TESTIMONY OF ROBERT R. CURRY, Ph.D.,
REGARDING THE NEED FOR NEW STUDIES CONCERNING
SYAR INDUSTRIES’ REQUEST FOR A FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION
OF ITS PHASE VI TERRACE GRAVEL MINING PROJECT
(PRMD FILE NO. PLP 05-0108)

BEFORE THE PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT OF SONOMA
COUNTY:

I. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. The Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that Sonoma County will prepare for
Syar Industries’ five-year extension of terrace gravel mining should address advances in science
since preparation of the 1994 Aggrégate Resources Management Plan that have revealed serious
methodological defects in that Plan and its EIR. The new EIR should address (1) defects in the
MODFLOW modeling utilized for the 1994 ARM Plan; (2) the effects of global warming on
river flow and flooding; (3) the documented ability of the Russian River to “capture” terrace
mining pits during periods of high flow, such as occurred earlier this month; and (4) the growing
body of science documenting the importance — and vulnerability — of alluvial deposits such as
those Syar proposes to mine in supporting the Russian River’s food chain and providing long-
term groundwater storage for domestic and agricultural uses. I summarize these areas of needed
study below.

2. The MODFLOW modeling conducted by Luhdorff and Scalmanini (LSCE) for the
1994 ARM Plan EIR was profoundly flawed. The field research summarized in this report
shows that the LSCE MODFLOW model was premised on an erroneous groundwater elevation
model. Further, as stated in the independent assessment by GeoTrans, Inc., the firm that
developed the MODFLOW model, LSCE’s MODFLOW analysis is plagued by pervasive data

entry errors, erratic and uneven methodology, and confused analyses. GeoTrans, Inc. concluded
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that “(t)he three reports from LSCE containing results from the groundwater modeling
simulations do not support their conclusions,” and that the LSCE models must be “corrected and
rerun prior to being used for any future decision-making.”

3. LSCE’s MODFLOW model is premised on a demonstrably erroneous assumption.
It assumes that groundwater flow west of the Russian River is roughly parallel to the Russian
River, or flowing north to south. To the contrary, our field data detailed below show that, in fact,
the groundwater flow both east and west of the Russian River is generally perpendicular the
River. Thus, groundwater on the west side of the River generally flows from west to east, not
from north to south as the MODFLOW model assumes.

4. Field data for the west side of the River was collected by three independent
professionals under my direction: by me on March 12, 2005, Luciani Pump and Drilling on
April 6, 2005, and Curtis and Associates Surveyors on April 11, 2005. These field data
document a clear eastward groundwater gradient that directly contradicts published
MODFLOW-calculated surface and groundwater elevations on which all LSCE’s studies and
reports for the west side of the Russian River are based.

5. Once Syar’s Pits V and VI are sealed (a phenomena that LSCE’s February 8, 2005
testimony to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors agrees will happen), compounded by the
greatly narrowed and lowered separator between Pits V and VI (a reconfiguration which is
contrary to the standards in the ARM Plan), and the perimeter berm is completed on Pit VI, the
blocked groundwater flowing from the west must rise to the surface on the adjacent Adams and
Palmer properties and can then only flow southward through the existing swale onto the Soracco
vineyard parcels. There it will saturate and flood the Adams, Palmer, and Soracco properties.

No floodway to transport these surface flows across Syar’s property to the Russian River has
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been constructed. Flooding impacts and the impacts of saturated vineyard lands in both winter
and spring on premium grape production have not been addressed or mitigated.

6. The observed field data show the LSCE MODFLOW model is useless to predict
wastewater contamination and flood impacts, for two reasons: (1) itis not based on accurate and
complete groundwater data, and (2) it is flawed by additional input and modeling errors pointed
out by GeoTrans, Inc. in its 2003 study.

7. Field data collected by LSCE from monitoring wells and data collected by me and
associated professionals from adjacent domestic and irrigation wells, confirm that the LSCE
MODFLOW model is not based on accurate or complete field data, and thus is useless to predict
future groundwater elevations. The actual groundwater flow looks quite different from that used
by LSCE for the MODFLOW reports and technical memoranda. Actually, for much of the year,
the flow will be from west to east — flowing directly into or against the pits, and thence south,
flooding the Adams, Palmer, and Soracco properties.

8. Significant advances in science during the past decade have confirmed that global
warming is accelerating, resulting in increases in the frequency and severity of perturbations in
temperature, rainfall, and other élimatic parameters. This means that flooding along the Russian
River will likely increase in frequency and severity in the future. The EIR should address the
impact of these changes on Syar’s proposed 5-year extension of terrace gravel mining and, in
turn, the likelihood that continued mining in the manner proposed by Syar will cause greater
adverse environmental impacts than previously thought. For example, the likelihood of “pit
capture” will increase as the frequency and severity of flooding along the river increases. The
importance of the alluvial deposits underlying Syar’s proposed gravel mining in providing a

stable source of groundwater for domestic and agricultural uses will likely increase, as variations
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in river flow — both flooding during winter rainfall and loss of flows during drought — will likely
increase. All of these changes, both in the surrounding environment, and in the impacts of
Syar’s proposed mining on the environment, must be examined utilizing the significant advances
in science that have occurred during the past decade.

II. STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS

9. Iam aProfessor Emeritus of Geology at the University of California, Santa Cruz,
and Research Director of the Watershed Institute at California State University, Monterey. 1
received my Ph.D. in Geomorphology and Paleoclimatology in 1967 from the University of
California at Berkeley. I have over 40 years of training and experience in the fields of fluvial
geomorphology and hydrology, and have authored over 100 scholarly papers in these fields. I
have conducted extensive geomorphological field investigations throughout all three reaches of
the Russian River, and have conducted extensive studies of the effects of gravel mining on the
river’s geomorphology since 1962. I am a Registered Geologist in the State of California, and
submit this Testimony based on facts within my personal and professional knowledge.

10. I wish to submit this statement to address the need for new studies regarding the
likely adverse hydrologic impacts of Syar’s proposed 5-year extension of its Phase VI Terrace
Gravel Mining Project. I have reviewed the current proposal by Syar for a 5-year extension of
time to excavate this project, the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Department’s draft Mitigated Negative Declaration dated October 13, 2004, related materials
developed by the County, the project proponent (including Syar’s Mining and Reclamation Plan
dated June 2004), the County’s 1994 Aggregate Resource Management (“ARM”) Plan and EIR,
the reports prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE”) in 1997 and

subsequently, including LSCE’s January 19, 2005 submittal, regarding the hydrologic effects of
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terrace gravel mining at this site, the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project Groundwater
Modeling Review draft report prepared in January 2003 by GeoTrans for the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board regarding the LSCE modeling reports, and other
associated governmental and private studies and reviews regarding gravel mining at this location.

11. Tam familiar with this reach of the Russian River, having conducted numerous field
investigations along the Middle Reach of the Russian River including this site located just
downstream from the confluence with Dry Creek. I participated in the drafting of the 1994
ARM Plan and am intimately familiar with its purposes to protect the ground and surface water
flows and quality of the Middle Reach Russian River as well as the stability of the Russian
River’s hydrologic regime. Over the past 40 years I have conducted numerous studies regarding
the Russian River’s hydrologic conditions, sediment budget and riverbed and riverbank stability,
including participation in the preparation of Professor Einstein’s benchmark sediment report for
the Russian River in 1964. I have been asked by the Westside Association to Save Agriculture to
review Syar Industries’ proposed 5-year extension of time to excavate its Phase VI gravel mining
project and provide this Department with my professional opinion regarding the need for
additional studies of its potential adverse environmental impacts.

1. FINDINGS

12. In my professional judgment, the conclusions reached in the County’s Subsequent
Mitigated Negative Declaration dated March 18, 2005 (“SMND?”) that Syar’s proposed Phase VI
project will not have a significant effect on the environment are without scientific foundation and
contrary to the hydrologic data available to the County. The 1994 ARM Plan specifies
conditions for future terrace mining that would have to be met in order to mitigate both their site-

specific and cumulative environmental impacts. These conditions have not been met for Syar’s



proposed Phase VI project, nor has either Syar or the County intimated any intent to meet these
conditions. Rather, Syar and the County assume, erroneously, that this project’s non-compliance
with those conditions can be excused because the resulting impacts on adjacent groundwater
tables will be less than one foot in elevation. This assumption, which is based solely on the 1997
LSCE report, as supplemented by technical memoranda in February 1999, February and May
2001, November 2002, May 2004, and January 2005, is unsupportable. The modeling conducted
by LSCE is profoundly flawed. It is premised on an erroneous groundwater elevation model,
and as stated in the independent assessment by the firm that developed the MODFLOW model,
GeoTrans, Inc., LSCE’s MODFLOW analysis is plagued by pervasive data entry errors, erratic
and uneven methodology, and confused analyses.

13. All of the LSCE reports assume incorrectly that groundwater elevations on the west
side of the Russian River downstream from its confluence with Dry Creek are arranged in east-
west contours roughly perpendicular to the Russian River, descending as one moves south from
Mill Creek, the lowest tributary of Dry Creek. An east-west contour indicates flow from north to
south. (See, for example, Figure 3-10 to LSCE’s 1997 Model Report, which is annexed to
LSCE’s January 17, 2005 report and appears as page 198 of the PRMD Report to the Sonoma
County Board of Supervisors for its February 8, 2005 hearing.) In fact, along this reach, as
shown by the well data I discuss below, groundwater contours west of the Russian River
generally parallel the Russian River, just as they are reported to do on its east side. In addition,
as confirmed by the independent assessment conducted by GeoTrans, Inc. in January 2003 for
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, “[t]he three reports from LSCE

containing results from groundwater modeling simulations do not support their conclusions.” Id.



at p. 1, Executive Summary. Therefore the LSCE models must be “corrected and rerun prior to
being used for any future decision-making.” Id. This has not been done.

14. As]I explained in my January 19, 2005 testimony to the Planning Commission which
I subﬁlitted to the Board of Supervisors on February 8, 2005, and to which I respectfully refer
this Department, in my professional opinion there is a substantial probability that this project
would cause a greater than one-foot change in groundwater tables on adjacent properties,
triggering application of the 1994 ARM Plan criteria which this project openly violates. Field
data obtained last March and April directly contradict the groundwater elevation model on which
ali of LSCE’s studies and reports are based.

15. Further, Syar’s proposed 5-year extension of mining of Pit VI, and consequent delay
in remediation of this land, would cause additional flooding of adjacent lands to the west and
south, as ground- and surface flows are deflected from Syar’s self sealing pit and 10-foot high
berm onto these lands. For these reasons, as I explain more fully below, the County must
conduct a proper hydrologic analysis that addresses the potential cumulative watershed effects of
Syar’s project.

IV. NEW FIELD DATA CONTRADICTS LSCE’S MODEL.

16.  As background for this testimony I reviewed the environmental and technical
documents prepared by Syar and the County for this project and conducted a field investigation
on March 12, 2005. 1 also developed a database of the aerial photography and topographic maps,
and compiled a georectified GIS layer of the parcels on the west side of the Russian River south
of Healdsburg. Then, on April 6 and 11, 2005 at my further direction, Curtis and Associates

Surveyors and Luciani Pump collected further field data.



















































































































































