rock: a very different material than dirt. Vulcan also cites 

the CalTrans reclamation along the 210 freeway. While these benches are much superior 

aesthetically to the large 40 foot benches currently in place, they are still obviously artificially 

reclaimed to the most casual observer (for example, a driving speeding by at 70 mph). We are 

fully supportive of exploring the possibility of such techniques, like microbenching, which 

would increase the aesthetics of the reclamation process, but we believe that the techniques must 

be demonstrated as successful under the current conditions of the mining area, such as in all or 

part of the currently reclaimed area on the East side of the canyon. We believe that this 

demonstration is integral to validating the conclusions of the draft EIR. Many impacts in the 

draft EIR, mostly related to aesthetics and habitat restoration, are mitigated by the inclusion of 

microbenches. Furthermore, what happens to mitigation if the attempts at microbenching are not 

successful?  

 

Revegetation  
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We are also concerned about the feasibility of the revegetation of the proposed microbenches 

with local native plants and seeds. Previous attempts to successfully reclaim the large benches 

with local flora have failed, as has been reported in numerous annual reports to the Azusa 

Planning Commission. In fact, only the most recent bi-annual reports approved in December of 

2007 and 2009 make a determination that Vulcan is in compliance with the revegetation 

requirements of the reclamation plan. Coincidentally, these reports were produced for the City of 

Azusa by Vulcan and Lilburn, respectively. The fact that suddenly the revegetation has been 

successful when it has never been considered so in the previous years is a serious concern. It is 

all the more concerning because the DEIR depends heavily on the revised reclamation plan and 

the successful revegetation of the microbenches to mitigate the aesthetics and future land use as 

open space and wildlife habitat, as well as to mitigate the possibility of runoff and water 

contamination.  

 

6. Inadequate Evaluation of Project Alternatives   

 

No Project Alternative  
Under CEQA, the No Project alternative should not have been the current conditional use permit. 

To fully understand the environmental impacts, the No Project alternative should have 

evaluated the conditions as if there were no mining. This is especially relevant for the 

expansion parcel, where currently there is no mining. This entire section is evaluated incorrectly.  

 

Alternate Project Design  
We are concerned that this design was rejected since it would not allow Vulcan to mine 

105,000,000 tons of material. Based on our earlier comment, we do not believe that the currently 

permitted area contains this amount of reserves, and therefore this alternative should have been 

more fully explored and not rejected in the DEIR. This alternative is most appealing as it would 

allow a majority of the western parcel to remain pristine as well as minimize the destruction on 

the East side. We believe that this design should be more fully explored, as long as Vulcan is 

able to demonstrate the ability to reclaim and revegetate successfully already mined areas within 

the project site. 

 

7. Access to Fish Canyon Trail  
 

Since mining recommenced in 1988 under the current CUP, access to the Fish Canyon Trail and 

Falls has remained unsatisfactory. Until a few years ago (coinciding with Vulcan's first 

attempted in 1995 to expand mining operations to the entire 270 acres), there has been limited to 

no access to the original trailhead (i.e. directly through the canyon). Vulcan now schedules 

occasional access days, but does not give access beyond those days, even though the DEIR 

asserts that individuals are given access upon request. Making such a request is difficult for the 

lay person, and we are uncertain that any individual has ever been given such access. Moreover, 

the current access trail is only in place because of the effort of the City of Duarte to create and 

maintain a trail. However, this trail would only be recommended for experienced hikers as the 

elevation gain and loss are extreme and over dangerous terrain, particularly the section along the 

unmaintained access road within the proposed expansion area.   
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The evaluation of the trail alternatives is unsatisfactory. The DEIR asserts that the trail 

alternative would give a reasonable approximation of the current trail, yet the appendix related to 

trail alternatives consists only of graphs of the trail outline and comparisons of distances and 

average grade in graphical form. The evaluation should have also compared distances, total 

elevation gain and loss as well as complete a qualitative evaluation of the alternative trails. Both 

alternatives are significantly longer in distance and appear to have in increase in total elevation 

gain and loss. Additionally, the DEIR reports that Vulcan would be complying with easement 

agreement with the City of Duarte to build a 'better trail', but nowhere in the DEIR is there 

mitigation for trail maintenance. The trail alternatives are through dense chaparrel, which will 

require significantly more trail maintenance then the current trail, which is maintained by the 

City of Duarte and is sparsely vegetated along the front face of the trail.   

 

8. CUP Violations  
 

As noted in our comments for the Notice of Preparation, we continue to be concerned with the 

boundary violations within the current CUP. These violations will be masked by the revised 

Conditional Use Permit. This is of particular concern because the current CUP requires an 

evaluation at 25 years of operation (in 2013) to allow an additional 25 year extension only if the 

operator is in 'substantial compliance' with the permit. The DEIR wrongly states in multiple 

locations that the operator has the rights to mine until 2038, when, in fact, their permit is for 25 

years with the possibility of an extension for an additional 25 years.   

 

East Side Violation  
The 6.16 acre easement along the East side of the quarry, which according to the application and 

DEIR is necessary to be able to complete the reclamation with microbenching, directly 

corresponds to an area that has already been mined and reclaimed outside of the currently 

permitted area. In our opinion, the easement has been attached to the revised permit to hide this 

violation.    

 

West Side Violation  
There is an obvious man-made disturbed area within the western expansion area. As with the 

eastside violation, this violation would become irrelevant if Vulcan is given the rights to mine 

the additional western parcel.  

 

9. Biological Assessment 

 

The biological assessment does not adequately assess the biological resources in the western 

expansion parcel. The assessment clearly states that the field survey was completed from trails 

and accessible roads on the site. There is only one trail within the expansion area, and the 

vegetation to the West of the trail is dense. A survey completed with binoculars from the trail 

and roads is not sufficient to determine the biological resources within the expansion area. 

 

 

 
 

Below are our comments to specific language within the draft EIR:  
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PAGE 1-1:  

The Development Agreement was not made publicly available until 01/27/10. The DA was 

not reviewed in the DEIR. The DA should have been publicly release on 12/23/2009 along 

with the DEIR and the Proposed Reclamation Plan. The Draft DA has not been discussed 

by the Planning Commission or addressed by staff publicly. 

The activities proposed in the Revised Conditional Use Permit and Reclamation Plan, and the 

Development Agreement to be executed between the City of Azusa and VMC were evaluated in 

this EIR as the Proposed Project. The approval of a Development Agreement is required per the 

Cityôs Municipal Code under the Open Space (OS) Zone Requirements (Azusa Municipal Code 

Chapter 88.28).  

   

PAGE 1-6:  

The proposed reclamation method has not been proven to work in mined surfaces. The 

only example presented by Vulcan is the Cal-Trans reclamation near the La Tuna exit off 

of the 210 freeway. This example is on a much smaller scale and was completed on very 

different geological material. Also the sample presented by Vulcan in picture format 

during their presentation to the Planning Commission on 01/13, 01/27, and 02/10/2010 was 

nothing more than piled dirt without vegetation and not in actual mined slopes. 
A revised reclamation program to reshape, revegetate, and naturalize the appearance of the 

benches and terraces of the existing East Side and proposed West Side quarry faces. Reclamation 

will include one to two-foot horizontal and vertical ñmicro-benchesò instead of the larger 30 to 

40-foot horizontal and vertical stair-step benching that has been implemented on the East Side. 

The micro-benching, recontouring of straight line cuts to more natural lines, and revegetation 

with native plant species is intended to create finished slopes more closely resembling natural 

slopes to reduce existing and future  

visual impacts.  

   

PAGE 1-6 & 3-42 

The proposed expansion would allow Vulcan to mine on both sides of the creek. Mining to 

the tune of over 5 million tons of overburden and extracted rock which the DEIR indicates 

will yield approximately 3 additional million tons of gravel to Vulcan and will assist them 

in concealing the fact that there has been mining outside the boundaries allowed by the 

CUP. 

The acceleration of reclamation activities for the existing, more-visible East Side (i.e., east of 

Fish Creek) such that reclamation is to be completed within approximately seven (7) years of 

project approval (likely in 2017) rather than at the end of the project in 2038.  

   

Approximately 5 million tons of overburden and aggregates will be cut and of that amount, 

Approximately 2 million tons will be used in Phase II-E to fill or buttress the toe of the slope for 

slope stability before the micro-benching can proceed. The balance will be conveyed to the 

Reliance facility. 

 

PAGE 1-6; 3-31 and Page 4.3-31:  

Does this mean that there will be additional erosion? Based on the amount of aggregate 

that can be extracted from the west side (105 million tons and 33 million tons of 
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overburden) when compared to 45 million from the combined existing east/west, it does 

seem there will be more erosion. (Also refer to table 3-6 of DEIR). 

An increase in the size of the on-site detention basin from a surface area of approximately 1.1 

acres to approximately 1.45 acres (basin depth to remain at its current elevation). The capacity of 

the detention basin would change from 9.8 acre feet to a minimum of 12 acre feet.  

 

The overburden is estimated at approximately 30 percent or 32.6 million tons of the total 

excavation of approximately 138.2 million tons. Most of the overburden will be conveyed offsite 

through the Reliance facility and used as fill material at other previously mined properties in the 

immediate region. 

 

An increase in either siltation or pollutant content in Fish Creek could adversely affect aquatic or 

riparian species on the Project Site and downstream in the San Gabriel River including state or 

federally listed threatened or endangered species. The Proposed Project could cause sediment or 

pollutant increases by increasing water erosion from runoff from the mining and reclamation 

slopes, along access roads, or by spilling toxic materials (e.g., fuels, lubricants, or solvents) that 

might eventually migrate through the soil or groundwater into the river. 

   

PAGE 1-6; Appendix C.2.2; Page 3-11; Page 4-2.1; Page 5-8; and Page ES-4:  

Production is limited due to use of conveyor. Also, what is the ñon-site haul road?ò In 

Vulcanôs public presentations to the Planning Commission they claim reduction in 

production from 10.8 million tons to 6 million tons under the new plan. However that 

reduction was imposed since the implementation and use of the conveyor.  
Annual production is limited by the operationôs current air quality permits to10.8 million tons 

per year, and by the conveyor transport entitlement to 6 million tons per year, plus an additional 

1 million tons per year by truck via the on-site haul road.  

  

The City of Azusa granted a permit allowing quarrying operations at this site in 1956 (Resolution 

No. 3546) ȤȤ prior to the adoption of CEQA, which occurred in 1970. While additional 

permitting and approvals have occurred, under the currently applicable SCAQMD Permit (No. 

F46096) Vulcan is permitted to quarry up to 10.8 MMtpy (or up to 900,000 tons per month). If 

the Project is not approved, then Vulcan can quarry up to that amount. The Project as proposed, 

however, would limit aggregate production at the site to a maximum rate of 6 MMtpy. Failure to 

approve the Project, therefore, would potentially result in greater GHG and air pollutant 

emissions (as well as other likely environmental impacts) as compared to the Project. 

 

The 1.1 mtpy is used as the CEQA Baseline for the assessment of potential impacts of the 

Proposed Project. 

 

PAGE 1-6: 

The proposal does not increase the total amount allowed on an annual basis, but does 

increase to the total amount of material over the life of the project. 

The Proposed Project does not propose an increase in the total amount of material allowed or an 

extended mining period. 

 

PAGE 1-8:  



9 | P a g e 

 

The micro-benching in the onsite testing was done in loose dirt, not in bedrock. 

Micro-benching has been determined by on-site testing to create slopes more compatible 

the existing natural slopes, thereby improving the aesthetic conditions of the site. 

 

The proposed trail alignment is steeper, longer, and adjacent to mining operations. 

Although the DEIR discusses three alternate trail locations one is the same as the existing 

through restricted mining site; the second is outside of the property owned by Vulcan so 

this alternate was discarded; the third is adjacent to the proposed mining expansion longer 

and steeper. So no comparable or better quality trail is concluded. 
As a result of the Proposed Project, the existing trail within a 20-foot wide easement granted by 

Azusa Rock to the City of Duarte (see Figure 1-4) would be relocated from within the western 

portion of the site to a western perimeter location or another alignment providing for a 

comparable or better quality trail.  

     

PAGE 1-10:  

Save Our Canyon is hereby requesting that a copy of written notification to OMR be 

provided to us and made available for public review prior to the final public hearing by the 

City Council on the proposed Vulcan expansion.  

The City will also provide OMR a 45-day review period for the DEIR and must additionally 

grant OMR a formal 30-day notice prior to the final public hearing at which  

time the Proposed Project may be adopted.  

   

PAGE 1-14 

Why was the Mitigation Monitoring Program not provided in the draft E IR. A critical 

piece of assessing the value of the proposed mitigation measures is the terms of monitoring 

and consequences if mitigation measures fail, particularly in regard to reclamation and 

revegetation. 

Chapter 8.0 - Mitigation Monitoring Program: To be provided in the Final EIR; will include a list 

of all measures, responsible department, timing of implementation and description of whether the 

measure is time specific or on-going 

 

PAGE 2-8 

The proposed projectôs reserves are estimated at 100 million tons. Is this an equal swap 

with reserves in the current permitted area? This amount must be quantified. 

ébut would likely not be able to meet the Proposed Projectôs 100 million tons of reserves. 

 

PAGE 2-10 

Based on our calculations, the reserves available in this setback may actually be closer to 

the amount of available reserves under the current CUP. 

Alternative Design:éThis setback would limit mining to the east side of this ridge and would 

reduce the West Side approximate 80-acre mine area by about 29 acres and reduce the amount of 

material by 42 million tons or approximately 30 percent. 

 

PAGE 2-11 

As this scenario is environmentally superior, we believe that it should be further explored. 
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The Alternative Design scenario, although still subject to aesthetic impacts, appears to be the 

environmentally superior alternative of the three considered. 

 

PAGE 3-4; PAGE 4.5-6; PAGE 4.8-3; PAGE 4.8-9; PAGE 4.8-20; and PAGE 5-43:  

Proposed expansion reduces proximity to residential neighborhood in half and as close as 

3000 feet from an elementary school. 

Residential subdivisions located near the Project Site include the Mountain Cove Community 

approximately 1.25 miles to the east in the City of Azusa and the Brookridge Road 

Neighborhood in the City of Duarte approximately 0.6 miles to the southwest. 

 

Landslides are common throughout the San Gabriel Mountains, particularly adjacent to the range 

front (Crook and others, 1987). The occurrence of landslides close to the range front is likely a 

combined result of the proximity to the Sierra Madre and Raymond faults and the high degree of 

deformation evident in the rocks of the range front. 

 

The Proposed Project is subject to the City of Azusaôs General Plan Land Use Goals, Policies, 

and Regulations since the Project Site is within the jurisdiction of the City. Though not having 

jurisdiction over the Proposed Project, several neighboring cities may also have a potential 

interest in the City of Azusaôs land use decisions based on their close proximity to the Proposed 

Project. These cities include: 

Å City of Bradbury 

Å City of Duarte 

Å City of Irwindale 

Å City of Glendora 

 

Objective 2.1: Assure that future development complements surrounding areas. 

Policy LU 2.1.6 - Hillside development must be sensitive to the local views of the hills and to the 

natural environment. 

Policy LU 2.1.7 - Make every effort to ensure that industry and residences, where located in 

close proximity, will be compatible neighbors with non-industrial uses located nearby, and with 

neighboring cities as well. 

 

Increased [mining in] proximity to Azusa residences could result in greater impacts related to 

criteria pollutants and health risk. (WHAT ABOUT NEIGHBORING COMMUNITIES?).  

   

Page 3-7; Page 3-39; Page 3-42; Page 4.1-2; Page 4.1-13; Page 4.5-2 & 3; Page 4.5-12;  :  

Requested 6.1 acre easement on the east side is to conceal already disturbed area (compare 

suggested slope to other proposed slopes on the west side)  

The Proposed Project would require a reclamation easement of approximately 6.1 acres that 

extends into VMCôs adjacent owned property (portion of APN 8684-008-014) southeast of the 

easterly 80± acres of the Project Site. A proposed reduction in the reclamation slopes would 

require an easterly shift to the adjacent property to achieve the proposed reclamation design and 

would disturb approximately 3.5 acres. The proposed 250-foot wide easement would be provided 

to ensure equipment and operator safety during reclamation. 

 

Reduction of the reclamation slopes from 15 to 40 feet high benches at a 51o angle (0.8V:1H), 
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down to 1-to-2 foot high benches to a flatter angle of 45o requires an easterly shift to the 

adjacent property to achieve the proposed reclamation design (refer to Figures 3-4 and 3-7). The 

easement constitutes an area of approximately 6.1 acres of APN 8684-008-014 that will extend 

onto VMCôs adjacent owned property of which approximately 3.5 acres will be disturbed by the 

reclamation benching.  

 

Micro-benching design will reclaim slopes at 1H:1V with a series of irregular 1 to 2-foot vertical 

and horizontal micro-benches as illustrated in Figure 3-18. 

 

The Project Site is currently mined resulting in visual impacts related to removal of surface 

vegetation and topsoil, bench and road cuts, and on-site equipment. The quarry on the West Side 

of the Project Site appears as a visible cascade of aggregate extending from a crushing facility 

approximately mid-level of the exposed slopes. 

 

PDF-4 Final reclaimed slopes are to be contoured horizontally and vertically to mimic the pre-

mining contour, incorporating vertical articulation thereby eliminating negative aesthetic 

elements. 

 

The Proposed Project could cause sediment or pollutant increases by increasing water erosion 

from runoff from the mining and reclamation slopes, along access roads, or by spilling toxic 

materials (e.g., fuels, lubricants, or solvents) that might eventually migrate through the soil or 

groundwater into the river. The water runoff from the final mine configuration of the Proposed 

Project could substantially degrade water quality if bare or unvegetated slopes were a source of 

abnormal erosion and sediment discharge. 

 

The East Side of the Project Site currently includes an inactive highwall that is approximately 

800 feet in maximum height. The lower, approximately 500 feet is inclined at approximately 

43 degrees (1.07 horizontal to 1 vertical) and flatter. The upper, approximately 300 feet is 

steeper, inclined at approximately 54 degrees (0.75 horizontal to 1 vertical). The Proposed 

Project will entail re-configuring this slope by flattening the upper steeper portion and placing 

the removed material at the toe of the lower portion as an engineered buttress fill. This will result 

in the overall slope height increasing to approximately 900 feet. The finished slope will be 

inclined at a uniform angle of approximately 35 degrees (1.43 horizontal to 1 vertical), with the 

lower approximately 500 feet of slope face comprised of buttress fill and the upper 

approximately 400 feet comprised of cut slope in bedrock. 

The West Side of the Project Site includes an active highwall that is approximately 600 feet in 

maximum height and inclined at approximately 45 degrees (1 horizontal to 1 vertical). The 

Proposed Project will entail mining to the west of this highwall to the northern, southern and 

western property lines. This mining will create final cut slopes facing northerly, southerly and 

easterly that are a maximum of approximately 1,300 feet in height and inclined as steep as 

approximately 45 to 50 degrees (0.84 horizontal to 1 vertical). 

 

The stability of the proposed final mine slopes is addressed separately for the East Side and West 

Side of the quarry based on the differences in the overall character of the materials in the east 

and west sides. 
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PAGE 3-9; Page 1-6; Page 3-11; Page 3-23; Page 4.2-1; and Page ES-4:    

Vulcan claims they had not mined the site until recently.  

Since the implementation of the conveyor (early 1990ôs), aggregate preprocessing has occurred 

continuously at Fish Canyon with mining occurring on both the east and west active quarry 

areas. Preprocessed aggregates are conveyed to the Reliance facility for processing and 

shipment. 

 

 It should be noted that the production level for the past year was approximately1.1 million tons, 

due to the reduced demand associated with the economic recession. 

 

Actual on-site production for a one-year period from the 4th quarter 2006 through the 3rd quarter 

of 2007 was 1.1 million tons. 

 

The quantities shown on Table 3-5 for the existing conditions are based on actual production of 

1.1 million tons per year and the Proposed Project numbers are based on 6 million tons per year. 

 

The Proposed Project is for a maximum of 6 million tons per year (mtpy) to be transported via 

the conveyor only. Actual on-site production for a one year period from the 4th quarter 2006 

through the 3rd quarter of 2007 was 1.1 million tons. The 1.1 mtpy is used as the CEQA 

Baseline for the assessment of potential impacts of the Proposed Project. 

 

It should be noted that the production level for the past year was approximately 1.1 million tons, 

due to the reduced demand associated with the economic recession. 

 

PAGE 3-9 

It appears as though the foothills are being torn down to fill the Reliance Pit to enable 

commercial use. 

It is being reclaimed (filled) with overburden material from Azusa Rock Quarry. (In this 

instance, overburden is defined as soil and ancillary material above the bedrock horizon, 

excluding topsoil.) The approved reclamation is to fill and compact this 50.6-acre portion of the 

historic quarry for a subsequent commercial/industrial use consistent with Azusaôs General Plan. 

This is being completed under a separate and distinct reclamation plan (Reliance Azusa 

Reclamation Plan, CalMat, December 1987). 

   

PAGE 3-11 & 30; Page 1 of Appendix C.2.2; Page 1-6; Page 4.2-1; Page 4.2-6; Page 5-8; 

and Page ES-4:  

Vulcan claimed in their presentation reduction in air  emissions, but restriction already in 

place due to the approval of the conveyor and minimal use of trucks  
Annual production limits are currently established according to a permit to operate issued by the 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to operate at no more than 900,000 

tons per month or 10.8 million tons per year. The 1990 EIS/EIR for the conveyor evaluated the 

mechanical transport of 7 million tons of aggregate material per year, which is the existing 

annual limit stipulated.  
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Annual production is currently permitted by the SCAQMD to operate at no more than 900,000 

tons per month or 10.8 million tons per year. The 1990 EIS/EIR for the conveyor evaluated the 

mechanical transport of 6 million tons of aggregate material per year, and an additional 1 million 

tons per year that could be transported by truck via the on-site haul road. The Proposed Project is 

for a maximum of 6 million tons per year.  

   

   

Page 3-23; Page 8 of C.2.2 and Page 4.9-9:  

Current Blasting is approximately 1.25 miles from  Mountain Cove and to Duarte at 0.6 

miles w/out notification since is not required of Vulcan. Blast will quadruple in quantity or 

by 400%.  

Based on the baseline actual production of 1.1 million tons of materials produced annually, 

approximately 20 blasts are conducted per year. The number of blasts required depends on 

production demand and the geology of the particular area being mined. Six million tons of 

annual production would require approximately 100 blasts per year. VMC is required to notify 

the City of Azusa 24 hours prior to any blasting event. 

 

East side materials are expected to be smaller in size than materials generated on the west side 

because they are carved from the mountain rather than blasted. 

 

Although the primary crusher and most future operations will continue to remain shielded by an 

intervening ridge from the nearest homes on Brookridge Road in adjacent Duarte, the closest 

point of possible mining will decrease from a present 2,225 feet to a point 1,800 feet from the 

nearest Duarte homes 

 

    

Page 3-12; Page 3-23; and Page 4.9-1:  

One reason why Vulcan wants to consolidate mining on west is because they have all 

infrastructure in p lace (crusher, access roads, equipment, water for dust control, etc. Jim 

Gore of Vulcan has indicated that the cost to set up similar infrastructure on the east side 

to be around $30 Million.  

Rock mined from the West Side of the quarry is reduced in size by the primary crusher located 

on a bench on the West Side (refer to Figure 3-11).  

 

Phase II. East Side (East Phase), located east of Fish Creek, consisting of reclaimed mined 

slopes, un-reclaimed slopes, and undisturbed areas; 

Phase III. West Side (West Phase), located west of Fish Creek consisting of active mining areas, 

the primary crusher, and the approximately 80-acre parcel designated as ñProposed Future 

Miningò in the 1988 CUP & Reclamation Plan and the subject of the Proposed Project; 

 

Under the Proposed Project, a larger fleet of trucks would move excavated rock from the 

working face in the West Side to the primary crusher. The noise from any on-going reclamation 

of the East Side is considered part of the existing ambient or baseline environment. Mining 

activities under the Proposed Project would extend westerly approximately 1,325 feet further 

than the current designated mine boundary. 
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PAGE 3-23 & 24:  

Proposed Project consists of three components and requires 3 actions: Expansion, New 

Reclamation Plan, and Development Agreement. Draft DA was not released until 

01/27/2010, almost 1 month after DEIR and NRP.  
VMC, the Project Applicant, proposes revisions to the 1988 Azusa Rock CUP and Reclamation 

Plan for its approximate 270-acre surface mining operation in the City of Azusa. VMCôs existing 

CUP & Reclamation Plan identifies approximately 190 acres of the approximate 270-acre site to 

be in its Application. VMC is also requesting that a Development Agreement between VMC and 

the City be approved.  

   

Development Agreement is ña contract between the city and an applicant for a development 

project, in compliance with the Municipal Code, and Government Code Sections 65864 et seq. A 

development agreement is intended to provide assurance to the applicant that an approved 

project may proceed subject to the policies, rules, regulations, and conditions of approval 

applicable to the project at the time of approval, regardless of any changes to city policies, rules, 

and regulations after project approval. In return, the city may be assured that the applicant will 

provide infrastructure and/or pay fees required by a new project.ò  

 

PAGE 3-25 

The change in mining area results in a doubling of available reserves, not an equal 

replacement. 

The request is limited in scope to a change in the mining areas to provide an improved 

reclamation design to reduce visual impacts for the existing and planned impacted slopes. 

 

This allows for replacement of the aggregate resource that would be relinquished on the east side 

by recovery of the resource on the West Side. 

 

PAGE 3-27 

The original reserve estimates from 1988 should have been reevaluated during the EIR 

process to determine actual reserves present under the current permit. 

Obtain replacement reserves for the 105,000,000 tons currently permitted within a footprint 

replicating the area of the currently permitted mine boundary by replicating the existing 190-acre 

permitted area within the approximate 270-acre site; 

 

From Table 3-6 
Mining Acreage 190 acres (approximately) 190 acres (approximately) No 

Total Reserves2 121.5 million tons (est.) 105.6 million tons (est.) No2 

 

The draft DA does increase the revenues by adding a tax on the overburden. However, this 

overburden would likely be used in the Reliance Pit and therefore not be subject to this tax. 

Also, the City of Azusa has received a negligible amount in mining taxes from Vulcan since 

1999, and therefore the cityôs budget does not currently depend on such revenues.   

Maintain a level of tax revenue for the City of Azusa equivalent to or greater than the 

existing mining tax ordinance would produce under the Applicantôs current entitlements. 

 

PAGE 3-28 
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While the current reclamation plan does not require reclamation until the end of the 

project, it does not prohibit earlier reclamation as is evidenced the presence of the ñMayan 

stepsò 
Table 3-6 

Reclamation Sequence: Following the completion of mining (Year 2038) 

 

Materials will still be processed at the Reliance Quarry in the near-vicinity to the impacted 

areas. 
No material is washed or processed into concrete or asphalt on-site. Water controls dust emissions at crushing 

and transfer points. 

   

PAGE 3-31:  

The increase in blasting will result in approximately 2 blasts per week. 

Based on the proposed production of 6 million tons annually, approximately 100 blasts will be 

conducted per year. The number of blasts required depends on production demand and the 

geology of the particular area being mined. No more than on blast per day would occur. 

 

At 138.2 million tons, the total amount of material on the West side is even greater than the 

East side than we have calculated (see attached report). 

The overburden is estimated at approximately 30 percent or 32.6 million tons of the total 

excavation of approximately 138.2 million tons.  

 

The DEIR states that there will only be one dozer used in the project, yet there is reference 

to ódozersô in the plural. 

As the cut benches approach the planned elevations and configuration for the final slope, 

specialized dozers and excavation equipment will be used to sculpt the final grade and create 

more natural slopes similar to the surrounding undisturbed slopes. 

 

Not an even swap.  
The Proposed Project would cease mining on approximately 80 acres of the East Side in 

exchange for mining approximately 80 acres on the West Side (Figure 3-13). The easternmost 80 

acres (East Side) is an existing mine quarry with approximately 21.5 acres of surface disturbance 

and approximately 58.5 acres of undisturbed area. Despite the surface disturbance, the remaining 

mineral resources are substantial.  

  

The DEIR and revised permit specify the quantity in the Western parcel yet neglects to 

specify the quantity in the parcel to be swapped out of the mining permit. 

The exchange is specific to a quantity of mineral resources (assets) located in the respective 

parcels. 

 

PAGE 3-33 

The DEIR does not quantify how much more costly the ñtop-downò method is. 

The alternate ñtop-downò method is more complicated and costly, but allows for concurrent 

reclamation during phased mining. 

 

The proposed trail alternatives are not ña reasonably close approximationò of the current 

trail and certainly not even close to the original access through the Fish Creek Canyon. 
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A number of preliminary designs for a proposed trail re-alignment have been created and 

assessed based on the practicality of recreating a reasonably close approximation of horizontal 

and vertical profiles compared to the existing trail (see Figure 3-15). 

 

 

PAGE 3-36 

If the current plan remains in place, the City of Azusa should explore the feasibility of 

requiring Vulcan to create steps on the lower end of the range, i.e. 14 foot benches as 

opposed to 40 foot benches. 

The current Reclamation Plan requires mined areas to be graded using a benching technique that 

consists of large bench steps 15 to 40 feet in height with horizontal benches of 12 to 32 feet 

wide. 

 

PAGE 3-39 

What happens if performance standards are not met within the specified timeframe? This 

is a likely scenario based on previous attempts at reclamation on the East side. 

Initiate 5-7 year monitoring and maintenance period and compare to approved performance 

standards; and discontinue upon achievement of performance standards 

  

PAGE 3-42:  

Mining continues on the east side - approximately 3 million tons of aggregate.  
The south portion of the East Side (the ñMayan Slopesò) will be the first areas to receive 

reclamation work. Some of this area was previously reclaimed consistent with the 1988  

Reclamation Plan, but will be recontoured to meet the objective of enhancing the visual 

environment. This reconstruction will require a significant amount of earthwork that may appear 

to be mining, but is required in order to reduce the slopes steepness and to enhance vegetation. 

Approximately 5 million tons of overburden and aggregates will be cut and of that amount, 

approximately 2 million tons will be used in Phase II-E to fill or buttress the toe of the slope for 

slope stability before the micro-benching can proceed. The balance will be conveyed to the 

Reliance facility.  

 

Based on the 2005 Annual Inspection, it was clear that revegatation of native plants had 

been unsuccessful. The most recent inspections in 2007 and 2009 found Vulcan to be in 

substantial compliance but those reports were prepared by Vulcan and Lilburn, 

respectively, and were not the result of a real change in the revegatation.  

The revegetation / restoration program will be implemented using the same native materials that 

have been previously planted as detailed in the Revised Plan. 

 

PAGE 3-44 

The Wildlife Habitat Coun cil is an industry-sponsored organization with a history of giving 

awards to gross polluters. 

The upper on-site reach (northern portion) of Fish Creek was voluntarily restored to its historic 

function and habitat values in 2002 by VMC and was recognized by the Wildlife Habitat 

Council. 
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If the total cost of reclamation is $2.3 million for the more expensive top-down 

microbenching, this amount does not seem like an exorbitant cost, especially in light of the 

immediate $1.5 million prepayment on mining taxes that Vulcan is willing to spend as soon 

as the proposal is approved. The difference in cost between the current and proposed 

reclamations plans should be evaluated.    

This bond, along with additional financial assurance and reclamation provisions of the 

Development Agreement, covers reclamation of the Project Site. VMC provided an estimated 

Reclamation Cost in their application of over $2.3 million subject to the final conditions and 

requirements of the revised CUP and Reclamation Plan and review by the City and OMR. 

   

PAGE 4.1-1 

The following studies were commissioned by the applicant. (See Summary Concern 1) 

The analysis provided herein is based on the following reports prepared for VMC, and site visits 

and photographs taken by the EIR preparer:  

Å Visual Impact Assessment prepared by RGP Planning and Development Services dated  

September 4, 2008  

Å Supplemental Analysis of Visual Impacts prepared by RGP Planning and Development  

Services dated September 11, 2009  

Å Supplemental Analysis of Visual Impacts prepared by RGP Planning and Development  

Services dated November 5, 2009  

 

The views are shared by communities beyond the Foothill Cities. Cities throughout the San 

Gabriel Valley can see the mining project. 

The Proposed Project is located on the southern edge of the San Gabriel Mountains, The 

surrounding communities of Azusa, Bradbury, Duarte, Irwindale, and Glendora are all located in 

the San Gabriel Valley south of the mountains, and the mountains provide a visual backdrop to 

views within these communities. 

 

PAGE 4-1.2 

The current plan does not prevent reclamation before the end date.  

Completion of the East Side reclamation in the Proposed Project is expected in approximately 

seven years or 2017, rather than starting at the end of the currently approved Mine and 

Reclamation Plan with an end date of 2038. 

 

PAGE 4.1-7 

The restored Fish Creek area does not even modestly resemble the untouched creek only a 

few hundred yards up the creek.  

The northern one-third of the channel has been restored and revegetated to approximate the 

original conditions of the creek prior to mining. 

 

The DEIR considers keeping the detention basin as a viable option during reclamation. The 

presence of a detention basin would seriously hamper the goal of restoration to open space, 

suitable for wildlife habitat.  

The existing detention basin (if not expanded for continued use) will be filled and compacted 

followed by revegetation. 
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PAGE 4.1-8 

Impacts should not have been evaluated on the net visual impacts. Not only is it uncertain 

that Vulcan has the right to mine until 2038 without further approval in 2013, but also the 

DEIR should have evaluated total impact. 

However, it is important to note that since the Azusa Rock Quarry is an existing, permitted 

operation, impacts analyzed in this report are focused on the net visual difference between the 

existing (permitted) condition and the proposed (amended) condition. 

 

The General Plan clearly states that the goal is to preserve the existing natural 

environment. The western parcel is currently in a natural state. 

The General Plan does not provide guidelines or polices on issues of visual/aesthetic concerns 

beyond direction to preserve the existing natural environment. 

 

PAGE 4-1.13 

The DEIR specifically states that visibility is 10 to 15 miles and than in direct contradiction 

of this range of visibility limits the viewpoint analysis to a 3 mile radius. The visibility goes 

far beyond a 3 mile radius, and the DEIR should have reflected the true visibility of in 

completing the viewpoint analysis.  

In order to locate sensitive viewpoints from where the Proposed Project activities could 

potentially be seen, the project viewshed was studied in the field. Weather conditions were clear 

and sunny with 10 to 15 miles of visibility, representing the conditions under which the highest 

level of project visibility would occur. The analysis of viewpoints was limited to a 3-mile radius 

of the site. 

 

PAGE 4.1-17 

The viewpoint analysis from the San Gabriel River Trail appears to be chosen to minimize 

the negative viewpoints from the proposal. The site selected is far down the trail whereas 

most people utilize the trail much further North (from which viewpoint, the removal of the 

Van Tassel Ridge is perfectly visible.  

AES 1-1: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista - Viewpoint 1: San Gabriel 

River Trail? 

 

PAGE 4.1-19 

Using an unproven assumption that the microbenches can be completed and successfully 

revegetated, this viewpoint is supposedly improved with the new plan. Vulcan should be 

required to prove the method before assigning improved viewpoint points. 

Potential views of the site from the San Gabriel River Trail will be improved by 1 to 2 points as a 

result of the Proposed Project. This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 

 

PAGE 4.1-24 

Using an unproven assumption that the microbenches can be completed and successfully 

revegetated, the viewpoint is supposedly improved with the new plan. Vulcan should be 

required to prove the method before assigning improved viewpoint points. 

Potential views of the site from Memorial Park will be improved by 1 point as a result of the 

Proposed Project. This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 
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PAGE 4.1-37 

It is unacceptable that the proposal will permanently alter the ridgeline in Duarte. 

Alternative Project Design should be further investigated and considered to limit this 

unmitigated impact. 

Despite recommended mitigation, the visual impacts to Duarte residences, associated with this 

ridgeline alteration will remain significant. 

 

PAGE 4.1.41 

The viewpoint analysis should have included the impacts from Route 66 in the Duarte also.  

Since these roadways are part of the historic Route 66 roadway, they are considered a locally-

sensitive roadway in this analysis. The Project Site will be visible from portions of these 

roadways, especially from portions of the west-bound lanes of Alosta Avenue. 

 

 

PAGE 4.2-1 

The following study was commissioned by the applicant (see Summary Concern 1) 

Information in this section of the EIR is based on the Air Quality and Climate Change Impact  

Assessment prepared by Sespe Consulting, Inc. dated September 2009 (FOR VULCAN). The 

City of Azusa has reviewed the analysis prepared by Sespe Consulting, Inc. and believes it to be 

an accurate and reasonable representation of the existing and proposed conditions of the 

Proposed Project.  

 

The decision to use 1.1 mtpy as the baseline for air quality impacts is arbitrary since 

mining rates have varied over the life of the current project. We believe that rather than 

using a baseline to calculate impacts, the DEIR should have evaluated impacts based on 

total production, i.e. the entire proposed 6 mtpy. 

 

PAGE 4.2-2 

The winds predominantly come from the South and Southwest. We believe that the Azusa 

monitoring station does not capture the particulate matter produced at the project site 

since the prevailing winds tend towards Mountain Cove. 

  

PAGE 4.2-6 

The fact that the SCAB has been identified as serious non-attainment for PM10 and non-

attainment for PM2.5 should be a concern as the revised permit will allow for a doubling of 

aggregate reserves. If the current permit is going to be the baseline, then the increase 

should be taken into account. 

 

PAGE 4.2-15 

As stated earlier, we believe that a baseline of zero should have been used to determine 

total effect. 

 

PAGE 4.2-20 

The proposed average day has been calculated assuming an operation of 312 days per year, 

meaning that the mine would operate on every day of the year except Sundays and one 

other day. As more than one holiday is observed nationally on  an annual basis, it is unclear 
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how many days will exceed this average. Also, it is unclear whether the blasting 

(approximately twice a week) will affect production. These factors lead us to believe that 

the mining operation will operate at higher rates of production than the average used. 

 

PAGE 4.2-23-24 

Based on the tables, it appears as though the baseline (1.1 mtpy) has been selected to ensure 

that the proposed project would not exceed emissions regulations. The calculations have 

also assumed operations of 312 days per year.  

 

The language ñunless and until circumstances change such that the facility emissions 

factors can be revisedò is troubling since it appears that the DEIR considers an increase in 

the future than the stated 19,000 tpd. This possible increase is again referenced on page 

4.2.28, including future updated air quality assessments. 

 

 

PAGE 4.2-29 

What are the penalties if the rules related to dust and/or PM10 concentrations are violate 

since the mitigation monitoring plan is not yet published? Will AQMD become more 

responsive to complaints? 

 

PAGE 4.2-32 

The DEIRôs assertion that the SCAQMD has been sampling in Duarte is incorrect as the 

sampling was stopped several years ago. Will SCAQMD recommence sampling in Duarte if 

the new plan is approved? The initial mining area is within line of sight of an elementary 

school.  

  

PAGE 4.3.1 

The following studies were commissioned by the applicant (see Summary Concern 1).   
Except as noted in the text, information contained within this section has been directly extracted 

or restated from the following reports prepared for the Project Applicant (VULCAN):  

Å Biological Reconnaissance Survey and Focused Surveys for Sensitive Plants, Least Bellôs  

Vireo, and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher for Vulcan Materials Companyôs Azusa Rock  

Facility, ECORP Consulting, Inc., October 2008.  

Å Jurisdictional Delineation of Fish Creek, within the Azusa Mine and Reclamation Area,  

ECORP Consulting, Inc., September 2008.  

Å Streambed Delineation Study, Vulcan Material Company, 80 acres-Azusa in Los Angeles  

County, California, by Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC. May 2006.  

Å Letter to Vulcan Materials Company from ECORP Consulting, Inc. Subject: Response to  

Inquiries regarding the Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Santa Ana Sucker at Vulcan  

Materials Companyôs Rock Mine, Azusa, Los Angeles County. February 9, 2009.  

The City of Azusa has reviewed the reports prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc. and Gonzales  

Environmental Consulting LLC and believes the analyses to be an accurate and reasonable  

representation of the existing and proposed conditions of the Proposed Project.  

 

PAGE 4.3-10 
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Since the entire expansion parcel on the West side is ñdifficult terrainò, the biological 

survey of this area was accomplished through the use of binoculars. Therefore, this is 

survey can only be considered a guess of what truly exists in the Western parcel as many of 

the flora and fauna would not be visible through such methods. 

Areas that were inaccessible due to difficult terrain were assessed with a visual survey using 

binoculars, and/or environmental factors associated with the species and its preferred habitat 

were used to determine the potential for the species to occur on the Project Site. 

  

PAGE 4.3-23 

The biological survey did not even attempt to determine what is present in the expansion 

area as it is all inaccessible according to the preparer of the survey. The impact cannot 

truly be known based on this survey. 

Multiple references: The plant was not seen during plant surveys, and areas of the Project Site 

that were not accessible due to rough terrain were accessed through binoculars, therefore no 

impact is anticipated. 

 

PAGE 4.3-24 

The only sensitive plant found was in the easily accessible creek area.  

Only one sensitive plant species, the San Gabriel River dudleya (CNPS list 1B species) was 

observed during the focused plant survey and mitigation for this species is included below. 

 

A success criteria of 50% of pre-construction surveys will result revegetation that will not 

be sufficient to make the reclamation benches seem restored. 

This Plan shall include the method for salvaging and seed collection, selection of the areas to be 

revegetated, methods for transplanting and seeding, monitoring, and remediation in order to 

achieve a success criteria of 50% of the number of plants found in the pre-construction surveys. 

 

PAGE 4.3-25 

The phrase ñif any future activity or restoration is plannedò calls into question whether the 

reclamation of the bottom 2/3
rd

 of the Fish Creek will be completed. 

PDF-1, PDF-2, PDF-7 and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 require protection of Fish Creekôs water 

quality from the mine slopes, monitoring of on-site activities near Fish Creek, the establishment 

of a buffer along the creek, and obtaining applicable permits if any future activity or restoration 

is planned.  

 

PAGE 4.3-30 

The following mitigation language makes it unclear whether chaparral removal will only 

occur during the specified non-nesting season since allowances are made at other times. 

Who will be responsible for approving the qualified biologist? If the biological survey used 

in the EIR is an example of work that is prepared for Vulcan, there is a serious concern 

that said biologist will not adequately determine if nesting has occurred. It would be better 

to only allow scrub removal during the non-nesting season.   

Proposed Project activities will only remove existing chaparral and coastal sage scrub during 

the non-nesting season (February 15 to July 15). If clearing of native habitats is to occur during 

the breeding season, then a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey for nesting birds within 

three days of the initiation of clearing. 
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PAGE 4.3-31 

What will be the consequences if revegatation is not successful?  

To mitigate the potentially adverse effects of abnormal erosion of bare slopes, the Proposed 

Project design features (PDF-1, 2, and 3) include enlarging the on-site storm water detention 

basin to handle increased flows as determined by hydrology studies (see Section 4.7), direct 

drainage from planned mining and reclamation areas into the storm water detention basin, and 

micro-benching and revegetation to prevent the adverse effects of bare soil on surface water 

runoff. After reclamation of the slopes and the backfilling of the detention basins, water runoff 

from the revegetated open space will be allowed to flow directly into Fish Creek. Water runoff 

from the revegetated, open space site will not differ appreciably from existing runoff from the 

adjacent open space, and thus will not degrade water quality or impact any biological resources. 

 

PAGE 4.3-32 

The field review was completed during the dry season and not indicative of flows during 

the Winter and Spring. 

In October 2009, Gonzales Environmental Consulting conducted a field review of the habitat on 

Van Tassel Creek west of the Proposed Project Site (see Appendix C.3.7 for the letter report). 

During the field review, the drainage on the Project Site was observed and no surface water or 

riparian resources were observed coming from the Project Site onto the off-site areas of Van 

Tassel Creek. 

 

There were no tributaries to Van Tassel Creek between the flowing water area and the drainage 

off of the Project Site to contribute flow therefore the water present in the creek was likely from 

a spring or ground water seep. No surface flow was observed from the on-site drainage, which 

confirms the original profile for the drainage (Drainage 1) as ephemeral. When it rains, overland 

runoff concentrates in the drainage and produces a stream where one would not otherwise exist. 

 

PAGE 4.3-35 

The following mitigation measure makes it unclear which of the options will be required to 

complete mitigation of streambed and habitat impacts. 

To offset streambed and habitat impacts to 2.34a cres of State of California and 0.34 acres of 

waters of the U.S., the Project Applicant, upon review and agreement with CDFG and ACOE, 

would be required to comply with one of the following or a combination of one or more of the 

following:(1) purchase credits at a2 to 1 ratio or approximately 5 acres/credits at an approved 

mitigation bank which supports the San Gabriel River, through other regional conservation 

programs (such as San Gabriel Mountains Regional Conservancy); (2) establish on-site 

drainages and vegetation witihn the reclaimed West Side quarry floor at a 2 to 1 ratio; or (3) 

dedicate or contribuet 5 acres of appropriate lands as a permanent conservation easement to a 

conservation group. Note that the appropriate compensation and compensation ratio is typical 

and is subject to review and agreement with the CDFG in their 1602 Streambed Alteration 

Agreement and the ACOE in their 404 permitting. 

 

PAGE 4.3-36, 37 

Earlier, the DEIR alludes to the current compliance with revegetation yet gives credit 

towards mitigation with the restoration of native plant communities. Earlier attempts to 
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revegetate with native plants have failed so the mitigation monitoring plan must clearly 

state the consequences for unsuccessful revegetation.   

Restoring the East Side to native plant communities with micro-benching will be more favorable 

for successful long-term vegetation. The proposed reclamation should result in a gain of 

approximately 22 acres of native plant communities because the disturbed areas and the 

ornamental plantings will be revegetated with native plant species 

  

After the reclamation and revegetation are completed, approximately 132 acres are expected to 

eventually return to a plant community dominated by chaparral species. Restoring the West Side 

with micro-benches will be more favorable for successful revegetation to native plant 

communities. 

 

 

 

PAGE 4.4-1 

The following study was commissioned by the applicant (see Summary Concern 1). 

 Information for this section is summarized from the Cultural Resources Inventory of Proposed 

80-acre Mining Area in Azusa, Los Angeles County, California, prepared by ECORP Consulting, 

Inc., February 2009 (for VULCAN).  

The City of Azusa has reviewed the analysis prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc. and believes it  

to be an accurate and reasonable representation of the existing and proposed conditions of the  

Proposed Project.  

 

   

 

PAGE 4.5-1 

The following studies were commissioned by the applicant (see Summary Concern 1). 
Except as noted in the text, information contained within this section has been directly extracted 

or restated from the following reports prepared for the Project Applicant (VULCAN):   

Å Geologic and Soils Analysis ï Vulcan Materials Company, Azusa Rock Quarry, prepared  

by ENV America Incorporated, October 16, 2008  

Å Geologic and Soils Analysis Addendum ï Vulcan Materials Company, Azusa Rock  

Quarry, prepared by ENV America Incorporated, August 11, 2009  

The City of Azusa has reviewed the reports prepared by ENV America Incorporated and believes  

the analyses to be an accurate and reasonable representation of the existing and proposed  

conditions of the Proposed Project.  

   

The finished slope on the East will be at 35% yet that of the West will be closer to 45%. We 

are concerned that the only difference is that the flatter slope on the East will allow Vulcan 

to mine an additional 3 million tons of usable rock beyond what is needed for the buttress 

fill.  

 

PAGE 4.5-9 

The Azusa General Plan policies clearly state that the objective is to ñlimit disturbances of 

undisturbed areas. The expansion parcel on the West side of the project is currently 

ñundisturbedò ï the addition of the parcel to the current permit is conflict with the stated 
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objective. While the plan does minimize the view of the East side of the canyon, the 

proposed mining on the West is visible from many areas of Azusa. 

Policies 1.3 While permitting mineral resource extraction and processing, limit depth of mining 

and limit disturbances of undisturbed areas.  

 1.6 Minimize additional visual changes to the hillsides visible from Azusa. 

 

PAGE 4.5-17 

Mitigation Measure GS-2 acknowledges that rock masses will most likely impact the ability 

to use microbenches for reclamation. Many of the ñrock-mass discontinuitiesò are huge 

boulders that will leave large gaps in the small benches. This is another reason we believe 

that the microbenching technique should be proven before being used as a mitigation 

measure for many of the impacts within the DEIR. Additionally, it is concerning that 

mitigation makes reference to ñadjusting the design of future phase bench widthsò because 

this language leaves openings for VMC to return to larger benches if the microbenching 

proves unsuccessful.   

The Applicant shall provide additional studies to determine the orientation and characteristics of 

the rock- mass discontinuities and of the cut slopes, to provide further mitigation of slope failure. 

By mapping and monitoring cut-slope discontinuities, slope cuts can be oriented to minimize 

adverse relationships thereby reducing the slide potential. In certain areas, adjusting the design 

of future phase bench widths and sequencing could mitigate the hazards. 

 

PAGE 4.5-18 

Mitigation of erosion depends on successful revegation, yet the DEIR determines that no 

mitigation is required for erosion based only on the possibility of successful  revegetation. 

 

PAGE 4.6-1 

The following study was commissioned by the applicant. (See Summary Concern 1) 

Information about existing conditions was derived from site visits, Vulcan Materials Company 

reports, including the February 2009 Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA), the July 2004 

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP), the February 2005 Storm Water  

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), interviews with site personnel, and a review of the City of  

Azusa General Plan.  

   

PAGE 4.6-5 

How far is the school from the nearest point of the proposed mining expansion area? 

No schools exist within the project area. The nearest school to the Project Site is Valley View 

Elementary located at 237 Mel Canyon Rd, Duarte, approximately one-mile southwest of the 

site. No impacts would occur. 

 

PAGE 4.6-8 

What are the procedures for acquiring access through the quarry to Fish Canyon? Does 

this access extend beyond the Duarte trail day and the Saturdays selected by VMC?  

Access to the Fish Canyon Trail has been provided by VMC employee escort in the past and 

currently is provided on request. Upon implementation of the Proposed Project, escorts will 

continue as requested and/or necessary. Hikers wishing to access the trail through the Project Site 

are escorted via a van from the mine entrance/office site to the trailhead located at the entrance to 
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Fish Canyon. Azusa Rock Quarry personnel request that at least one hiker carry a wireless 

telephone (cell-phone) and call the office upon returning to the trailhead. 

 

PAGE 4.7-1 

The following studies were commissioned by the applicant. (See Summary Concern 1) 
Information contained within this section has been directly extracted or restated from the 

following reports prepared for the Project Applicant (VULCAN):   

Å Water Resources Impact Analysis ï Vulcan Materials Company, Azusa Rock Quarry,  

prepared by ENV America Incorporated, September 26, 2008  

Å Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan ï Vulcan Materials Company, Azusa Rock  

Quarry, prepared by ENV America Incorporated, February 15, 2004  

The City of Azusa has reviewed the analysis prepared by ENV America Incorporated and 

believes it to be an accurate and reasonable representation of the existing and proposed 

conditions associated with the Proposed Project.  

   

PAGE 4.7-11 and PAGE 4.7-15 

The less than significant impact of runoff and stormwater discharge is based on the 

assumption that microbenching and vegetation will be successful. 

The Proposed Project final slopes are not expected to result in substantial erosion or 

siltation on- or off-site, and the runoff water from the reclaimed site is not expected to carry a silt 

load higher than the natural drainage in the surrounding area because the Revised Reclamation 

Plan includes proposed to micro-bench, contour, and revegetate the quarry slopes, which will 

reduce erosion. 

 

The water runoff from the final mine configurat ion could substantially degrade water quality if 

bare or unvegetated slopes were a source of abnormal erosion and sediment discharge. To 

mitigate the potentially adverse ef fects of abnormal erosion of bare slopes, the Proposed Project 

includes microbenching and a plan to revegetate by hydroseeding to prevent the adverse 

effects of bare soil on surface water runoff. After reclamation, water runoff will be allowed to 

flow directly into Fish Creek. The Proposed Project design will micro-bench and revegetate the 

benches and terraces of the East and West Side quarry faces, as well as move the reclamation 

work forward by approximately 30 years. These measures preclude the need for further 

mitigation measures and will decrease impacts related to erosion, degraded water quality, and 

safety conditions. 

 

PAGE 4.7-21 

Will this stream bed be part of the reclamation/restoration process or will it happen 

ñeventuallyò. The latter approach is concerning because until such a stream is developed, 

the possibility of runoff flooding increases. 

Runoff will reach Fish Creek from the West Side quarry either by flooding across the 

relatively flat quarry floor or by eventually carving itself a stream bed (or beds)4. 

 

PAGE 4.8-3 

The DEIR is unclear whether Duarte USD does or does not own the land in question. 

According to the City of Duarteôs Land Use Element, areas within the Public/Quasi Public 

Classification include land that may be owned by the Duarte Unified School District and could 
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be developed in the future as a public school, or the land may be City or County-owned and may 

contain public facilities, utility easements or streets/freeways. 

 

PAGE 4.8-6 

In direct contradiction to the following code, the proposed óswapô is an increase (80 acres 

are being swapped for less acreage on the East.), it will cover a greater area of land, and it 

moves the nonconforming use to another location. The proposal directly violates the 

Development Code.  

Prohibited activities for nonconforming use. An owner or tenant of a nonconforming use shall 

not: 

a. Enlarge or increase the nonconforming use. 

b. Extend the nonconforming use to occupy a greater area of land than occupied by the use at the 

time it became nonconforming; or 

c. Move the nonconforming use, in whole or in part, to any other location on the site. 

 

PAGE 4.8-15 

Microbenching is an unproven technique. VMC should be required to successfully reclaim 

previously mined areas with the technique before impacts are reduced to less than 

significant. 

This change was anticipated to minimize visual impacts to the surrounding communities. The 

proposed revision would allow the Applicant to reclaim the Project Site by using a technique 

called ñmicro-benchingò, which creates a natural slope and contours considered to provide 

greater benefit than the previously utilized traditional benching technique. 

 

PAGE 4.8-18 

We do not believe that the 25 year extension will be ñautomatically extendedò. The review 

date is in 2013. The DEIR is based on an assumption of this automatic extension. We are 

also concerned that the revised CUP may eliminate this review date by changing the 

conditions to extend the mining until 2038.   

Further, this resolution established a ñsunset dateò for the CUP, which was not to exceed twenty-

five (25) years, unless duly extended. Due to the operationôs history of compliance with all 

conditions of approval and adherence to the permits, the permit termination date is automatically 

extended. Therefore in accordance with Resolution No. 8553, mining operations are currently 

permitted at the Project Site through 2038. 

 

 

PAGE 4.8-21 

The proposed project is in direct conflict with this policy.  

Duarte Conservation Policy 1.1.4 Promote and encourage multi-agency involvement in 

identifying opportunities for hillside preservation and protection. 

 

As demonstrated in the Aesthetics Section of this EIR, the overall visual character of the 

microbenching is intended to mimic the natural form, line, color and texture of the surrounding 

native terrain. The visual character is improved on the East Side, however impacts remain 

significant after mitigation to certain residences in Duarte. 
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PAGE 4.8-22 

The VMC project should also mitigate for trail maintenance since the new trail will require 

significantly more maintenance than the current trail. 

Approval of the Proposed Project will result in the relocation and construction of a new trail of 

comparable or better quality for continued use by trail enthusiasts. 

 

PAGE 4.8-23, PAGE 4.8-24 

The analysis ignores OSR-3.4. The proposed project is in direct conflict with Glendoraôs 

stated goal of preserving hillside integrity. The proposed project will allow VMC to 

completely mine the Van Tassel Ridge. The proposed reclamation contours are not an 

equivalent substitute for the current intact hillside.   

Glendora Goal OSR-3 Preserved and enhanced integrity of Glendoraôs hillsides. 

Policies 

OSR-3.1 Work directly with property owners to encourage preservation of the foothills and 

hillsides. 

OSR-3.3 Ensure development within the hillsides is consistent with preserving hillside integrity. 

OSR-3.4 Prohibit hillside grading and development activities that would damage the integrity of 

hillside areas for the purpose of providing off-site views. 

 

In accordance with the existing Reclamation Plan, VMC is required to restore the land once 

mining operations are complete. The proposed reclamation technique would create natural 

looking contours intended to blend with the surrounding natural slopes. The proposed 

Reclamation Plan would therefore create a more suitable area for passive open space than 

traditional reclamation techniques provided in the existing Reclamation Plan. 

 

PAGE 4.8-27 

The conclusion that the project in compliance with the goals of Duarte and Glendora is 

grossly inaccurate. Both Duarte and Glendora specify preservation of hillsides and open 

space. This project will allow VMC to mine within an additional area beyond what is 

currently permitted.  

In general, the Proposed Project is in compliance with the goals and policies set by the 

surrounding communities. The proposed reclamation plan would utilize improved benching 

techniques to give the mined hillsides an aesthetic appearance intended to be superior to that of 

traditional benching methods (visual impacts are evaluated in Section 4.1 of this EIR). 

Additionally, native vegetation would be used to further reduce visual indifference between 

reclaimed areas and natural slopes. The proposed reclamation plan would provide a site suitable 

for passive open space use. The reclamation of the mined site and proposed end use of passive 

open space would make the Project Site suitable for wildlife habitat. Recent restoration efforts 

have created an established wildlife habitat, and have facilitated the return of sensitive species to 

the site and in particular to Fish Creek. 

The Proposed Project does not conflict with any land use policy adopted for the purpose of 

mitigating an environmental effect by an agency with jurisdiction over the project. Therefore, 

impacts are determined to be less than significant. 

  

PAGE 4.9-1 

The following study was commissioned by the applicant. (See Summary Concern 1) 
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This section is based on a noise analysis prepared for the Proposed Project entitled Noise Impact  

Analysis for Azusa Rock Revised CUP Applications, City of Azusa, prepared by Giroux &  

Associates, December 14, 2009 (for VULCAN), to specifically address potential impacts related 

to the Proposed Project. The City of Azusa has reviewed the analysis prepared by Giroux & 

Associates and believes it to be an accurate and reasonable representation of the existing and 

proposed conditions of the Proposed Project.  

   

PAGE 4.9-1, PAGE 4.9-9 

Currently, there is no reclamation occurring on the East Side. The noise associated with the 

East Side reclamation and/or mining should not have been included in the baseline but 

should also be analyzed. 

The noise from any on-going reclamation of the East Side is considered part of the existing 

ambient or baseline environment. 

 

PAGE 4.9-1 

The estimation of the width of the western expansion parcel closely matches the assumption 

we used in our calculations of the actual aggregate reserves within the proposed project.  

Mining activities under the Proposed Project would extend westerly approximately 1,325 feet 

further than the current designated mine boundary. 

 

PAGE 4.9-15 

Who will validate the noise complaints? It is unclear whether the City of Azusa or VMC 

would do the validation.  

A typical condition of approval that will be applied to the Proposed Project will provide that the 

Applicant mitigate noise levels that cause valid complaints from residential land uses. Upon 

receipt and validation of any noise complaints pertaining to the operation of the facility, the 

Applicant will be required to conduct further noise analysis, which shall be conducted by a 

qualified acoustical consultant with experience in evaluating community noise levels and 

standards. The acoustical analysis shall address complaints received and shall be submitted to the 

City of Azusa Planning Department for review and approval. The City may require that 

additional noise attenuating measures be implemented to ensure compliance with the City of 

Azusa and the City of Duarte noise standards. 

 

 

 

PAGE 4.10-1 

The joint-use agreements with the Azusa USD are limited in scope and do not allow free 

access to residents of Azusa, and as such these acreages should not be considered when 

calculating available open space.   

An additional 186 acres are available at public school facilities through joint-use agreements 

with Azusa Unified School District. 

 

When the park acreage is combined with the school facilities, the City is able to meet the mid-

level standards. However, school facilities are not always available and such facilities may also 

be in need of repair for full utilization. 
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PAGE 4.10-6 

The proposed project directly conflicts with following policy. 

8.12 Protect the canyons, foothills, and the river as open space and environmental 

resources. 

 

PAGE 4.10-9 

The proposed alternative trail is not equivalent in length or total elevation gain/loss as the 

current trail.  

The first alternative would re-establish the existing trail to the western boundary of the Project 

Site, on the western border of the proposed quarry within the property setback area. It would 

connect with the existing trail at both its southern and northern boundaries. It is roughly 

equivalent in slope and length to the existing trail. It would require removal of existing 

vegetation and placement of appropriate drainage and safety measures. This could include 

fencing and signage. This alignment would be roughly equivalent to the existing trail. 

 

PAGE 4.10-9 

This trail option should be explored further. 

Due to the off-site location, ownership of the property, and alignment availability this trail 

alignment was dropped from further consideration. 

   

 

PAGE 4.11-1 
This section of the EIR discusses traffic and circulation issues related to the Proposed Project.  

Baseline data and information regarding existing conditions was derived from site visits (by 

whom?), Revised CUP and Reclamation Plan Application (by VULCAN),  and interviews with 

site personnel (VULCAN employees).  

 

PAGE 4.11-4 

Both T-1 and T-2 ignore the increase in traffic at the Reliance Quarry due to increase in 

production. An increase from 1.1 mtpy to 6 mtpy will result in greater than a fivefold 

increase to traffic from the processing plant. It is inconsistent to use the 1.1 mtpy baseline 

for other analyses and to ignore the increase in relation to traffic. Addition ally, the 

assumption that there is no increase in tonnage mined is incorrect as the proposed project 

will at least double the available aggregate reserves. Both these items should be 

reevaluated. 

T-1: Thus, the Proposed Project will not cause an increase in traffic which is 

substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. 

 

T-2: Because the method of processing and transport of materials will remain as it currently 

exists, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 

level of service standard established by the County congestion management agency for 

designated roads or highways. Thus, no impact will occur. 

 

PAGE 4.12-1 

The statement that ñproduction levels would not increaseò is inconsistent and in direct 

contradiction with the earlier usage of a 1.1 mtpy baseline for air quality and other 
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analyses. The EIR should calculate the additional water demand and should make a 

determination whether current entitlements are sufficient. 
Production levels would not increase and therefore the Proposed Project would not result in an 

increase in the demand for or use of water supplies or resources, or require new or expanded 

entitlements. 

 

PAGE 4.12-7 

It appears that the foothills will be torn down, in part, to reduce the costs associated with 

filling the Reliance Quarry and other pits. 

Additionally, any non-saleable rock, fines or overburden materials may be used in VMCôs other 

engineered fill projects in the Azusa/Irwindale area. 

 

PAGE 4.13-8 

The total calculated below should not have been the net increase but should have calculated 

the total increase in GHG emissions. Additionally, the calculation of GHG does not include 

the emissions related to processing the aggregate and travel to point of use.  

The existing Quarry as permitted by SCAQMD is allowed to process up to 10.8 mtpy of 

aggregate and to transfer up to 7 mtpy off-site. The incremental increase in emissions calculated 

is a comparison of the Proposed Projectôs 19,000 tpd with the established Baseline or existing 

operations of 1.1 mtpy. The total increase in maximum annualized contribution of GHG from the 

project is 6,099 MTCO2c/year (see Table 13.3 below). 

 

PAGE 5-3 

The City of Azusa should determine if 105,000,000 tons are truly available within the 

currently permitted area. If not, this project objective should be revised to reflect the true 

tonnage currently available. 

8. Obtain replacement reserves for the 105,000,000 tons currently permitted within a 

footprint replicating the area of the currently permitted mine boundary by replicating the 

existing 190-acre permitted area within the approximate 270-acre site; 

 

The current level of tax revenue from the Azusa Rock Quarry is insignificant compared to 

the guarantee of future tax revenue as specified in the draft Development Agreement.  

9. Maintain a level of tax revenue for the City of Azusa equivalent to or greater than the 

existing mining tax ordinance would produce under the Applicantôs current entitlements. 

 

Page 5-4 

The alternative to relocate the mine should be further explored, and a replacement site 

should only contain as much reserves as exist within the current project. 

The potential relocation of the mine would require the location of a suitable mineral 

resource in proximity to the existing market with over 100 million tons of reserves and 

infrastructure necessary to accommodate the objectives of the existing and planned 

operations. 

 

PAGE 5-7 

The No Project Alternative should have been evaluated as no further mining within the 

project. This entire section should be reevaluated. 
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The No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA, considers the potential impacts associated 

with the Project Site upon denial or withdrawal of the Proposed Project. Should the City deny 

approval of the Proposed Project, VMC will continue its existing permitted uses: mining on 

approximately 190 acres under a Special Use Permit; transferring of material using its overland 

conveyor; and implementation of its CUP and Reclamation Plan through the year 2038. All 

existing permits and conditions that govern the Azusa Rock Quarry would remain in place with 

no changes. 

 

PAGE 5-39 

We assert that the revegetation has not been successful as required by the current CUP and 

as reported by the last impartial annual inspection in 2005. The last two inspections found 

VMC in compliance yet they were prepared by VMC and Lilburn Corporation, 

respectively.  

The revegetation of the horizontal benches that has occurred has been successful; however, its 

effect in creating a naturalized view is muted by the un-vegetated, high rock face slopes between 

the vegetated horizontal bench areas. 

 

The revegetation will not be superior to the currently pristine condition of the westernmost 

80 acres nor is its success guaranteed.  

When combined with the previously successful revegetation procedures, reclaimed areas are 

anticipated to visually integrate substantially better with the surrounding undisturbed natural 

vegetative cover resulting in a more natural habitat for wildlife. 

 

The net increase comes at the expense of the destruction of currently undisturbed 

vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

Alternative would provide 82± acres of reclaimed surface area and the Proposed Project would 

provide 124.5 acres reclaimed surface area. The Proposed Project provides a net increase of 

approximately 42.1 acres of reclaimed area for overall vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

 

PAGE 5-41 

The modification to the western ridgelines are unacceptable based on Azusa General Planôs 

goal for preservation.  

The No Project Alternative is aesthetically inferior to the Proposed Project in most applications 

except for modifications to western ridgelines.  

 

The DEIR assumes that microbenching will successful. 

The quarry activities are in clear view from the east and south. Reclamation of the East Side 

slopes, a highly visible exposure, and recontouringof the ñMayan Stepsò would not occur with 

the No Project Alternative.  

 

While VMC would have the right to continue using trucks for transportation, the 

likelihood of this occurring is negligible. The site has not used truck transportation for 

almost two decades and is not likely to begin again. 

Air Quality impacts associated with the No Project Alternative will be decreased by 15 percent 

with the Proposed Project.  

 



32 | P a g e 

 

With a reclamation success criteria of 50%, revegetation and microbenches will still be a 

inferior alternative to the current intact hillside on the western side of the proposed 

project. 

Overall biological resources will be enhanced with an additional approximately 42.1 acres of 

reclaimed area with the Proposed Project. The No Project Alternative would appear to be 

environmentally inferior in this case.  

 

The material objectives should be reflective of the reserves available under the current 

permit.  

It would meet the material recovery objectives but would not meet most of the objectives 

outlined in the Proposed Project. 

 

PAGE 5-43 

This increase in proximity  is seen as undesirable yet the proposed project brings impacts 

even closer to residences in Duarte. 

Increased proximity to Azusa residences could result in greater impacts related to criteria 

pollutants and health risk. The Alternative Site Locationôs impacts to air quality are significant 

 

PAGE 5-43 

The exposure of undisturbed land to clearing occurs in the proposed project as well. 

The Alternative Site Location would expose some undisturbed land to clearing and modification. 

Portions of the area consist of natural habitat and some has been reclaimed. 

 

PAGE 5-45 

Why is the impact significant on land use here yet does not have a similar impact under the 

proposed project? 

Mining in an alternative location such as within the San Gabriel River or the former Gun Club 

although feasible to be permitted by a Use Permit and approval of a Development Agreement, 

would result in converting a currently unmined area into a visible new mining operation. The 

intent of the Open Space zone and uses within an Open Space zone is to limit activity including 

residential, infrastructure and agricultural uses. Since the Proposed Project would occur adjacent 

and contiguous to vested operations it would be in compliance with the Cityôs Development 

Code. Moving operations elsewhere and away from current mining operations would not meet 

the objective of Special Purposes Zone. The Alternative Site Location is a significant impact to 

land use. 

 

PAGE 5-46, 5-48 

The tonnage available under this design is comparable to the reserves available under the 

current plan. The City of Azusa should release data that describes the total amount of 

tonnage currently available and should not disregard this alternative. 

This setback would limit mining to the east side of this ridge and would reduce the West Side 

approximate 80-acre mine area by about 23 acres and reduce the amount of material by 47 

million tons or approximately 47 percent. The loss of reserves is disproportionate to the acreage 

due to the required sloping of the excavated slopes into Fish Canyon. This alternative assumes 

that this amount of material would be replaced by additional mining on the East Side. 
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PAGE 5-48 

The preservation of the ridgeline makes this alternative preferable. The statement that 

current reserves are 100 mt should be recalculated accurately and reported publicly. The 

East side mining could then be reduced. 

The change in the ridgeline would also be eliminated. In order to meet current and proposed 

reserves of approximately 100 mt, additional mining on the East Side would be required for 

approximately 47 mt. 

PAGE 5-50 

The trail is already not available through the canyon bottom. Potential realignments would 

be similar or better than the trail alternative in the proposed project. 

The alternative would impact recreational facilities (trail) as outlined in the Proposed Project and 

could prevent relocation opportunities for the canyon bottom until reclamation is complete at 

some future date (2038). Mitigation for trail removal would need consideration and planning 

with potential realignments considered to the western portion of the West Side. Options for trail 

realignment could be precluded. This would pose more challenge to mitigation than the Proposed 

Project or No Project Alternative but similar to the Alternative Location scenario. With 

mitigation impacts would be less than significant. 
 

PAGE 5-50 

The project objective to mine 105 mt should be reevaluated and recalculated based on 

current available reserves if this is truly an equal swap. This alternative project design 

should be further investigated with the priority on protecting both the West and East 

ridgelines. 

The Alternative Design appears to be physically attainable from an engineering and operations 

standpoint. It requires continued East Side mining to offset the aggregate volume lost (47 mt). It 

could meet the production objectives outlined but would not meet the stated General Plan 

Compliance and Environmental Enhancement Objectives. It would delay indefinitely 

reclamation proposed by the Proposed Project having a greater significant impact on aesthetic 

conditions. 

 

PAGE 5-50, 5-51 

The City currently does not have a significant revenue stream from Azusa Rock Quarry. 

Based on the previous assumptions that employment would not change even though there 

would be a fivefold increase in production, we would assume that employment would 

remain the same under the alternative design. The alternative design would result in 

improved environmental enhancement as microbenches would be utilized and both 

ridgelines would be preserved. The proposed project doubles the mining capacity. The 

alternative design could produce an amount equal to the current mining capacity.  

However, this would not meet the Cityôs objective of maintaining an equivalent revenue stream 

and employment, and it would not meet the objective of improved environmental enhancement, 

General Plan Policy Compliance, or a retention of the existing mining capacity. 

 

PAGE 5-53 

5.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  

The Alternative Design scenario should not be rejected. 

The Alternative Design scenario, although still subject to aesthetic impacts, appears to be the 

environmentally superior alternative of the three considered. None of the alternatives completely 
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satisfy the objectives outlined for achievement by the Proposed Project or improve the aesthetic 

impacts the Proposed Project attempts to rectify. 

 

PAGE 6-10 

The characterization that the project area is urbanized is incorrect. The project area is 

part of the contiguous foothills which surround the San Gabriel Valley and lead into the 

San Gabriel Mountains. Nowhere else in the Valley are foothills mined, and the impact is 

glaring. 

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Regionally, the cumulative projects and environs are generally considered urbanized, and are not 

considered to have a cumulatively significant impact by degrading the existing visual character 

or quality as all the identified projects must be considered to be consistent with their respective 

adopted general plans. The projects are proposed within existing urbanized areas and postproject 

conditions on these sites would simply reflect continued urban uses. Thus, the overall 

cumulative impact is less than significant. 

 

PAGE 6-14 

According to a report commissioned by Congresswoman Hilda Solis, there is not enough 

data to determine the cumulative impact of mining in the region. The conclusion below is 

only a assumption based on lack of data. If fact, it is likely that there are cumulative 

impacts related to the numerous pit mines and the foothill mining in the near vicinity. 
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration? 

Regionally, each project is evaluated individually for compliance with SCAQMD rules and 

regulations, as well as the Proposed Projectôs impact on achieving compliance with federal 

standards within the SCAB. Because exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentration 

is a localized assessment and not regional in nature, a cumulative impact is unlikely. Therefore 

the cumulative effect of other projects on a regional basis are not considered to be a significant 

cumulative impact. 

 

PAGE 6-21 

What happens if the revegetation is not successful?  

The Proposed Project is not expected to result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. The 

Proposed Project includes hydroseeding of the micro-benched hillsides with a mix of native 

species to further reduce the potential for soil erosion. 
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Attachment 1. Screenshot of Lilburn Website (http://www.lilburncorp.com/Clients.htm) 

 
 

 

http://www.lilburncorp.com/Clients.htm
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Attachment 2. Mining Taxes paid by Vulcan  

 

WHY HAS VULCAN MATER IALS PAID ALMOST 
NO MIN ING TAXES FOR THE LA ST EIGHT 
YEARS?  

One of the supposed benefits to the city of Azusa for allowing mining within its borders is 

the mining tax it collects based upon tonnage of rock mined within the city. However, for 

the last 8 years, Vulcan Materials has  paid a  total  of only $44,000 in taxes to the city of 

Azusa. 1  In fact, since Vulcan Materials purchased the Azusa Rock Quarry in 1999, the 

amount of tax collected by the city has dropped co nsiderably.  

 

In contrast to the paultry taxes paid by Vulcan Materials, Cemex, the othe r mining company 

in Azusa, has paid nearly 6 million dollars in mining taxes over the last 8 years.  

 

Tax Evasion/Fraud?  

The question of payment of taxes is a critical one regarding the trustworthiness of Vulcan 

Materials. In the draft EIR, on page 3 -11, Vulcan made the critical error of reporting 

extraction data:  

http://saveourcanyon.org/mining_taxes.html#01
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The 1990 EIS/EIR for the conve yor evaluated the mechanical transport of 7 million 

tons of aggregate material per year, which is the existing annual limit stipulated. 

Actual on -site production for a one -year period from the 4th quarter 2006 through the 

3rd quarter of 2007 was 1.1 millio n tons.  

This clear reference to aggregate production of 1.1 million tons for the 4th quarter 2006 

through the 3rd quarter of 2007 implicates Vulcan in tax evasion, since, according to 

information released by the City in August, 2009, Vulcan paid  no  mining tax  between 1st 

quarter 2002 to third quarter 2007.  

In addition, on page 4.2 -14 the DEIR reports:  

The recent throughput figures for Azusa Rock from 2007 (Fourth Quarter) through 

2008 (Third Quarter) are approximately 1.1 mtpy which is assumed as the Baseli ne 

throughput for the air quality assessment.  

However, City provided numbers indicate taxes paid on only 849,382 tons (778,730 tons 

overburden and 70,652 tons aggregate). This is a clear case of underreporting.  

Vulcan also reported mining over the last yea r at 1.1 million tons (page 1 -6). As of June, 

2009, they reported production and paid taxes on only 383,186 tons (both aggregate and 

overburden). The city of Azusa has denied our request for tax data for the remainder of 

2009, based upon a legal threat fro m Vulcan Materials. It is not clear from the text if the 

1.1 million tons represents aggregate or total tonnage, since the term "material" is used. 2  

References  

1.  Data was obtained through a F reedom of Information Act Request to the City Clerk's 

office of the City of Azusa.  

2.  "The method of operation and transport of materials would remain as it currently 

exists. The transport of material would continue to be via the existing overland 

conveyor in - lieu of on - road haul trucks. Annual production is limited by the 

operationôs current air quality permits to 10.8 million tons per year, and by the 

conveyor transport entitlement to 6 million tons per year, plus an additional 1 million 

tons per year by tru ck via the on -site haul road. The Proposed Project does not 

propose an increase in the total amount of material allowed or an extended mining 

period. It should be noted that the production level for the past year was 

approximately 1.1 million tons, due to the reduced demand associated with the 

economic recession."  

http://saveourcanyon.org/mining_taxes.html#01
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Attachment 3. Page 17 of Scope of Services for Lilburn Corporation 

 

 
 

 

 

The full scope of services contract is available at 

http://www.ci.azusa.ca.us/documents/City%20Council%20Agenda%20Packets%20200
9/01-20-2009/D-6%20Vulcan%20Mat%20Project%20Mgr.pdf

http://www.ci.azusa.ca.us/documents/City%20Council%20Agenda%20Packets%202009/01-20-2009/D-6%20Vulcan%20Mat%20Project%20Mgr.pdf
http://www.ci.azusa.ca.us/documents/City%20Council%20Agenda%20Packets%202009/01-20-2009/D-6%20Vulcan%20Mat%20Project%20Mgr.pdf
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Attachment 4. Aggregate Reserves Discrepancy 

Aggregate Reserves Discrepancy 
Table 3-6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Azusa Rock Quarry says that the 

1988 reclamation plan estimates a total rock reserve of 121.5 million tons (Appendix A.8.1). 

Table 3-6 (page) says that under the revised plan extractable reserves are actually less at 105.6 

million tons. Below, we show that the original 1988 estimate is incorrect, and that actual reserves 

of aggregate are doubled under the revised plan. 
Table 3-6 Summary of Proposed Changes 

1988 Permitted Project and Proposed Project Revisions 

Azusa Rock Quarry 

Feature 1988 Reclamation Plan Proposed Revised Reclamation Plan Change 

Site Acreage 270 acres 270.0 acres (approximately) Yes1 

Mining Acreage 190 acres (approximately) 190 acres (approximately) No 

Total Reserves2 121.5 million tons (est.) 105.6 million tons (est.) No2 

Total Overburden Not quantified 32.6 million tons (est.) No2 

Type of Material 

Mined 

PCC-grade aggregate materials & 

Base aggregate materials 

PCC-grade aggregate materials & Base 

aggregate materials 

No 

Mining Method  Loosening of the rock by dozer 

unit and / or drilling and blasting 

Loosening of the rock by dozer unit 

and / or drilling and blasting 

No1 

 

What is not clear in the 1988 plan is whether the reserves estimate is just for the aggregate in 

mining acreage (190) or includes the entire 270 acre site.
1
 However, a 2005 Mining and 

Reclamation Plan report produced by Greystone 

Environmental Consultants provides an estimate of the 

aggregate amount for the entire 270 acres on page 4: 
 

ñThe amended mining plan, incorporating the westerly 

80 acres, allow recovery of up to an estimate 125 

million net tons of rock, with approximately 2 to 4 

million tons mined per year, depending upon market 

conditions.ò
2
 

 

So, we believe that the original 121.5 million tons estimate in the 

1988 plan is actually an estimate for the entire 270 acres, which 

would agree quite closely with Vulcanôs 2005 estimate of 125 

million tons. 

 

If the 2005 estimate is accurate, then by simple math we can 

calculate the reserves on the East Side at 20 million tons, since 

Vulcan estimates the west side reserves at 105 million tons (Table 3-6 above). The next question is how 

much reserves are present in on the west side of the quarry under the existing mining plan? The figure 

below is Figure 33, page 83 from Appendix A.7.1 of the proposed mining plan. The figure is presented as 

finished contours following mining of the west side, along with slices that show the two dimensional 

elevations through the property (both before and after mining). Using their scale (or getting the same 

image through Google Earth reveals that the width of the 80 acre property is a little over 1,300 feet. 

                                                 
1
 See appendix, item 1. 

2
 See appendix, item 2. 
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Appendix A.7.1, Figure 33, page 83
 

The next image is from their B-Bô slice looking from West to East instead of overhead: 

 
We have indicated the 1,300 boundary of the 80 acres. Drawing a 1:1 slope from the boundary to 

the bottom reveals the amount of rock expected to be extracted under the current mining plan 

(highlighted in yellow). The area highlighted in green is the additional amount of rock that would 

be available under the revised plan. Since the total rock is 105 million tons, a ratio of the areas 

would calculate to 25 million tons under the current plan and 80 million tons additional under the 

revised plan. Adding the 20 million tons from the East Side to the 25 million tons from the West 

Side gives a total tonnage of 45 million ï less than half the reserves expected under the revised 

mining plan (105 million tons, Table 3-6). 


