
SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ITEM:3.37
(tD # 28239)

MEETING DATE:
Tuesday, July 01 ,2025

FROM: TLMA-PLANNING

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY/PLANNING
PAR230043 - Mead Valley Vesting Mine Determination Findings - Not a project under CEQA
District 1. [Applicant Fees 100%]

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors

1. ADOPT Resolution Number 2025-182 findings to support the Mead Valley Vested Rights
Determination request (PAR No. 230043);

2. APPROVE a notice of determination of vesting rights for Mead Valley Mine on an

approximate total of 375 acres, pursuant to the facts, findings, and testimony within this
report; and,

3. CONFIRM that the vested activities related to mining include aggregate mining (which
may include excavation, crushing, washing, sorting, stockpiling, loading, transporting,
and overall management of an aggregate mine) and also includes use of aggregate
mining equipment as needed for general operations.

AGTION:Policy

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Medina, seconded by Supervisor Perez and duly carried by
unanimous vote, lT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.

Ayes: Medina, Spiegel, Washington , Perez and Gutierrez
Nays: None
Absent: None
Date: July 1 ,2025
xc: Planning

Kim
Clerk
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FINANCIAL DATA Current Fl3cal Year: Next Fiscal Year: Total Cost: Ongolng Cost

COST $0 $0 $0 $0
NET COUNTY COST $0 $o $0 $0

SOURCE OF FUNDS: Applicant Fees 100% (DBF) Budget Adjustment: No

For FiscalYear: N/A

SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

C.E.O. RECOMMENDATION: Approve

BACKGROUND:
Riverside Legacy lV-Mead Valley, LLC ("Riverside Legacy") owns an approximately 375-acre
property in the County of Riverside ("County") currently known as the Mead Valley Quarry
("Quarry" or "Quarry Property"), which is the site of a historic mining operation. The Quarry
Property is located in an unincorporated area west of the City of Perris. Quarry activities have
occurred on portions of the Quarry Property periodically since the early 1940's. The vested
rights confirmation for the Quarry Property includes eight (8) parcels as identified by the
following Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs):

. 317-080-033 (0.48 acre)

. 317-060-038 (3.02 acres)

. 317-070-001 (79.0 acres)

. 317-090-010 (10.0 acres)

. 317-090-011 (2.5 acres)

. 317-180-008 (188.4 acres)

. 317-180-009 (12.4 acres)

. 317-190-004 (79.2 acres)

a 375 ACRES TOTAL

@:
ln June 2023, Riverside Legacy submitted a Vested Right Petition ("Petition") to the County
under section 2776 of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA)1 and Riverside
County Ordinance No. 555, seeking a vested mining rights determination. At the May 20th,2025
Board of Supervisors hearing, the Board unanimously approved a determination of vesting
rights for the subject site identified under PAR230043. The following findings, as stated in

Resolution No. 2025-182, are in support of this vesting determination:

A. Environmental Findinqs:

1. The Board's determination of vested rights is not a project for purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seg. (CEOA). CEQA applies to discretionary activities. The
determination of a vested right is not a discretionary project for purposes of
CEQA because the standards that govern the determination of vested rights do
not provide the County with the authority or discretion to condition, modify, or
deny the application based on environmental concerns.
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Determination of Vesting: 
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

B. Land Use Findinqs:

1. Surface mining and associated reclamation activities are authorized uses at the
Vested Rights Property, consistent with Ordinance No. 348. Surface mining
activities and associated operations are a legal, non-conforming use, and the
Board's determinations herein recognize that surface mining activities at the
Vested Rights Property, do not require a separate conditional use or surface
mining permit under Ordinance No. 555, and that reclamation of any mining-
related disturbance created after January 1, 1976 is required to be conducted
pursuant to an approved reclamation plan, consistent with the requirements of
SMARA. No surface mining activities or ground disturbance shall occur until an

approved Reclamation Plan has been obtained.

2. Pursuant to Ordinance No. 555, Section 17 (as amended through Ordinance No.

555.20) and SMARA Section 2776, Riverside Legacy, as landowner and mineral
estate owner, maintains the Vested Rights to continue conducting surface mining
activities and therefore, a surface mining permit is not required.

C. Findinqs Reqardinq Location and Ownership:

1. As of January 31, 1949, the Vested Rights were established, as described in the
Petition. This vested property included the 375-acre Vested Rights Property,
including the mineral estate encompassing rock, sand, and gravel, among other
minerals, as well as any existing legal rights to surface use easements, as
demonstrated by the information provided in the Petition and accompanying
exhibits and appendices. Riverside Legacy is the successor-in-interest to the
Vested Rights Property, as demonstrated by the information provided in the
Petition and accompanying exhibits and appendices.

D. Findinqs Reqardinq Geoqraphic Scope of Vested Riqhts:

1. The Record demonstrates that portions of the area within the Vested Rights Area
were subject to surface mining activities, including rock quarry operations, prior

to January 31, 1949. The Record demonstrates that as of January 31, 1949,

there was an objective, demonstrated intent to mine the Vested Rights Property,
based on the extent of actual surface mining activities and on documentation
provided in the Record demonstrating an objective intent to expand operations
throughout the Vested Rights Property. Consistent with California law regarding
the establishment of a vested right to mine, the Record provides a
preponderance of evidence that the Vested Rights encompass the entire 375
acres of the Vested Rights Area.

2. The Record further demonstrates that, subsequent to January 31, 1949, surface
mining activities occurred on portions of the Vested Rights Property without
additional County approvals being obtained, demonstrating the continued
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

exercise of the Vested Rights and development of the Vested Rights Area as a
legally non-conforming surface mining use, further corroborating the existence of
Vested Rights.

3. Based on the foregoing facts, the Vested Rights subject to the Petition include
the 375 acres comprising the Vested Rights Area.

E. Findinos Reoardino No I ible lntensification:

1. Based on evidence in the Record, mineral production from the Vested Rights
Area was consistent with then-present market conditions on January 31, 1949,
and the projected production from the Vested Rights Area described in the
Petition and in Appendix D reflects a natural and gradual increase in production
to serve the growth in market demand, and is not the result of impermissible
intensification of surface mining activities. Regardless, no further mining activities
shall occur until review and approval of a Reclamation Plan and Financial
Assurances, along with any additional review under CEQA, has occurred by the
County of Riverside and the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Mine Reclamation.

F. Findinqs Reqardinq a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Riqhts:

1. Based on evidence in the Record, including documents evidencing an intent to
continue mining from current and previous landowners, the Vested Rights have
not been discontinued, waived, abandoned, or extinguished, and, recognizing the
burden of proof of clear and convincing evidence would be on a person or entity
seeking to prove abandonment of the Vested Rights, no clear and convincing
evidence has been presented to the County, or that otherwise is in the Record, or
raised during the IVIay 20, 2025, Public Hearing, including oral testimony and
presentation documents provided to the Board, that would substantiate that there
was ever a knowing intent to abandon the known Vested Rights, or that there
was ever any subjective intent or overt act to abandon the Vested Rights.

2. Therefore, no owner or predecessor-in-interest to the Vested Rights Area has
ever abandoned the Vested Rights, and, accordingly, said Vested Rights,
encompassing the 375 acres of the Vested Rights Area, have never been
abandoned, and the vested use may continue aggregate mining operations,
including excavation, crushing, washing, sorting, stockpiling, loading,
transporting, and otherwise managing an aggregate surface mine and utilizing
equipment to do so with the review and approval of a Reclamation Plan and
Financial Assurances by the County of Riverside and the California Department
of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation.
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RIVERSIDE F V ARRY VESTED

DETERMTN

WHEREAS, RiversideLegacy IV-Mead Valley, LLC ("Riverside Legacy" or "Applicant")

owns approximately 649 acres (the "Overall Property'') of real property in unincorporated County of

Riverside, northwest of the City of Perris; and

WHEREAS, approximately 375 acres of the Overall Property comprises the Mead Valley

Quarry, that includes a historic mining site (the "Vested Rights Property'); and

WHEREAS, mining operations on the Vested Rights Property occurred prior to, at, and

subsequent to January 31, 1949, which represents the effective date of Riverside County Ordinance No.

348, known as the vesting date; and

WHEREAS, in June 2023, fuverside Legacy submitted the subject Mead Valley Quarry

Vested Right Petition (the "Petition") and was assigned County tracking number PAR230043; and

WIIEREAS, the Petition was submitted consistent with Section 2776 of the Surface Mining

and Reclamation Act of 1975, California Public Resources Code section2TTO et seq. ("SMARA") and

Riverside County Ordinance No. 555 Section 17; and

WHEREAS, in the Petition, Riverside Legacy petitioned the County to recognize that the

Vested Right encompasses 375 acres; and

WHEREAS, the Petition includes the following submitted documents:

a. The Petition, consisting of the 36-page narrative and legal standards document;

b. Required County materials, including (i) a cover letter; (ii) the County's General

Application Form; (iii) the Applicant-Property Owner Signature Form, signed by

Riverside Legacy; and (iv) a Request for Pre-Application Review;

c. Exhibits l-47;
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d. Appendix A, consisting of the Mineral Land Classification of the Temescal Valley Area

- Special Report 165, Califomia Department of Conservation, dated l99l;

e. Appendix B, consisting of Mines and Mineral Resources of Riverside County,

Califtrnia, California Division of Mines and Geology, dated 1961;

f. Appendix C, consisting of the Declaration of Jeffiey P. Light, a licensed geologist in the

State of California with experience as an expert witness on the issue of vested mining

rights;

g. Appendix D, consisting of a Mernorandum on Rail Spur Investment and Historic

Production Rates at Mead Valley Quarry', from subject expert Benchmark Resources,

dated May 15,2023;

h. Appendix E, consisting of a report on Historic Aggregate Production Trends in Westem

Riverside County, from subject expert EnviroMine Inc., dated February 9,2020;

i. Appendix F, consisting of the Revised Mineral Land Classification for the Mead Valley

Quarry site, Califomia Department of Conservation, dated 2009.

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors conducted the public hearing on May 20,2025,

consistent with the requirements articulated within Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 613

and the County's procedures in Ordinance No. 555, as well as all applicable evidentiary standards, including

those standards articulated in Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1996) 12 Cal.4th

533; and

WHEREAS, the above identified documents, along with the County Staff Report and

exhibits; and other documents submitted into the record on or prior to May 20, 2025, including

communications with County Staff and Representatives regarding information requests and clarifications

requested by County Staffregarding vested rights, the Vested Rights Property, the.Overall Property, and

responses by Applicant; and the oral testimony, materials, and presentations given by the County, Riverside

Legacy, and mernbers of the public on May 20,2025 (including documents and presentations submitted

concurrently therewith), comprise the entire administrative record ("Record"), on which the Board's

decision and these findings are based; and

2
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8 g. Appendix D, consisting of a Memorandum on Rail Spur Investment and Historic 

9 Production Rates at Mead Valley Quarry, from subject expert Benchmark Resources, 

IO dated May 15, 2023; 

11 h. Appendix E, consisting of a report on Historic Aggregate Production Trends in Western 

12 Riverside County, from subject expert EnviroMine Inc., dated February 9, 2020; 

13 1. Appendix F, consisting of the Revised Mineral Land Classification for the Mead Valley 

14 Quarry site, California Department of Conservation, dated 2009. 

15 WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors conducted the public hearing on May 20, 2025, 

16 consistent with the requirements articulated within Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 613 

17 and the County's procedures in Ordinance No. 555, as well as all applicable evidentiary standards, including 

18 those standards articulated in Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1996) 12 Cal.4th 

19 533; and 

20 WHEREAS, the above identified documents, along with the County Staff Report and 

21 exhibits; and other documents submitted into the record on or prior to May 20, 2025, including 

22 communications with County Staff and Representatives regarding information requests and clarifications 

23 requested by County Staff regarding vested rights, the V ested Rights Property, the. Overall Property, and 

24 responses by Applicant; and the oral testimony, materials, and presentations given by the County, Riverside 

25 Legacy, and members of the public on May 20, 2025 (including documents and presentations submitted 

26 concurrently therewith), comprise the entire administrative record ("Record"), on which the Board's 

27 decision and these findings are based; and 
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WHEREAS, on May 20,2025, the Board determined that Riverside Legacy had met its

burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence and had demonstrated that the Vested Right

encompasses 375acres requested by RiversideLegacy in its Petition; and

WHEREAS, the Board determined that Riverside Legacy has met its burden, by a

preponderance of the evidence, and making the findings set forth herein, the Board analyzel, and considered

the entirety of the Record; now, therefore,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of

Supervisors of the County of Riverside, in regular session assembled on June 24,2025,|hat

A. Environmental Findings:

1. The Board's determination of vested rights is not a project for purposes of the California

Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA).

CEQA applies to discretionary activities. The determination of a vested right is not a

discretionary project for purposes of CEQA because the standards that govern the determination

of vested rights do not provide the County with the authority or discretion to condition, modifr,

or dany the application based on environmental concems.

B. Land Use Findines:

1. Surface mining and associated reclamation activities are authorized uses at the Vested Rights

Property, consistent with Ordinance No. 348. Surface mining activities and associated

operations are a legal, non-conforming use, and the Board's determinations herein recognize

that surface mining activities at the Vested Rights Property, do not require a separate

conditional use or surface mining permit under Ordinance No. 555, and that reclamation of

any mining-related disturbance created after January l, 1976 is required to be conducted

pursuant to an approved reclamation plan, consistent with the requironents of SMARA. No

surface mining activities or ground disturbance shall occur until an approved Reclamation

Plan has been obtained.

2. Pursuant to Ordinance No. 555, Section 17 (as amended through Ordinance No. 555.20) and

SMARA Section 2776, Riverside Legacy, as landowner and mineral estate owner, maintains

J
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encompasses 375acres requested by Riverside Legacy in its Petition; and 

WHEREAS, the Board determined that Riverside Legacy has met its burden, by a 

preponderance of the evidence, and making the findings set forth herein, the Board analyzed and considered 

the entirety of the Record; now, therefore, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of Riverside, in regular session assembled on June 24, 2025, that 

A. Environmental Findings: 

1. The Board's determination of vested rights is not a project for purposes of the California 

Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA). 

CEQA applies to discretionary activities. The determination of a vested right is not a 

discretionary project for purposes of CEQA because the standards that govern the determination 

of vested rights do not provide the County with the authority or discretion to condition, modify, 

or deny the application based on environmental concerns. 

B. Land Use Findings: 

1. Surface mining and associated reclamation activities are authorized uses at the Vested Rights 

Property, consistent with Ordinance No. 348. Surface mining activities and associated 

operations are a legal, non-conforming use, and the Board's determinations herein recognize 

that surface mining activities at the Vested Rights Property, do not require a separate 

conditional use or surface mining permit under Ordinance No. 555, and that reclamation of 

any mining-related disturbance created after January 1, 1976 is required to be conducted 

pursuant to an approved reclamation plan, consistent with the requirements of SMARA. No 

surface mining activities or ground disturbance shall occur until an approved Reclamation 

Plan has been obtained. 

2. Pursuant to Ordinance No. 555, Section 17 (as amended through Ordinance No. 555.20) and 

SMARA Section 2776, Riverside Legacy, as landowner and mineral estate owner, maintains 
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the Vested Rights to continue conducting surface mining activities and therefore, a surface

mining permit is not required.

C. Findines Regarding Location and Ownership:

1 . As of January 3l , 1949, the Vested Rights were established, as described in the Petition. This

vested property included the 375 acre Vested Rights Property, including the mineral estate

encompassing rock, sand, and gravel, among other minerals, as well as any existing legal rights

to surface use easements, as demonstrated by the information provided in the Petition and

accompanying exhibits and appendices. Riverside Legacy is the successor-in-interest to the

Vested Rights Property, as demonstrated by the information provided in the Petition and

accompanying exhibits and appendices.

D. Findines Reeardins Geosraphic Scope of Vested Rights:

l. The Record demonstrates that portions of the area within the Vested Rights Area were subject

to surface mining activities, including rock quarry operations, prior to January 31, 1949. The

Record dernonshates that as of January 31, 1949, there was an objective, demonstrated intent to

mine the Vested fughts Property, based on the extent of actual surface mining activities and on

documentation provided in the Record demonstrating an objective intent to expand operations

throughout the Vested Rights Property. Consistent with California law regarding the

establishment of a vested right to mine, the Record provides a preponderance of evidence that

the Vested Rights encompass the entirety 375 acres of the Vested Rights Area.

2. The Record further demonstrates that, subsequent to January 31, 1.949, surface mining

activities occurred on portions of the Vested Rights Property without additional County

approvals being obtained, demonstrating the continued exercise of the Vested Rights and

development of the Vested Rights Area as a legally non-conforming surface mining use, further

corroborating the existence of Vested Rights.

3. Based on the foregoing facts, the Vested Rights subject to the Petition include the 375 acres

comprising the Vested Rights Area.

E. Findings Regarding No Impermissible Intensification:
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l. Based on evidence in the Record, mineral production from the Vested Rights Area was

consistent with then-present market conditions on January 31, 1949, and the projected

production from the Vested Rights Area described in the Petition and in Appendix D reflects a

natural and $adual increase in production to serve the growth in market demand, and is not the

result of impermissible intensification of surface mining activities. Regardless, no further

mining activities shall occur until review and approval of a Reclamation Plan and Financial

Assurances, along with any additional review under CEQA, has occurred by the County of

Riverside and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation.

F. Findines Regardine a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights:

l. Based on evidence in the Record, including documents evidencing an intent to continue

mining from current and previous landowners, the Vested Rights have not been discontinued,

waived, abandoned, or extinguished, and, recognizing the burden of proof of clear and

convincing evidence would be on a person or entity seeking to prove abandonment of the Vested

Rights, no clear and convincing evidence has bean presented to the County, or that otherwise is

in the Record, or raised during the May 20,2025, Public Hearing, including oral testimony and

presentation documents provided to the Board, that would substantiate that there was ever a

knowing intent to abandon the known Vested Rights, or that there was ever any subjective intent

or overt act to abandon the Vested Rights.

2. Therefore, no owner or predecessor-in-interest to the Vested Rights Area has ever abandoned

the Vested Rights, and, accordingly, said Vested Rights, encompassing the 375 acres of the

Vested Rights Area, have never been abandoned, and the vested use may continue aggregate

mining operations, including excavation, crushing, washing, sorting, stockpiling, loading,

ffansporting, and otherwise managing an aggregate surface mine and utilizing equipment to do

so with the review and approval of a Reclamation PIan and Financial Assurances by the County

of Riverside and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation.

BE IT FTIRTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of Supervisors that the

Vested Rights conferred to RiversideLegacy is consistent with the intent of Ordinance No. 555.
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1 . Based on evidence in the Record, mineral production from the Vested Rights Area was 

consistent with then-present market conditions on January 31, 1949, and the projected 

production from the Vested Rights Area described in the Petition and in Appendix D reflects a 

natural and gradual increase in production to serve the growth in market demand, and is not the 

result of impermissible intensification of surface mining activities. Regardless, no further 

mining activities shall occur until review and approval of a Reclamation Plan and Financial 

Assurances, along with any additional review under CEQA, has occurred by the County of 

Riverside and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation. 

F. Findings Regarding a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights: 

1. Based on evidence in the Record, including documents evidencing an intent to continue 

mining from current and previous landowners, the Vested Rights have not been discontinued, 

waived, abandoned, or extinguished, and, recognizing the burden of proof of clear and 

convincing evidence would be on a person or entity seeking to prove abandonment of the Vested 

Rights, no clear and convincing evidence has been presented to the County, or that otherwise is 

in the Record, or raised during the May 20, 2025, Public Hearing, including oral testimony and 

presentation documents provided to the Board, that would substantiate that there was ever a 

knowing intent to abandon the known Vested Rights, or that there was ever any subjective intent 

or overt act to abandon the Vested Rights. 

2. Therefore, no owner or predecessor-in-interest to the Vested Rights Area has ever abandoned 

the Vested Rights, and, accordingly, said Vested Rights, encompassing the 375 acres of the 

Vested Rights Area, have never been abandoned, and the vested use may continue aggregate 

mining operations, including excavation, crushing, washing, sorting, stockpiling, loading, 

transporting, and otherwise managing an aggregate surface mine and utilizing equipment to do 

so with the review and approval of a Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurances by the County 

of Riverside and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation. 

27 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of Supervisors that the 

28 Vested Rights conferred to Riverside Legacy is consistent with the intent of Ordinance No. 555. 
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BE IT FIJRTIIER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it has reviewed and

considered all documents referenced as part of the Record and has determined Riverside Legacy has

established Vested Rights for the 3'75-aqe area comprising the Vested Rights Area.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the custodians of the

documents upon which this decision is based are the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and the County of

Riverside Planning Department, and that such documents are located at 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor,

Riverside, Califomia 92501.

6
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Board ofSupervisors

RESOLUTION NO. 2025-I82

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
FINDING TO SUPPORT MEAD VALLEY OUARRY VESTED

RIGHTS DETERMINATION REOUEST PAR23OO43

ROI,L CALI,:

Ayes:

Nays:

Absent:

The foregoing is certified to be a true copy of a resolution duly adopted by said Board of

Supervisors on the date therein set forth.

By

Medina, Spiegel, Washington , Perez, and Gutierrez

None

None

KIMBERLY A.

Deputy

of said lJoard
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RESOLUTION NO. 2025-182 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

FINDING TO SUPPORT MEAD VALLEY QUARRY VESTED 

RIGHTS DETERMINATION REQUEST PAR230043 

ROLL CALL: 

Ayes: 

Nays: 

Absent: 

Medina, Spiegel, Washington, Perez, and Gutierrez 

None 

None 

13 The foregoing is certified to be a true copy of a resolution duly adopted by said Board of 

I4 [Supervi sors on the date therein set forth. 
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Channel Law Group, LLP

831.l3 Wilshit'e Blvd.
Suitc 750

Beverly Hills, CA 9021 I

Phonc: (3 I 0) 347-0050
Fax: (323) 723-3960

u'rr w.channellawgroup.corll

JULIAN K. QUATTLEBAUM, III Writer's Dircct Line: (3 I 0) 982- l 760

.janrie.hrllr@channellawgroup.conrJAMIE T. HALL *
CHARLES J. McL(IRKIN
GREGORY T. WITTMANN

*ALSO Admitted in Texas

June 30. 2025

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92501
cob@rivco.org
jh i ldebrand(arrivco.org
csmcdina(r)rivco.org
plann ing(grivco.org

Re: Opposition to Consent ltem No.3.37: PAR230043 - Mead Valley Vesting
Mine Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No.2025-182

Dear Honorable Supervisors:

This letter is subrnitted on behalf of the Rural Association of Mead Valley ("RAMV"), a

California non-profit corporation dcdicatcd to prcscrving thc rural charactcr and cnvironmcntal
integrity of Mead Valley in unincorporated Riverside County. RAMV strongly opposes the
adoption of Rcsolution No. 2025-ltt2 and thc findings rclatcd to thc Mcad Vallcy Vcsting Minc
Detennination (PAR230043 ), currently agendized as Consent Item No. 3.37 for the July | .2025
hearing.

As prcviously articulatcd in our lcttcr of May 20. 2025, and rcinftrrccd by rcccnt
observations and concerns tiom RAMV's leadership, the Applicant, Riverside Legacy IV-Mead
Valley, LLC ("Riverside Legacy"), lras nol rret its burden ol'proof'to establish vested rights
consistent'uvith California law and the County's own procedures. The proposed Resolution's
findings are, in several key areas, urrsupported by clear and convincing evidence, and in sonre

instanccs. dircctly contradrctcd by obscrvablc l'acts.

Wc urgc thc Board to rcmovc this itcrn tl'orn thc Conscnt Calcndar and dcny tlic Pctition,
or at a minimunr, continue the item lbr further analysis and environrnental review.

t?
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*ALSO Admitted in Texas 

June 30, 2025 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 9250 I 
cob@rivco.org 
jhil debrand@rivco. org 
csmedina@rivco. org 
planning@rivco.org 

8383 Wilshire Blvd. 
Suite 750 

Beverly Hills. CA 9021 I 

Phone: (310) 347-0050 
Fax: (323) 723-3960 

www.channellawgroup.com 

Writer's Direct Line: (310) 982-1760 

jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com 

Re: Opposition to Consent Item No. 3.37: PAR230043 - Mead Valley Vesting 

Mine Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025-182 

Dear Honorable Supervisors: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Rural Association of Mead Valley ("RAMV"), a 
California non-profit corporation dedicated to preserving the rural character and environmental 
integrity of Mead Valley in unincorporated Riverside County. RAMY strongly opposes the 
adoption of Resolution No. 2025-182 and the findings related to the Mead Valley Vesting Mine 
Determination (PAR230043), currently agendized as Consent Item No. 3.37 for the July I, 2025 
hearing. 

As previously articulated in our letter of May 20, 2025, and reinforced by recent 
observations and concerns from RAMV's leadership, the Applicant, Riverside Legacy IV-Mead 
Valley, LLC ("Riverside Legacy"), has not met its burden of proof to establish vested rights 
consistent with California law and the County's own procedures. The proposed Resolution's 
findings are, in several key areas, unsupported by clear and convincing evidence, and in some 

instances. directly contradicted by observable facts. 

We urge the Board to remove this item from the Consent Calendar and deny the Petition, 
or at a minimum, continue the item for further analysis and environmental review. 

mailto:planning@rivco.org
mailto:csmedina@rivco.org
mailto:jhildebrand@rivco.org
mailto:cob@rivco.org
mailto:jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
https://www.channellawgroup.com


County of Riverside Board of Supervisors
June 30.2025

I. The Applicant Has Not Met Its Burden oI'Proof Under Ilansen Brrfller.s Erferzrise.s and
Calvert v. Clutttyof fttb!!

To establish a vested right to mine without a pernrit, Riverside Legacy must demotlstrate
by a preponderance ol'tlre evidence that its operation rvas a legal nonconlbrming use as of
January 31. 1949. and that this right has not bccn abandoncd. (Scc ltansen Brother:; Enterpri.ses,

Inc. v. Bourcl ofSupen,isors (1996) l2 Cal.4th 533; Riverside County Ordinance No. 555.
Scction 17.8.2.). Furthcnnorc. thc Board's tindings must "bridgc thc analytical gap betwccn raw
evidence" and its ultimate decision. as required by Toputtga Ass'n.fbr o Sc'enit' Cmtv. v. Cnty. q7'

Lo.s.4ngeles 11974\ ll Cal.3d 506. 515. The current tindings in Resolution No.2025-1132 fail to
rneet thcse standards.

II. Counter-Arsumcnts to the Proposed Findinss in Resolution No. 2025-182

We respectfully present specific countcr-arguments to the findirrgs proposed in
Rcsolution No. 2025- I t32:

A. Environmental Findings (Section A.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "The Board's deternrination o1'vestcd rights is not a project tbr purposes

of the Califirrnia [invironnrcntalQuality Act... because the standards tlrat govern thc
deternrination olvested rights do rlot provide tlie County with the aLrthority or discretion to

condition, rnodity, or dcny thc application bascd on cnvironlncntal conccrns."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: This finding is fundanrentally flawed and directly
contradicts the principle's of'CEQA. As stated in Uttion of'Maelicul Murif uuttu Puticttts, Inc'.

v. Cit)' o/'Satt Dicgo (20l 9) 7 Cal.,5th I I 7 I , I 197 -l 198. "a proposed activity is a CEQA
projcct if. by its gcncral naturc. thc activity is capablc of causing a dircct or rcasonably
fbresecable indirect physical change in the errvirorlnrent." The Staff Report itself
acknowledges that a "legally adecluate Reclanration Plan and Financial Assurance" tttust be

subn-ritted to. and approved by. the Collnty of Riverside and the Calitbrnia Departrnent of
Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation. This is precisely the "sort" of activity that
triggcrs CEQA. Thc approval of a Rcclamation Plan is a cliscrctionaty act that inhcrcntly
involves environnrental considerations and tlre potential fbr significant physical changes to
thc cnvironnrcnt. To clairn this dctcrmination is not a "projcct" undcr CEQA, cspccially
when it explicitly allou's for contiuued and potentially expanded nrinin-q operations. is to
ignore the clear intent and requirements of ClrQA. The environmental review required for a
Rcclarnation Plan is prcciscly thc "furthcr inquiry into its actual cffccts" that CEQA
nrandates.

Surtbce rnining, which involves renroving large sections of the Earth's surface to access

rnincral dcposits, has a widc rangc of significant and oficn long-lasting cnvironmcntal
inrpacts. These in'rpacts can alfect land. water. air. and biodiversity. They include: ( I )
Habitat Destruction and Land Degradation through thc clcaring of vcgctation and
topsoil. altering landscapes and fi'agmenting ccosystems; (2) Water Pollution and
Depletion lhm acid mine drainage. heavy uretal c<lntanrination. and increased
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I .  The Applicant Has Not Met I ts Burden of Proof U nder Hansen Brothers Enterprises and 

Calvert v. County of Yuba 

To establ ish a vested right to m ine wi thout a permi t ,  R iverside Legacy must demonstrate 

by a preponderance of  the ev idence that i ts operation was a legal nonconformi ng use as of 

January 3 1 ,  1 949, and that th is  right has not been abandoned. ( See Hansen Brothers Enterprises, 

Inc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996) 1 2  Cal .4th 5 3 3 ;  R i verside County Ordinance No. 555 
Section 1 7 .B . 2 . ) .  Furthermore, t he  Board's findi ngs must "bridge t he  analytical gap between raw 

evidence" and i ts u l t imate dec is ion, as required by Topanga Ass 'n for a Scenic Cmty. v. Cnty. of 
Los Angeles ( 1 974) 1 1  Cal . 3d  506, 5 1 5 . The current fi ndings in Reso lut ion No .  2025- 1 82 fa i l  to 

meet these standards. 

I I .  Counter-Argu ments to the Proposed Findings in Resolution No. 2025- 1 82 

We respectfu l ly  present speci fic counter-arguments to the findings proposed in 

Reso lut ion No. 2025- 1 82 :  

A .  Environmenta l  Findings (Section A. 1 of Resolution )  

• P roposed F inding: "The Board's determi nat ion of  vested rights is not a project for purposes 

of the Cal i fornia Environmental Qua l i ty Act . . .  because the standards that govern the 
determ inat ion of vested rights do not provide the County with the authority or d iscret ion to 
condi t ion, mod ify, or deny the appl ication based on envi ronmental concerns." 

• RAMV's  Counter-Argu ment :  This finding is fundamental l y  flawed and d i rect ly 
contradicts the principles of  C EQA. As stated i n  Union of Medical Marijuana Patients, Inc. 

v. City of San Diego (20 1 9 ) 7 Cal . 5th 1 1 7 1 ,  1 1 9 7- 1 1 98 ,  "a proposed activ i ty is a CEQA 
project if,  by its genera l nature, the act ivity is capab le  of causing a d i rect or reasonably 
foreseeable indirect phys ica l  change in  the envi ronment . "  The S taff Report i tse lf  
acknowledges that a " l ega l l y  adequate Reclamation P lan and Financia l  Assurance" must be 
submi tted to, and approved by. the County of  R ivers ide and the Cal i fornia Department of  
Conservat ion, D iv is ion of Mine Recl amat ion.  This i s  prec isely the "sort" of act iv i ty that 

triggers CEQA. The approval of a Rec l amation P lan is a d iscretionary act that i nherently 
involves env ironmental considerat ions and the potent ia l  for sign i ficant physical changes to 
the environment. To c la im this determination is  not a "project" under CEQA, espec ia l ly  
when i t  exp l ic i t ly  a l l ows for conti nued and potent ia l ly expanded min ing operat ions. is to 
ignore the c lear intent and requ irements of CEQA . The envi ronmental review requi red for a 
Rec lamation P lan is precisely the " further inqu iry into its actual effects" that C EQA 

� mandates. 

• Surface min ing, which involves removing l arge sect ions of the Earth's surface to access 
m inera l deposi ts ,  has a wide range of s ign ificant and often long- last ing environmental 
impacts. These impacts can affect l and, water. a i r, and b iodiversity. They inc lude : ( I )  
Habitat Destruction and Land Degradation through the c l earing of vegetat ion and 
topso i l ,  a l teri ng landscapes and fragment ing ecosystems; ( 2 )  Water Pollution and 
Depletion from acid m ine drai nage. heavy metal contam inat ion, and i ncreased 
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sedirnentation, as well as significant water usage lor processing; (3) Air Pollution fiont dust

(particulate tnatter), greenhouse gas emissions fiorn heavy machinery. and toxic air
contarninants; and (4) Biodiversity [,oss due to habitat destruction, pollution, and

disruption of ccological proccsscs. Evcn aflcr rnining opcrations ccasc, cnvironmcntal
irnpacts can persist for decades or centuries without proper closure and extensive
rchabi I itation ctlbrts.

B. Land Use Findings (Section B.l & B.2 of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "Surface rnining and associated reclamation activities are authorized
Llses at the Vested Rights Property, consistent with Ordinance No. 34t1. Surface rnining
activities and associated operations are a legal, non-confbnning use..."

. RAM\"s Counter-Argument: Wlrilc Ordinancc No. 34tt may havc cstablishcd a vcsting
date, the Applicant has not provided sufficient evidence of coutinuous, active nrining
opcrations to maintain a lcgal non-confonning usc. RAMV's directors havc obscrvcd a

distinct lack of active mining operations in the area, which raises scrious questions about the

ongoing nature ol'any purported "vested use." A historical right does not autot'natically
cquatc to a pclpctually activc and lcgal non-confbnning usc without demonstratcd
continuity of operatiorrs. The burden is on the Applicant to prove this continuity. and rnere

historical acrial plrotographs may not snttlcc to dcmonstratc activc. continuous rnining up to
the present day.

C. Findings Regarding Location and Ownership (Section C.l of Resolution)

o Proposed Finding: "As of January 3l.lL)49. thc Vcstcd Rights wcrc cstablishcd... This
vested property included the 375-acre Vested Rights Property... Riverside Legacy is the

successor-in-interest to the Vested Rights Property..."

. RAMV's Counter-Argument: While ownership rrrery have transferred. the critical issue is

wlrcthcr thc yested right itself'has bccn maintaincd and not abandoncd. Successor-in-intcrcst
status does not aLltomatically revive an abandoned right. The locus utust remaitr on the

continuous exercise of the vested right. not rnerely the transt'er of property.

D. Findings Regarding Geographic Scope of Vested Rights (Section D.l, D.2, & D.3 of
Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "The Record denronstrates that as olJanuary 31,1949. there was an

ob.jcctive. dcrnonstratcd intcnt to rninc thc Vcstccl Rights Propcrty. bascd on thc cxtcnt of
actual surface rninirrg activities and on docunrentatiorr provided in the Record demonstrating
an objcctivc intcnt to cxpand opcrations throughout thc Vcstcd Rights Propcrty. Consistcnt
with California law regarding the establishment of a vested right to tnine, the Record
provides a preponderance of evidence that the Vested Rights encompass the entire 375 acres

of the Vested Rights Area."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: Thc conccpt of "ob.jcctivc intcnt to cxpand" must bc

scrutinized carehrlly. While sorne historical activity nray have occurred. the evidence
presented cloes not clearly and convincingly denronstrate an rtllec'tive inlenl to trrine the
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sedimentat ion, as wel l  as s ign i ficant water usage for process i ng; ( 3 )  Air Pol lution from dust 

(part i cu late � matter), greenhouse gas emissions from heavy machinery, and tox ic  a i r  

contaminants; and (4)  Biodiversity Loss due to habi tat destruct ion, pol l ut ion,  and 

d isrupt ion of ecological processes. Even after m i n i ng operations cease, envi ronmental 

impacts can persist for decades or centuries without proper c losure and ex tensive 

rehab i l i tat ion efforts .  

B. Land Use Findings (Section B. 1 & 8.2 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding:  "Surface m in ing and associated rec lamation act iv i t ies are authorized 
uses at  the Vested R ights Property, consistent w i th Ordinance No. 348 .  Surface min ing 

act iv i t ies and associated operat ions  are a l egal ,  non-conform ing use. . . "  

• RAM's Counter-Argument:  Whi l e  Ord inance No.  348 may have estab l ished a vest i ng 

date, the App l i cant has not provided su ffic ient evidence of conti nuous, act ive m in ing 

operat ions to maintain a l egal non-conform ing use. RAMV's d i rectors have observed a 

d ist inct lack of active m in ing  operat ions i n  the area, which rai ses serious questions about the 
ongo ing nature of  any purported "vested use . "  A h i storical right does not automat ica l ly 

equate to a perpetua l ly act ive and legal non-conforming use w ithout demonstrated 

cont i nu i ty o f  operat ions. The burden i s  on the Appl icant to prove th i s  cont inu i ty, and mere 

h i storical aeri a l  photographs may not suffice to demonstrate active, cont inuous m in i ng up  to 

the present day. 

C. Findings Regard ing Location and Ownership (Section C . 1  of Resolut ion) 

• Proposed Finding: "As of January 3 1 ,  1 949, the Vested R ights were estab l i shed . . .  Th i s  

vested property i nc luded the 3 75-acre Vested R ights Property . . .  R iverside Legacy i s  the 
successor- in- interest to the Vested R ights Property . . . "  

• RA M V's Counter-A rgument:  Wh i l e  ownersh ip may have transferred, the cri t i ca l  issue is 

whether the vested right itself has been � ma intai ned and not abandoned. Successor- in- in terest 

status does not automat ica l ly revive an abandoned r ight .  The focus must remain on the 
conti nuous exerc i se of  the vested right, not merely the transfer of property. 

D. Findings Regarding Geographic Scope of Vested Rights (Section D. 1 ,  D.2, & D.3 of 

Resolution )  

• Proposed Finding:  "The Record demonstrates that as o f  January 3 1 ,  1 949, there was an 

object ive, demonstrated i ntent to mine  the Vested R ights Property, based on the extent of 
actual sur face m in ing acti v i t ies and on documentat ion provided in the Record demonstrat ing 

an obj ect ive i ntent to expand operat ions throughout the Vested R ights Property . Consistent 

with Cal i forn ia  l aw regarding  the establ ishment of  a vested right to m ine, the Record 

provides a preponderance of evidence that the Vested R ights encompass the ent ire 375  acres 

of the Vested R ights A rea. " 

• RA MV's Counter-Argument:  The concept of "obj ect ive i ntent to expand"  must be 
scrut i n i zed carefu l ly .  Wh i l e  some h i storical act iv i ty may have occurred, the evidence 

presented does not c l early and convinc ing ly demonstrate an objective intent to m ine the 
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entire 375 uc'res as of'the vesting date. nor does it prove that suclt intent was consistently

acted upon over the decades. The Staff Report's reliance on "preponderance of the evidence"
for this expansive claim, especially tbr an area that rnay not have been actively rnined, is

insufflcicnt givcn thc significant cnvironrncntal inrplications. Furthcflnorc. RAMV's
directors have indicated that the applicarrt is proposing cxpanded rnining operations oul,side

of thc 649 acrcs. which would clcarly constitutc an irnpcrrnissiblc cxpansion bcyond any

lristorical vested right and would require new perrnits and full CEQA review.

E. Findings Regarding No Impermissible Intensification (Section E.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "mineral production ti'orn the Vested Rights Area was consistent witlt
then-present market conditions on.lanuary 31.1949, and the pro.iected production from the

Vested Rights Area described in the Petition ancl in Appendix D reflects a natural and

gradual incrcasc in production to sclvc thc growth in markct dcmand. and is not thc rcsult of
irnpennissible intertsi fi cation of surt'ace rnining activities. "

. RAMV's Counter-Argument: This finding is s1-rcculative and lacks concrete, verifiable
evidence ola "natural and gradual increase" tied to historical operations on the entire375
acrcs. Without a clcar and documcntcd history of consistcnt production and cxpansion
across the entire claiured area, any proposed increase irr production represents an

impcrmissiblc intcnsiflcation. Thc burdcn is on thc Applicant to dcmonstratc that currcnt
proposed operations are rnerely a continuation of a previously established, consistent level
of activity, not a new or intensit'ied use. The proposed production of 225 million tons over
200 years. with an increase fronr 200.000 tons in the flrst year to I million tons in the fifth
year (as mentioned in the October 2018 PAR docurnent), is a substantial operation that far

cxcccds any rcasonable intcrprctation of a "natural and -qradual incrcasc" fiorl historical.
sporadic rrr irti ng activitics.

F. Findings Regarding a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights (Section F.l &
F.2 of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "no clear and convincing evidence has beett presented to the County...
that would substantiate that there was ever a knorving intent to abandon the knorvn Vested
Rights, or that there was ever any subjective intent or overt act to abandon the Vested

Rights."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: This firrding ignores critical evidence of abattdorrrnettt.

RAMV's directors have contlrmed that the railroad tracks once used lbr the mine have
been removed years ago. These tracks were ren.loved prior to 1996. This is a significant,
overt act demonstraling a clear intent to abandon the prcvious mclde of operation and, by
cxtcnsion, thc vcstcd right as it cxrsted. Thc rcrnoval of csscntial intiastrucrurc dircctly
underlnines any clairn olcorrtinuoLrs opcration clr interrt to corrtirtue. The Applicant's
asscrtion of a lcttcr ti'orn thc railroad company indicating tuturc scnricc is a transparcnt
attempt to "paper over" this indisputable fact. An easemeut termirtates upon abandonmeltt.
reverting Iull ownership to the underlying landowner (Murvin M. Bruttdt Revoc'able Trust r,.

Unitetl Stute.s.572 U.S.93. 105 (2014)). Thc physical rcmoval of thc tracks is a strong
indicator of abandorrrnerrt, and thc burden shifis to the Applicant to provide clear and
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entire 3 75 acres as of  the vest ing date, nor does it prove that such i ntent was consistent ly 

acted upon over the decades. The Staff Report's re l i ance on "preponderance of the evidence" 

for th is  expansive c la im,  espec ia l ly  for an area that may not have been actively m ined, is  

i nsuffic ient  given the sign i ficant environmental imp l icat ions. Furthermore, RAMV's 

directors have i ndicated that the appl icant is propos ing expanded � m in ing opera t ions outside 

of the 649 acres, which woul d  c l early constitute an impermi ssib l e  expansion beyond any 

h i storical vested right and would  require new permits and ful l  CEQA review. 

E. Findings Regarding No Impermissible In tensification (Section E . 1  of Resolu tion) 

• Proposed Finding:  "m ineral product ion from the Vested R ights Area was consistent with 

then-present market condit ions on January 3 1 ,  1 949, and the projected production from the 

Vested R ights Area described in the Pet i t ion and in  Appendix D reflects a natural and 

gradual increase in  production to serve the growth in  market demand, and is not the resu l t  of 
imperm issib le in tens i fication of  sur face min ing act iv i t ies . "  

• RAMV's Coun ter-Argument:  This finding is specu lat ive and lacks concrete, verifiable 

evidence or  a "natural and gradual i ncrease" t ied to h istorical operat ions on the entire 375 

acres. Without a c lear and documented h i story of consistent production and expans ion 

across the ent i re c la imed area, any proposed increase in product ion represents an 

impermissib l e  i n tensification . The burden is on the App l i cant to demonstrate that current 

proposed operat ions are mere ly a cont inuation of  a previously estab l i shed, consistent level 

of  act iv i ty ,  not a new or intens ified use. The proposed production 0f 225 m i l l ion tons over 

200 years, w i th an increase from 200,000 tons i n  the first year to I m i l l ion tons i n  the f ifth 

year ( as mentioned i n  the October 20 1 8  PAR document), is a substant ia l  operation that far 

exceeds any reasonable i nterpretation of a "natural and gradual i ncrease" from h i storical , 

sporadic min i ng act iv i t ies .  

F. Findings Regarding a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights (Section F. l & 

F.2 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding:  "no c l ear and convinc ing evidence has been presented to the County . . .  
that would substant iate that there was ever a knowing in tent to abandon the known Vested 

R ights, or that there was ever any subjective i n tent or overt act to abandon the Vested 
R ights . "  

• RAMV's Counter-Argument:  This finding ignores cr i t ical  evidence of  abando nment. 

RA M V's d i rectors have confirmed that the railroad tracks once used for the mine have 

been removed years ago. These tracks were removed prior to 1 996. This is a s ign i ficant, 

overt act demonstrat i ng a c lear intent to abandon the prev ious mode of  operat ion and, by 

extension, the vested right as it existed. The remova l of essent ia l  infrastructure directly 

underm ines any c la im of  cont inuous operation or in tent to cont inue .  The Appl icant's 

assert ion of a l etter from the rai lroad company i nd icat ing future service i s  a transparent 

attempt to "paper over" th is  ind isputab le fact .  An easement termi nates upon abandonment, 

revert ing full ownersh ip  to the underly ing landowner ( Marvin M. Brandt Revocable Trust v. 

United States, 572 U . S .  93 ,  1 05 ( 20 1 4) ) .  The physical removal of the tracks is a strong 

ind icator of abandonment, and the burden sh i fts to the Appl icant to provide cl ear and 
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convincing evidcnce to the contrary. whrch a llrere lctter of intent does not provide. GIS
imagery flom the County's GIS Map My County system also slrorvs no signs o1-any quarry

operations going back to 199(r. There are no trucks, cquiprlent slrown in the attached

irnagcs. Scc Exhibit l. An entrance to the properfy at Seaton and Rider also shows the

entrance closed with a chain link fence, boulders and pipes See Google Image attached as

Exhibit 2. Thc lack of activc nrining opcrations obscrvcd by RAMV's dircctors furthcr
supports the argunrent that the vested rights have bccn abandonecl through non-use and

overt acts of retnoval ol-infiastructure.

III. Distinsuishing the Present Case from Precedent on Vested Rishts

The County's reliance on cases such as Colt,ert v'. (-outtt.\'ctf'\'uha (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th
613,Han,senBrothersEnlarpt'ises, lnc.v.Bourdof'Sutrten,i.sonr(1996) 12Cal.4th533.andBeck
Development Co. v. Southern Pot'i/ic' Trurtsytortutiort Co. ( 1996) 44 Cal.App.4th I I 60, to support
the existence of vested rights in this instance is nrisplaced. While these cases address principles
olvested rights, nonconforming uses, and the "dinrinishing asset" doctrine in the context of
rnining, the specific facts and evidentiary standards applied therein highlight rvhy Riverside

Legacy's clairn should be denied.

. Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006): This case is cited by the County fbr its procedural
requirements. emphasizing that vested rights determinations are adiudicative and require
due process (notice and an opportunity to be heard). Crucially, Cqlvert involved a claim tbr
vcstcd rights to minc 3.430 acrcs, whcrc thc rnining colnpany v'us ulreudt, ntining on

approx irnately I .200 acres and intended to move into unrn ined areas as ur ined areas were

dcplctcd. The court rcrlandcd thc casc fbr a propcr adjudicatory hcaring prcciscly bccausc

the county had rnade the detennination without adequate notice or hearing. In our case,

while a hearing was held, the substctrttive evidence olcontinuous. active ntining across the

antit'e 375 at're,; sincc 1949, and thc lack of abandonmcnt. is scvcrcly lacking. Unlikc thc
clear ongoing operations in Cttlvert RAMV's observations indicate a lack of active rninirrg,
which dircctly challcn-qcs thc Applicant's burdcn of proof rcgarding continuity.

Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. r,. Board of Supervisors (1996): This Suprerne Court
case is central to the "dinrinishing asset" doctrine fbr mining operations. lt recognized that a
nonconfornring rnining use carl expand into unexcavated areas of a property if tlrere was all
"objcctivc rnanit'cstation of intcnt" to rninc thc cntirc parccl at thc timc thc zoning ordinancc
becarrre cffective. However, Ilunsen Brothers also e rnphasized that the right to expand is
limited to the area where such intent rvas objectively nranif'ested and that an imperrttissible
"intensiflcation" is not allou'ed. The court fbund that the overall aggregate business had not
been discontinued, but also noted that the record was inadequate to detentrine the lull scope
of thc vcstcd right or thc cxtcnt of thc arca whcrc intcnt to quany rvas objcctivcly
nranifested.

o In contrastto Honsen Brothcrs. where the aggregate business was deemed continuous,
the Mead Valley Quarry has shown significant periods of inactivity and tlre retnoval of
critical infi'astmcturc (railroad tracks). which strongly suggcsts abandonment of thc
antire olte t'atiott. uot just a corxponetlt.
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convincing ev idence to the contrary, which a mere l etter of i ntent does not provide. G I S  

imagery from the County ' s  G I S  Map My County system also shows no s igns of  any quarry 
operat ions going back to 1 996. There are no trucks, equipment shown in  the attached 

images. Sec Exhibit 1 .  An entrance to the property at Seaton and R ider a l so shows the 

entrance c losed with a cha in l i nk  fence, bou lders and p ipes See Google  Image attached as 

Exhibit 2. The lack of active min ing operations observed by RAMV's directors further 

supports the argument that the vested rights have been abandoned through non-use and 

overt acts of removal of i nfrastructure. 

1 1 1 . Distinguishing the Present Case from Precedent on Vested Rights 

The County's re l i ance on cases such as Calvert v. County of Yuba ( 2006) 1 45 Cal .App.4th 

6 1 3 , Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996) 1 2  Cal .4th 533 ,  and Beck 

Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. ( 1 996 )  44 Ca l .App .4th 1 1 60, to support 

the ex istence of vested rights in th is  instance is  misp laced . Wh i l e  these cases address pri nc ip les 

of  vested rights, nonconforming uses, and the "d imin ish ing asset" doctrine i n  the context of 
min ing, the spec ific facts and eviden tiary standards appl ied there in  h igh l i ght why R ivers ide 

Legacy's c l a im should be den ied. 

• Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006): Th is case i s  c i ted by the County for i ts procedural 

requirements, emphasiz ing that vested rights determ inations are adj udicat ive and requ ire 

due process ( not ice and an opportun i ty to be heard) .  Crucia l ly, Calvert involved a c la im for 

vested rights to mine 3 ,430 acres, where the m in ing company was already mining on 

approx imately 1 ,200 acres and intended to move in to unmi ned areas as mi ned areas were 

depicted. The court remanded the case for a proper adjud icatory heari ng preci sely because 

the county had made the determination wi thout adequate notice or hearing. I n  our case, 
wh i l e  a heari ng was he ld, the substantive evidence of  conti nuous, active � m i n ing across the 

entire 3 75 acres s ince 1 949, and the lack of abandonment, is severe ly  l ack ing. Un l i ke the 

c lear ongoing operat ions in  Calvert, RAMV's observations indicate a l ack of active min ing, 

which d i rectly chal l enges the Appl icant's burden of proof regarding cont inu i ty .  

• Hansen Brothers Enterprises, I nc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996) : Th is Supreme Court 

case is central to the "d imin ish ing asset" doctrine for m in ing operat ions. I t  recognized that a 

nonconform ing min ing use can expand into unexcavated areas of a property if  there was an 

"object ive man i festat ion of i ntent" to mine the ent ire parcel at the t ime the zoning ordinance 

became e ffect ive. However, Hansen Brothers a lso emphas ized that the right to expand is  
l im i ted to the area where such in tent was object ively � man i fested and that an imperm iss ib le 

" intens i ficat ion" is  not a l lowed . The court found that the overa l l  aggregate business had not 

been d iscont inued, but a l so noted that the record was inadequate to determ ine the fu l l  scope 

of the vested right or the extent of the area where intent to quany was obj ect ive ly 

� man i fested. 

o I n  contrast to Hansen Brothers, where the aggregate business was deemed cont i nuous, 
the Mead Val ley Quarry has shown sign i ficant periods of inac t iv i ty and the removal o f  

cri t ica l  i nfrastructure (ra i l road tracks), which strongly suggests abandonment of the 
entire operation, not J ust a component. 
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o Furthennore. while Han.sen Brothers allowed tbr a "natural and gradual increase" in
production. the proposed 225 nrillion tons over 200 years, with an increase from
200,000 tons/ycar to I rnillion tons/ycar. is a scalc of opcration that f-ar cxcccds any

historical activity at Mead Valley Quarry and constitutes an irlpermissible
intcnsification. not a natural growth. Thc "chcck thc box" fbrm uscd in Flunscn Brother,s

to estimate production was deemed an inadequate basis tbr determining imperrnissible
intensification: sinrilarly, the broad projections in the Mead Valley Petition should not
bc acccptcd as cvidcncc of a "natural and gradual itrcrcasc."

. Beck Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. (1996): Whilc primarily
a nuisernce case, Bct'k Deyelopmell is relevarrt for its discussion ol "abandotrutettt" in the

context of property interests. The court notcd that a party clairning nuisance must show
actual injury or a "likelihood and nragnitude" of firture injury, not rnere speculation. More
irrrportantly, in the context of railroad rights-of-way. Bnrndt Trusl r'. United Slotes (2014)
572 U.S. 93. rcafflrrncd that a railroad right-of'-way is an cascmcnt that tcrminatcs upon

abandonment, with full ownership reverting to the underlying landowner. The physical
removal clf the railroad tracks at the Meacl Valley Quarry is an oveft act of abandonment.
directly analogons to the principles discussed in Brantll I'rr.rt. The County's finding that "no
clearand convincing evidence has been presented... that u'ould substantiate that there rvas

cvcr a knowing intcnt to abandon" is dircctly contradictcd by thc physical rcmoval of thc
tracks. which is a clear and objective nranilestation olabandonmettt. The burden is on the

Applicant to prove the lack of abandonrnent by clear and convincing evidence, which a

mere letter of iutent for future seruice does not achievc.

In surnntary. thc prcccdcnts citcd by thc County. whcn propcrly undcrstood and applicd to
the facts of the Mead Valley Quarry, do not support the Applicant's clairr. Instead, they
underscore the Applicant's failure to nreet the hi-qh evidentiary burden required to establish and

maintain a vested mining right. particularly in the face ot'clear evidence of abandonrnent and

proposed imperrnissible intensitlcation.

nance No. 555 Findin : Discretiona A

Rivcrside County Ordinancc No. 555, which implcnrcnts thc Surtacc Mining and

Reclarnation Act of 1975 (SMARA), sets forth clear requirernents for botli the approval of
Permits and Reclamation Plans (Section l2) and the determination of Vested Rights (Section l7)
The Applicant's subrnittal and the current facts dernonstrate a failure to meet these nrandatory
findings. thereby necessitating full discretionary land use approvals ratlter tltan a mere

confinnation of vcstcd rights.

A. Mandatory Findings for Pcrmit Approval (Ordinance No. 555. Scction l2.A):

Section l2.A of Ordinance No. 555 explicitly states that no Permit shall bc approved unless

the following findings are made:
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� Furthermore, wh i le  Hansen Brothers a l lowed for a " natural and gradual increase" i n  
product ion,  t h e  proposed 2 2 5  m i l l i on tons over 200 years, with a n  increase from 

200,000 tons/year to I m i l l ion tons/ycar, is a scale of operation that far exceeds any 

h i storical act iv i ty at Mead Val l ey Quarry and consti tutes an imperm iss ib le 

intensification, not a natural growth . The "check the box" form used i n  Hansen Brothers 

to est imate production was deemed an i nadequate bas is  for determi n ing  impermiss ib le  

i n tens ificat ion; s im i l ar ly, the broad projections in the Mead Val l ey Pet i t ion should not 

be accepted as evidence of a "natural and gradual  i ncrease ."  

• Beck Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. ( 1 996) :  Whi le  primari ly  

a nu isance case, Beck Development is re levant for i ts d iscussion of "abandonment" in  the 
context of property interests. The court noted that a party c l aim ing nu isance must show 

actual i nj ury or a " l i ke l i hood and magn i tude" of future injury, not mere specu lat ion . More 

important ly, i n  the context o f  ra i l road rights-o f-way, Brandt Trust v. United States (20 1 4) 

5 72 U . S .  93, reaffirmed that a rai l road right-of-way is an casement that term inates upon 

abandonment, wi th  fu l l  ownership revert ing to the underly ing landowner. The physical 

removal of the rai l road tracks  at the Mead Val l ey Quarry is an overt act of abandonment, 
d i rect l y  analogous to the pr inc ip les discussed in Brandt Trust. The County's finding that "no 

c lear and convinc ing evidence has been presented . . .  that would  substant iate that there was 

ever a knowing i ntent to abandon" is d i rect ly contradicted by the phys ica l  removal of the 

tracks, which i s  a c l ear and object ive � man i festat ion o f  abandonment .  The burden is on the 
Appl i cant to prove the lack of abandonment by c l ear and convinc ing evidence, which a 

mere letter of in tent for future service does not achieve. 

I n  summary, the precedents c i ted by the County, when properly understood and app l ied to 

the facts of  the Mead Val ley Quarry, do not support the Appl icant's c la im .  I nstead, they 
underscore the Appl icant's fai l ure to meet the h igh evidenti ary burden requ i red to estab l i sh and 

mainta in  a vested m in ing right, part icu larly in  the face of  c lear evidence of  abandonment and 

proposed impermiss ib le  in tens i ficat ion.  

TV.  Fai lure to Meet Ordinance No. 555 Findings : Discretionary Approvals Required 

R i verside County Ordi nance No .  555 ,  which imp lements the Surface M i n ing  and 

Reclamation Act of 1 975 (SM A RA ), sets forth c l ear requ irements for both the approval of 
Perm i ts and Reclamation Plans (Sect ion 1 2 ) and the determ inat ion of Vested R ights ( Section 1 7) .  

The  App l icant's submi tta l  and the  current  facts demonstrate a fai l ure to meet these mandatory 
fi ndi ngs, thereby necess i tat ing fu l l  discretionary land use approvals rather than a mere 

confirmation of vested rights. 

A .  Mandatory F ind ings for Permi t  Approval  (Ord inance No. 555, Section 1 2 .A): 

Sect ion 1 2 .A  of Ord inance No. 555  exp l ic i t ly  states that no Perm i t  sha l l  be approved un less 

the fo l lowing find ings are made : 
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l. "The Pernrit substantially meets the applicable requirements of SMARA and this
ordinance."

2. "The Perrnit is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable specific plan."

3. "Thc Pcrurit will not bc dctrimcntal to thc public health. saf-cty or gcncral rvcltarc."
4. "The Permit conrplies u'ith all requirements of law including all applicable County

ordinanccs, policics and standards."

As detailed in our counter-argurlrents above. the proposed operations, if not subject to full
CEQA rcvicw. would bc dctrirncntal to public health, sat-cty, and -qcncral wclt'arc duc to
significant environnreutal irnpacts. Furthennore, the massive scale of the proposed operation, far
cxcccding historical activity. raiscs scrions qucstions about its consistcncy with thc Gcncral Plan

and existing land use designations for the area. which are intended to preserve the rural nature of
Mead Valley. Without a conrprehensive environmental review and a clear demonstration of
consistency with the General Plan, these fundamental findings cannot be made.

B. Requirements for Vested Rights Determination (Ordinance No. 555. Section l7.B):

Section 17 .8.2 of Ordinance No. 555 requires the Board of Supervisors to "dctcrminc
whether the Operator has demonstrated its clairn for a Vested Right" utilizing a "preponderance
of thc cvidcncc standard." This determination must identiff the "specific propcrty" and the

"scope and nature of surface mining operations included within the established Vested Right."

Lack of Demonstrated Claim: As argucd. thc cvidcncc for continuous, activc rnining on
the entire 375 acres since 1949 is insufficierrt. The physical renroval of railroad tracks
constitutcs an "ovcrt act" of abandonnrcnt, shifiing thc burdc-n to thc Applicant to providc
clear and convincing evidence to the contrary, rvhich has not been met.

a

. Substantial Changes Require a Permit: Section I 7.A of Ordinance No. 5 5-5 states that
"Any substantial changes rnade in a surface rninirrg operation subsequent to January l.
1976... shall rcqurrc an approvcd Pcrrnit pursuant to this ordinancc." Thc proposcd
intensification olrnining, fronr sporadic historical activity to 225 rnillion tons over 200
years at si_rrnificantly increased annual rates, undeniably constitutes a "sutrstantial change" in
the scope and nature ol'the operation. This substantial change. coupled with the apparent
abandonment of the prior operation. rneans that any future rnining activities require a new
Surt-acc Mining Pcrrnit. subjcct to full discrctionary rcvicw undcr CEQA and all applicablc
County ordinances.

Therefore. because the Applicant has failed to meet the evidentiary burden fbr establishing a

continuous. non-abandoned vested right for the proposed scope ofoperations, and because the
proposcd opcrations rcprcscnt a substantial change rcquiring a ncw Pcrmit. thc Board cannot
make the rnandatory firrdings under Ordinatrce No. 555. This compels the need for a t'ull
discrctionary land usc approval proccss, including a Surface Mining Pcrnrit and comprchcnsivc
environurental revicw under CEQA.

V. This Item is Inappropriate for the Consent Calendar
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1 .  "The Permi t  substant ia l ly meets the appl icable requ irements of  SMARA and th i s  

ord inance . "  
2 .  "The Permi t  i s  consi stent w i t h  the General P lan and any appl icab le spec i fi c  p lan . "  

3 .  "The Perm it wi l l  not be detr imental t o  the pub l i c  health. safety o r  genera l welfare . "  

4 .  "The Perm i t  compl ies with a l l  requ irements of law i nc luding a l l  app l icable County 

ordinances, pol ic i es and standards . "  

As deta i led in our counter-arguments above, the proposed operat ions, i f  not subject to fu l l  
CEQA revi ew, would be  detrimental to  publ ic  health. safety, and general welfare due to 
s ign ificant environmental impacts. Furthermore, the massive scale of the proposed operat ion, far 
exceedi ng h istorical act iv i ty, rai ses serious questions about its consistency with the General P lan 

and exist ing land use designat ions for the area. which are in tended to preserve the rural nature of  

Mead Val l ey. Without a comprehensive environmental rev iew and a c lear demonstrat ion of 
consistency wi th the General Plan,  these fundamental find i ngs cannot be made. 

B.  Requ i rements for Vested R ights Determinat ion (Ord inance No.  555, Section 1 7 . B): 

Section 1 7 .B .2 of Ord inance No.  555 requ i res the Board of Supervisors to "determine 
whether the Operator has demonstrated i ts c la im for a Vested R ight" uti l iz ing a "preponderance 

of the evidence standard . "  This  determinat ion must identify the "spec ific property" and the 
"scope and nature of surface m in ing operations inc l uded within the establ ished Vested R ight . "  

• Lack of Demonstrated Claim :  As argued, the evidence for cont inuous, act ive m in ing on 

the ent ire 375 acres s ince 1 949 is insuffic ient. The physical removal of  rai l road tracks 
consti tutes an "overt act" of abandonment, sh ift ing the burden to the App l i cant to provide 
c lear and convinc ing evidence to the contrary, which has not been met . 

• Substant ia l  Changes Requ ire a Permit :  Section 1 7 .A of  Ord inance No. 555  states that 
"Any substant ia l  changes made in  a surface m in ing operation subsequen t  to January 1 ,  

1 976. . .  shal l requ ire an approved Permi t  pursuant to th i s  ordinance." The proposed 
intens i ficat ion of  m in i ng, from sporadic h istorical activ ity to 225 m i l l ion tons over 200 

years at s ignificantly increased annual rates, undeni ably consti tutes a "substant ia l  change" 1 11 
the scope and nature of  the operat ion .  This substant ia l  change. coupled with the apparent 
abandonment of the prior operat ion, means that any future min ing act iv i t ies requ ire a new 
Surface Min i ng Perm it, subj ect to ful l  d iscretionary review under CEQA and a l l  appl icable 

County ordinances. 

Therefore. because the Appl i cant has fai led to meet the evidentiary burden for estab l i shing a 

continuous, non-abandoned vested right for the proposed scope of operations, and because the 
proposed operat ions represent a substant ia l  change requ iring a new Perm i t ,  the Board cannot 

make the mandatory findings under Ordinance No.  555 .  Th is compels the need for a fu l l  
discretionary l and use approval process, i nc l ud ing a Surface M in ing Perm i t  and comprehens ive 

environmental rev iew under CEQA. 

V. This I tem is I na ppropriate for the Consent Calendar 
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors' Agenda Procedures Policy A-5 outlines the

criteria for placing items on the Consent Calendar. Consent items are generally routine, non-
controversial nratters that do not require extensive discussion or debate. Policy A-5, Section l2.B
providcs a list of typical conscnt itcrns. including proclamations. agrccmcnts bctwccn County
departnrents, canvass of election retunls, and approval of findings of facts for abatement of
nuisancc cascs ulread.v- upproved ln, lhc Bourt{ ul u public hearing.

Convcrscly, Policy A-5. Scction l2.C statcs that "ltcrns that arc not charactcrizcd as

consent will be placed on the policy calendar." These ofien involve rnore detailed analysis,
collaboration with afl-cctcd dcpartmcnts. and coordination with outsidc agcncics.

Thc Mcad Vallcy Vcsting Minc Dctcrmination (PAR230043) is cun'cntly listcd as Conscnt
Iterl No. 3.37. This placernent is entirely inappropriate fbr the following reasons:

. Significant Public Controversy: RAMV. rcprcscnting nurncrous conccmcd rcsidcnts, has

consistently and vociferously opposed thrs Petition. The issues raised, including
cnvironmcntal impacts, potcntial irlpcnnissiblc intcnsification, and cvidcncc of
abandonment, are highly contentious and directly al'fect the quality of lif'e for Mead Valley
residents.

Complex Legal and Factual Issues: As detailed throughout this letter. the deterrrination of
r,cstcd rights fbr a nrining opcration of thrs scalc involvcs intricatc lcgal intcrprctations (c.g..

the diminishing assct doctrine, aberndorrnrent criteria) and cornplex factual assesstnents (e.g.,

historical operational continuity, objective intent to expand). These are not routine nlatters
suitable fbr a block vote without discussion.

Environmental Implications: Thc potcntial for substantial cnvironnrcntal impacts, as

discussed in ourCEQA argur-nents, necessitates a thorough public review. ttot a strearnlined
conscnt proccss. Thc Board's dctcrnrination has signrticant long-tcrm conscqucnccs fbr thc
enr,ironment and public health.

a

a

. Requirement for Discretionary Approvals: As argucd in Scction IV. thc Applicant has

failed to meet the findings required by Ordinance No. 5-55 lbr a sirrrple r,'ested rights
conflrmation. This mcans that any funrrc rnining opcrations would ncccssitatc a ncw
Surface Mining Pennit and fulI CEQA reviel, which are inherently discretionaty actions
requiring public scrr.rtiny. Placing this item on the consent calendar bypasses the level of
public engagcment and deliberation corrmensurate with suclr a signilicant land use decision

For thcsc rcasons, Conscnt Itcrn No. 3.37 should bc irnrncdiatcly rcmovcd fiorn thc Conscnt
Calendar and, if considered at all, placed on the Policy Calendar to allow tor proper public
discussion and [Joard deliberation.

VI. Conclusion and Recomrnended Action

Thc proposcd findings in Rcsolution No.2025-ltl2 arc not adcquatcly supportcd by thc
adrninistrative record and lail to properly apply Califonria law regarding vested rights and
CEQA. RAMV urgcs thc Board of Supcrvisors to:
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R ivers ide County Board of Supervisors' Agenda Procedures Pol i cy A-5 out l i nes the 

criteria for p lacing i tems on the Consent Calendar. Consent i tems are genera l l y  rout ine, non­
controvers ia l  matters that do not requ ire extensive discussion or debate .  Po l i cy A-5,  Section 1 2 . B  

prov ides a l i st of typical  consent i tems. inc luding proc lamat ions, agreements between County 

departments, canvass of  elect ion returns, and approval o f  findings of facts for abatement of 

nuisance cases already approved by the Board at a public hearing. 

Converse ly, Pol icy A-5 ,  Sect ion 1 2 .C states that " I tems that are not characterized as 

consent wi l l  be p laced on the pol icy calendar. " These often involve more deta i led analysis, 
col l aborat ion with affected departments. and coord inat ion with outside agencies .  

The Mead Val l ey Vest ing M ine Determination ( PA R230043 ) is current ly l i sted as Consent 

I tem No. 3 . 37 .  This p lacement is ent ire ly inappropriate for the fo l lowing reasons:  

• Significant Public Controversy : RAMY. represent ing numerous concerned res idents, has 
consi stent ly  and voc i ferously opposed this Pet i t ion .  The issues ra ised, inc l uding 
env ironmental impacts, potent ia l  impermiss ib le  in tensi fi cation, and evidence of 
abandonment, are h igh ly  content ious and d i rect ly a ffect the qua l i ty o f  l i fe for Mead Val ley 
res idents.  

• Complex Legal and Factual  I ssues: As deta i l ed throughout th is  l etter, the determ inat ion of 
vested rights for a m in ing operat ion of th is  scale i nvolves intricate l egal interpretations ( e.g . ,  

the  d im in ish i ng asset doctrine, abandonment criteri a )  and complex factual assessments ( e .g . ,  
h istori cal operational cont inu i ty, objective intent to expand) .  These are not routine  matters 

sui table for a block vote wi thout d iscussion. 

• Environmental Implications:  The potent ia l  for substant ia l  environmental impacts, as 
d iscussed in our CEQA arguments, necessi tates a thorough pub l i c  rev iew, not a streaml i ned 
consent process. The Board's determ ination has s ign i ficant long-term consequences for the 
env i ronment and pub l i c  hea l th .  

• Requirement for Discretionary Approvals :  As argued i n  Sect ion IV .  the Appl icant has 
fa i l ed to meet the findings requ ired by Ord inance No.  555  for a s imple vested rights 
confi rmation. Th is  means that any future min ing operat ions would  necess i tate a new 
Surface M in ing Perm i t  and fu l l  CEQA rev iew, which are inherent ly  d iscret ionary act ions 
requ iring pub l i c  scrut iny .  P laci ng this i tem on the consent calendar bypasses the level of 

publ i c  engagement and del i berat ion commensurate with such a s igni ficant land use decis ion .  

For these reasons, Consent I tem No. 3 . 3 7  shoul d  be immediately removed from the Consent 

Calendar and, if considered at a l l ,  p laced on the Pol icy Calendar to a l low for proper pub l i c  

di scussion and Board del iberat ion .  

VJ. Conclusion and Recommended Action 

The proposed findings in  Reso lut ion No. 2025- 1 82 are not adequately supported by the 
adm in ist rative record and fa i l  to properly apply Cal i fornia  law regarding vested rights and 
CEQA. RAMY urges the Board of Superv i sors to:  
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l. Remove Consent ltem No. 3.37 from the Consent Calendar to allorv 1or a {tll and open

discussion ol- these critical issues.

2. Deny the Vested Rights Petition (PAR230043). as thc Applicant has not mct its burdcn of
proof to dernoustrate a coutinuous, rrorr-abandoned r,ested riglrt for the entire 375 acres, and

thc proposcd opcrations constitlrtc an impcrmissiblc intcnsification and cxpansion.
3. Alternatively, continue the item and dircct staff to conduct a thorough environmental

review under CEQA, including the preparation of an Environmental Irnpact Report (E,tR),

givcn thc significant cnvironrncntal impacts associatcd '*'ith surfacc rnining and thc
proposed scale of operations.

Thank you lbryour tinre and consideration ol'these \ital matters impacting the Mead Valley
comnrunity. I may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you
have any questions, comments or concerns.

Sincerely

Jamie T. Hall
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l. Remove Consent ltem No. 3.37 from the Consent Calendar to allorv 1or a {tll and open
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2. Deny the Vested Rights Petition (PAR230043). as thc Applicant has not mct its burdcn of
proof to dernoustrate a coutinuous, rrorr-abandoned r,ested riglrt for the entire 375 acres, and

thc proposcd opcrations constitlrtc an impcrmissiblc intcnsification and cxpansion.
3. Alternatively, continue the item and dircct staff to conduct a thorough environmental

review under CEQA, including the preparation of an Environmental Irnpact Report (E,tR),

givcn thc significant cnvironrncntal impacts associatcd '*'ith surfacc rnining and thc
proposed scale of operations.

Thank you lbryour tinre and consideration ol'these \ital matters impacting the Mead Valley
comnrunity. I may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you
have any questions, comments or concerns.

Sincerely

Jamie T. Hall
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I .  Remove Consent I tem No. 3.37 from the Consen t Calendar to al low for a fu l l  and open 

d iscussion of these crit ical i ssues. 

2. Deny the Vested Rights Petition ( PA R230043 ), as the Appl icant has not met its burden of 
proof to demonstrate a conti nuous, non-abandoned vested right for the ent i re 3 75 acres, and 

the proposed operations consti tute an imperm issible intens ificat ion and expansion. 

3 .  A l ternatively, continue the i tem and d i rect staff to conduct a thorough environmental 
rev iew under CEQA, inc lud ing the preparat ion of an Environmental Impact Report ( E I R ), 
given the s ignificant environmental impacts associated wi th surface m in ing and the 

proposed scale of operat ions .  

Thank you for your t ime and considerat ion of these v i tal matters i mpact ing the Mead Val ley 

community. I may be contacted at 3 1 0-982- 1 760 or at jamie .hal l@channel l awgroup.com if you 
have any quest ions, comments or concerns. 

S incerely, 

Jamie T.  Ha l l  

9 
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board.

SPEAKER'S NAME: LS

Address:

Gity: zip

Phone #:

Date J* l-, I ?/0^ ) Agenda # I 1

PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

Support oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose Neutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board

(Revised: 04/2312025)

m/trkD (t tp<t,vutn kNhu
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
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Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board.
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Date J* l-, I ?/0^ ) Agenda # I 1
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Support oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose Neutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board

(Revised: 04/2312025)
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board.

SPEAKER'S NAME: LS

Address:

Gity: zip
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Date J* l-, I ?/0^ ) Agenda # I 1
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Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
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Support Oppose Neutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board

(Revised: 04/2312025)
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PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:
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Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
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I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board

(Revised: 04/2312025)
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board.

SPEAKER'S NAME: LS

Address:

Gity: zip

Phone #:

Date J* l-, I ?/0^ ) Agenda # I 1

PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

Support oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose Neutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board

(Revised: 04/2312025)
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Rivers ide County Board of Supervisors 
Request to Speak 

Subm i t request to the Clerk of the  Board (right of pod ium) , Speakers a re e ntitled to 
three (3)  m in utes , subject to Board Ru les l isted on the reverse side of th is  form . The 
Board may l im it the pub l ic input  on  any  item , based on the number of peop le  
requesting to speak and the bus iness  of the Board .  

Address :  

City: Z ip :  _ 

Phone #: _ 

pate: 3 l9 /, 2 22 � Agenda # , 7 7 

PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW: 

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda Item:  

_______Support .,_}( Oppose Ne utra l � 
Note : If you are here for an agenda item that is  fi l ed for "Appea l" ,  p lease state 
separately your position on the appea l  below: 

_______Support Oppose Neutral  

I g ive my 3 m inutes to: _ 

Parking val idations avai lab le for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board .  

(Revised : 04/23/ 2025) 
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BOARD RULES

Requests to Address Board on "Aqenda" ltems:
blishedagendaitem.Requeststobeheardmustbe

submitted to the Clerk of the Board before the scheduled meeting time.

Requests to Address Board on items that are "NOT" on the Aqenda:
erules,memberofthepublicshallhavetheright

to address the Board during the mid-morning "Oral Communications" segment of the
published agenda. Said puipose for address must pertain to issues which are under the direct
jurisdiction Jt tf,e Board of Supervisors. YOUR TIME WILL BE LIMITED TO THREE (3)

MINUTES. The Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people

requesting to speak and the business of the Board.

Power Point Presentations/Printed Material:
atizeoPowerPointpresentationorprovideprinted

material must notify the Clerk of the Board's Office by 12 noon on the Monday preceding the

Tuesday Board meeting, ensuring that the Clerk's Office has sufficient copies of all printed

materiais and at least one (1) copy of the Power Point CD. Copies of printed material given to
the Clerk (by Monday noon deadline) will be provided to each Supervisor. lf you have the

need to use the oveihead "Elmo" projector at the Board meeting, please ensure your material

is clear and with proper contrast, notifying the Clerk well ahead of the meeting, of your intent

to use the Elmo. 
'speakers 

are prohibrted from bringing signs, placards, or posters into the

hearing room.

lndividual Limits
lndividual speakers are limited to a maximum of three (3) minutes. The Board may limit

the public input on any item, based on the number of peoPle requesting to speak and the

business of the Board. Please steP up to the podium when the Chair calls your name and

begin speaking immediately. Pull the microphone to your mouth so that the Board, audience,

and audio record ing system hear you clearly. Once you start speaking, the "green" Podium
light will light. The "ye llow" light will come on when you have one (1) minute remaining. When
you have 30 seconds remaining, the
wrap up your comments. Your time
strict three (3) minutes per speaker.
" G rou p/O rg a n ized P resentati o n ",
reverse side of this form.

"yellow" light will begin flash , indicating you must quicklY

is up when the "red" light flashes. The Chair adheres to a
Nofe; lf you intend to give your time to a

please sfafe so clearly at the very bottom of the

Group/Orqanized Presentations:
morethanone(1)speakerwillbelimitedtonine(9)

minuies at tn" Chair's discretion. The organizer of the presentation will automatically receive

the first three (3) minutes, with the remaining six (6) minutes relinquished by other speakers,
as requested bythem on a completed "Request to Speak" form, and clearly indicated at the

front bottom of the form.

Addressino the Board & Acknowledqement bv Ghaif:
TheChairwilldeterm@kerswilladdresstheBoardandwillcallonall
speakers in pairs. The first speaker should immediately step to the podium and begin
addressing t'he Board. The second speaker should take up a position in one of the chamber
aisles to q-uict<ty step up to the podium after the preceding speaker. This is to afford an

efficient and timely Board meeting, giving all attendees the opportunity to make their case.

Speakers are proliibited from maiing peisonal attacks, and/or using course, crude, profane or

vulgar language while speaking to the Board members, staff, the public and/or meeting
pa,iicipanis. Sluch behavior, at the discretion of the Board Chair may result in removal from

the Board Chambers by Sheriff Deputies.

BOARD RULES 

Requests to Address Board on "Agenda" Items: 

You may request to be heard on a publ ished agenda item. Req uests to be heard m ust be 
submitted to the Clerk of the Board before the scheduled meeting time. 

Requests to Address Board on items that are "NOT" on the Agenda: 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of these ru les , member of the public shall have the right 

to address the Board during the mid-morning "Oral Communications" segment of the 
published agenda. Said purpose for address must pertain to issues which are under the direct 
jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors. YOUR TI ME WI LL BE L IM ITED TO THREE (3) 
M INUTES. The Board may l imit the publ ic input on any item, based on the number of people 
requesting to speak and the business of the Board . 

Power Point Presentations/Printed Material: 
Speakers who intend to conduct a formal ized Power Point presentation or provide printed 
material must notify the Clerk of the Board's Office by 1 2  noon on the Monday preceding the 

Tuesday Board meeting,  ensuring that the Clerk's Office has sufficient copies of al l  printed 
materials and at least one ( 1 ) copy of the Power Point CD. Copies of printed materia l  g iven to 
the Clerk (by Monday noon deadl ine) wi l l  be provided to each Supervisor. If you have the 
need to use the overhead "Elmo" projector at the Board meeting ,  please ensure your materia l  
is  clear and with proper contrast, notifying the Clerk well ahead of the meeting, of your intent 
to use the Elmo. Speakers are prohibited from bringing signs, placards, or posters i nto the 
hearing room . 

Individual Speaker Limits : 
Individual speakers are l imited to a maximum of three (3) minutes. The Board may l imit 
the public input on any item, based on the number of people requesting to speak and the 
business of the Board. Please step up to the podium when the Chair calls your name and 
beg in speaking immediately. Pul l the microphone to your mouth so that the Board, a udience, 
and audio record ing system hear you clearly. Once you start speaking, the "green" podium 
l ight will l ight. The "yellow" l ight will come on when you have one ( 1 )  minute remaining . When 

you have 30 seconds remaining, the "yel low" light wi l l  begin flash, indicating you must qu ickly 
wrap up your comments . Your  time is u p  when the "red" l ight flashes. The Chair adheres to a 

strict three (3) minutes per speaker. Note: If you intend to give your time to a 

"Group/Organized Presentation", please state so clearly at the very bottom of the 

reverse side of this form. 

Group/Organized Presentations: 
Group/organized presentations with more than one ( 1 )  speaker wi l l  be l imited to nine (9) 
minutes at the Chair's discretion. The organizer of the presentation wi l l  automatical ly receive 

the first three (3) minutes, with the remain ing six (6) minutes rel inquished by other speakers, 
as requested by them on a completed "Request to Speak" form , and clearly ind icated at the 
front bottom of the form. 

Addressing the Board & Acknowledgement by Chair: 

The Chair will determine what order the speakers will address the Board and will cal l on all 
speakers in pairs. The first speaker should immediately step to the podium and begin 
addressing the Board . The second speaker should take up a position in one of the chamber 
aisles to quickly step up to the podium after the preceding speaker. This is to afford an 
efficient and timely Board meeting,  giving al l  attendees the opportunity to make their case. 
Speakers are prohibited from making personal attacks, and/or using course, crude, profane or 
vulgar language while speaking to the Board members, staff, the public and/or meeting 
participants. Such behavior, at  the discretion of the Board Chair may result in removal from 
the Board Chambers by Sheriff Deputies .  



Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board
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a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board
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separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)
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Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to SPeak

Submit request to the Clerk of the Board (right of podium), Speakers are entitled to
three (3) minutes, subject to Board Rules listed on the reverse side of this form. The
Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people
requesting to speak and the business of the Board

,",'*
.f

lz- i

+u

-.11f F(l
t,L)

,dh
Y ir

B r^,'lt n C lnn ,J -,u
a(( t stlrPSPEAKER'S NAME: d .) ()

Address: ) tZ. t4

City: 12.r^ u;lL zip: TrGa r

Phone#:( ?/()76 f -f S 2f
\ 7

Date 7at Agenda # 37
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITION BELOW:

Position on "Regular" (non-appealed) Agenda ltem:

K Support Oppose Neutral

Note: lf you are here for an agenda item that is filed for "Appeal", please state
separately your position on the appeal below:

Support Oppose eutral

I give my 3 minutes to:

Parking validations available for speakers only - see Clerk of the Board.

(Revised: 04/23/2025)

E 

Rivers ide County Board of Supervisors 
Request to Speak 

Submit request to the Clerk of t he  Board (right of pod ium) , Speakers a re ent i tled to 
three (3 )  m i nutes, subject to Board Ru les l isted on the reverse side of th is form . The 
Board may l i m it the pub l ic input  on any item, based on the number of peop le  / 
requesting to speak and the bus iness of the Board . -\'V-
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SPEAKER'S NAME: D 6 xi � � A dw i o lz «a! ?( 

City: V"<xvi/u Zip: 7, G6 1 

Phone #: ( 7 /6 )7 0 5 -Y5 2 6  
. 

������ � � �  Agenda # S7 
PLEASE STATE YOUR POSITIO N  BELOW: 

Position on "Regular" (non-a ppea led) Agenda Item:  

Support Oppose Neutral 

Note : If you are here for an agenda item that is fi led for "Appeal" , p lease state 
separate ly your  position on the appea l  below: 

Support Oppose Neutral 

I g ive my 3 minutes to : � 

Parking val id ations avai lab le for s peakers only - see Clerk of the Board .  

(Revised : 04/23/2025) 



BOARD RULES

Requests to Address Board on "Agenda" ltems:
blishedagendaitem.Requeststobeheardmustbe

submitted to the Clerk of the Board before the scheduled meeting time.

Requests to Aclctress Board on items that are "NOT" on the Aqenda:
ruleS,memberofthepublicshallhavetheright

to address the Board during the mid-morning "Oral Communications" segment of the
published agenda. Said puipose for address must pertain to issues which are under the direct
jurisdiction Jt tfre Board of Supervisors. YOUR TIME WILL BE LIMITED TO THREE (3)

MINUTES. The Board may limit the public input on any item, based on the number of people

requesting to speak and the business of the Board.

Power Point Presentations/Printed Material:
rmalizedPowerPointpresentationorprovideprinted

material must notify the Clerk of the Board's Office by 12 noon on the Monday preceding the

Tuesday Board meeting, ensuring that the Clerk's Office has sufficient copies of all printed

materiais and at least one (1) copy of the Power Point CD. Copies of printed material given to

the Clerk (by Monday noon deadline) will be provided to each Supervisor. lf you have the

need to use the overhead "Elmo" projector at the Board meeting, please ensure your material

is clear and with proper contrast, notifying the Clerk well ahead of the meeting, of your intent

to use the Elmo. 
'speakers 

are prohrbrted from bringrng signs, piacards, or posters into the

hearing room.

lndividual Speaker Limits:
@itedtoamaximumofthree(3)minutes.TheBoardmaylimit
the public input on any item, based on the number of people requesting to speak and the

business of the Board. Please step up to the podium when the Chair calls your name and

begin speaking immediately. Pull.the microphone to your mouth so that the Board, audience,

and audio rec6rding system hear'you clearly. Once you start speaking, the "green" podium

light will light. The;y"llo*" Iight will come on when you have one (1) minute remaining. When
y6u have iO second! remaining, the "yellow" light will begin flash, indicating you must quickly

wrap up your comments. Yourlime is up when the "red" light flashes. The Chair adheres to a
strict three (3) minutes per speaker. Note; lf you intend to give your time to a
',Group/Organized Presentation", please sfafe so clearly at the very bottom of the
reverse side of this form.

Group/Orqanized Presentations :

morethanone(1)speakerwillbelimitedtonine(9)
minuies at th" Chair's discretion. The organizer of the presentation will automatically receive

the first three (3) minutes, with the remaining six (6) minutes relinquished by other speakers,

as requested bythem on a completed "Request to Speak" form, and clearly indicated at the

front bottom of the form.

Addressinq the Board & Acknowledqement bv Chaif:
kerswiIladdresstheBoardandwillcallonall

speakers in pairs. The first speaker should immediately step to the podium and begin
addressing t'he Board. The second speaker should take up a position in one of the chamber
aisles to q-uict<ty step up to the podium after the preceding speaker. This is to afford an

efficient and timely board meeting, giving all attendees the opportunity to make their case.

Speakers are prohibited from mat<ing peisonal attacks, and/or using course, crude, profane or

vulgar language while speaking to tl're Board members, staff, the public and/or meeting
pa,{i"ipunis. Sluch behavior, at-tne discretion of the Board Chair may result in removal from

the Board Chambers by Sheriff Deputies'

BOARD RULES 
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published agenda.  Said purpose for address must pertain to issues which are under the d irect 
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M INUTES. The Board may l imit the publ ic input on any item, based on the number of people 
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Power Point Presentations/Printed Material : 

Speakers who intend to conduct a formal ized Power Point presentation or provide printed 
material must notify the Clerk of the Board's Office by 1 2  noon on the Monday preceding the 

Tuesday Board meeting,  ensuring that the Clerk's Office has sufficient copies of al l  printed 
materials and at least one ( 1 ) copy of the Power Point CD. Copies of printed materia l  g iven to 
the Clerk (by Monday noon deadl ine) wi l l  be provided to each Supervisor. If you have the 
need to use the overhead "Elmo" projector at the Board meeting ,  please ensure your material 

is clear and with proper contrast, notifying  the Clerk wel l  ahead of the meeting, of your intent 
to use the Elmo. Speakers are prohibited from bringing signs, placards, or posters i nto the 
hearing room. 

Individual Speaker Limits : 

Individual speakers are l imited to a m aximum of three (3) minutes. The Board may l imit 

the publ ic input on any item,  based on the number of people requesting to speak and the 
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begin  speaking immediately. Pull the microphone to your mouth so that the Board , audience, 
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Addressing the Board & Acknowledgement by Chair: 
The Chair wil l  determine what order the speakers wi l l  address the Board and wil l cal l  on all 
speakers in pairs. The first speaker should immediately step to the podium and begin 
addressing the Board . The second speaker should take up a position in one of the chamber 
aisles to quickly step up to the podium after the preceding speaker. This is to afford an 
efficient and timely Board meeting,  giving al l  attendees the opportunity to make their case. 
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vulgar language while speaking to the Board members, staff, the public and/or meeting 
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Flores, Kate

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Jamie Hall <jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com >

Monday, June 30, 202510:24 PM
jhildebrand@rivco.org; Medina, Esmeralda; planning; Clerk of the Board
Debbie Walsh
opposition to consent ltem No. 3.37: pAR230o43 - Mead Valley Vesting Mine
Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025-192
opposition to consent ltem No. 3.37 pAR230043 - Mead valley Vesting Mine
Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025-1g2.pdt

CAUTIONI This email originated externatty from the Riverside County emait system. DO NOT click tinks or open attachments untess you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Hbnorable Supervisors:

The attached letter is submitted on behalf of the Rural Association of Mead Valley ("RAMV"), a
Califomia non-profit corporation dedicated to preserving the rural character and environmental integrity of
Mead Valley in unincorporated Riverside County. RAMV strongly opposes the adoption of Resolutlon No.
2025-182 and the findings related to the Mead Valley Vesting Mine Determination (frAnZ:0043), cugently
agendized as Consent Item No. 3.37 for the July 1,2025 hearing.

As previously articulated in our letter of May 20,2025, and reinforced by recent observations and
concerns from RAMV's leadership, the Applicant, Riverside Legacy IV-Mead Valley, LLC ("Riverside
Legacy"), has not met its burden of-proof-to establish vested rights consistent with Califbrnia law and the
County's own procedures. Ihe proposed Resolution's findings are. in several key areas, unsupported by clear
and convincing evidence, and in some instances, directly contradicted by observable facts.

We urge the Board to rentove this item fiom the Consent Calendar a1d deny the Petition, or at a
minimum, continue the item for further analysis and environmental review.

Please confinn receipt of this letter and ensure it is made part of the record.

Jamie T. Hall
Channel Law Group, LLP
8383 \Mlshire Blvd., Suite 7S0
Beverly Hills, CA 9021'l
Main Number: (310) 347-0050
Direcl: (310) 982-1760
Fax: (323) 723-3960
Ema i t:iami e.h a ll@che.nnettawgro-up_com
Website: wvyrv.ahanne,llawgro-up,corn

****NOTICE****

I receive many e-maits on a daity basis and am unable to respond to att of them despite my best efforts. lf you have sent me an
e-mait that requires my attention and I have not responded, it may have been overtooked. I ask that you catt me at 310-gg2-
1 760.

"***CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED TRANSMISSION****
The information contained within this e-mait and any attached document(s) is confidentiat and/or priviteged. lt is intended
sotety for the use of the addressee(s) named above. Unauthorized disctosure, photocopying, distribution or use of the
information contained herein is prohibited. lf you betieve that you have received this e-mait in error, p1ease notify the sender
by repty transmission and detete the message without copying or disctosing it.

1
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Flores, Kate 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Jamie Ha l l  <jamie.hal l@channel lawgroup.com> 
Monday, June 30, 2025 1 0:24 PM 

jh i ldebra nd@rivco.org; Medina, Esmeralda; Plann ing; Clerk of the Board 
Debbie Walsh 

Opposition to Consent Item No. 3.37: PAR230043 - Mead Va l ley Vesting M ine 
Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025- 1 82 
Opposition to Consent Item No. 3.37 PAR230043 - Mead Va l ley Vesting Mine 
Determination Findings and Adoption of Reso lution No. 2025- 1 82.pdf 

CAUTION: This email  originated externally from the Riverside County email system. DO NOT click l inks or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Honorable Supervisors: 

The attached letter is submitted on behalf of the Rural Association of Mead Val ley ("RAMV"), a 
California non-profit corporation dedicated to preserving the rural character and environmental integrity of 

Mead Val ley in unincorporated Riverside County . RAMV strongly opposes the adoption of Resolution No. 
2025 - 1 82 and the findings related to the Mead Val ley Vesting Mine Determination (PAR230043), currently 
agendized as Consent Item No. 3 .37  for the July 1 ,  2025 hearing. 

As previously articulated in our letter of May 20, 2025,  and reinforced by recent observations and 
concerns from RAMV's leadership, the Appl icant, Riverside Legacy IV-Mead Val ley, LLC ("Riverside 
Legacy"), has not met its burden of proof to establish vested rights consistent with Cal ifornia law and the 
County's own procedures. The proposed Resolution's findings are, in several key areas, unsupported by clear 
and convincing evidence, and in some instances, directly contradicted by observable facts. 

We urge the Board to remove this item from the Consent Calendar and deny the Petition, or at a 
minimum, continue the item for further analysis and environmental review. 

Please confirm receipt of this letter and ensure it i s  made part of the record. 

Jamie T. Hall 
Channel Law Group, LLP 
8383 Wilshire Blvd. ,  Suite 750 
Beverly Hills, CA 902 1 1  
Main Number: (310) 347-0050 
Direct: (310) 982-1760 
Fax: (323) 723-3960 

Email:jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com 
Website: www.channellawgroup.com 

****NOTICE**** 

I rece ive many e-mails o n  a da i ly basis and  am unable to respond to all  of them desp ite my best efforts .  If you have sent me an  
e-mai l  that requ i res my attent ion and I have not responded, it may have been overlooked.  I ask that you call me at 31 0-982-
1 760. 

****CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGE D  TRANSMISSION**** 

The i nformation conta ined with in  th is  e-mai l  and  any attached document(s) is confidential a nd/or privi leged.  It is i ntended 

solely for the use of the addressee(s) named a bove. Unauthorized d isclosure,  photocopyi ng, d ist r ibut ion or use of the 
i nformation contai ned here in  i s  p roh ib ited. If you believe that you have rece ived this e-mail i n  error, please notify the sender 

by rep ly transmission and delete the message without copying or d isclos i ng it .  
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https://www.channellawgroup.com
mailto:Email:jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
mailto:jhildebrand@rivco.org
mailto:jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com
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Channel Law Group, LLP

8383 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 750

Beverly Hills, CA 90211

Phone: (3 l0) 347-0050
Fax: (323) 723-3960

www. channellawgroup.corn

JULIAN K, QUATILEBAUM. III
JAMIE T, HALL T

CHARLES J. McLURKIN
GREGORY T, WITTMANN

Writer's Direct Line: (3 l0) 982-1760
jamie. hall@channellawgroup.com

rALSO Admitted in Texas

June 30, 2025

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92501
cob@rivco.org
i h i I debrand(a)rivco.oru
esmeclina(Drivct;.ors
plannins@rivco.ors

Re: Opposition to Consent Item No.3.37: PAR230043 - Mead Valley Vesting
Mine Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025-182

Dear Honorable Supervisors:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Rural Association of Mead Valley ("RAMV"), a
California non-profit corporation dedicated to preserving the rural character and Lnvironmental
integrity of Mead Valley in unincorporated Riverside County. RAMV strongly opposes the
adoption of Resolution No. 2025-182 and the finclings related ro the Meacl Vrll.y Vesting Mine
Determination (PAR230043), currently agendized as Consent ltem No. 3.37 forih".luty 1,202s
hearing.

As previously articulated in our letterof May 20,2025, and reinforced by recent
observations and concerns fronr RAMV's leac'lership, the Applicant, Riverside Llgacy IV-Meacl
Valley, LLC ("Riverside Legacy"), has not met its burden of proof to establish r"it".lrights
consistent with California law and the County's own proceduies. The prgposed Resolution,s
findings are. in several key areas, unsupported by clear and convincing evidence, and in some
instances, directly contradicted by observable facts.

We urge the Board to remove this item fionr the Consent Calendar and deny the petition,
or at a minimum, contintte the item fbr further analysis and environmental review.

Channel Law Group, LLP 

JULIAN K. QUATTLEBAUM, I l l  
JAMIE T .  HALL • 
CHARLES J. MeLURKIN 
GREGORY T. WITTMANN 

*ALSO Admitted in Texas 

June 30, 2025 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAI L  

Riverside County Board o f  Supervisors 
4080 Lemon Street 
R iverside, CA 9250 I 
cob@rivco.org 
jh i ldebrand@rivco.org 
esmedina@rivco.org 
planning@rivco.org 

8383 Wi lshire Blvd. 
Suite 750 

Beverly Hi l ls, CA 902 1 1 

Phone: (3 1 0) 347-0050 
Fax: (323) 723-3960 

www.channellawgroup.com 

Writer's Direct Line: (3 1 0) 982- 1 760 
jamie hall@channellawgroup.com 

Re: Opposition to Consent Item No. 3.37: PAR230043 - Mead Valley Vesting 
Mine Determination Findings and Adoption of Resolution No. 2025-182 

Dear Honorable Supervisors: 

This l etter is submi tted on behal f  of the Rura l Association of Mead Va l l ey ( "RAM Y"), a 
Cal i forn ia non-profit corporation dedi cated to preserv ing the rural character and environmental 
integrity of Mead Val l ey in un incorporated Riverside County. RAMY strongly opposes the 
adoption of Resol ution No. 2025- 1 82 and the find ings re lated to the Mead Val ley Vest ing Mine 
Determ ination (PAR230043), currently agendized as Consent I tem No. 3 .37 for the Ju ly 1 ,  2025 
hearing. 

As previously art icu lated in our letter of May 20, 2025, and re inforced by recent 
observations and concerns from RAM V's leadership, the Appl icant, Rivers ide Legacy I V-Mead 
Val ley, LLC ("R iverside Legacy"), has not met its burden of proof to establ i sh vested rights 
cons istent with Cal ifornia law and the County's own procedures. The proposed Resolution's 
findings are, in several key areas, unsupported by c lear and convincing evidence, and in some 
instances, d irectly contrad icted by observable  facts. 

We urge the Board to remove th i s  item from the Consent Calendar and deny the Petit ion, 
or at a m in imum, cont inue the i tem for further ana lysis and environmental review. 

mailto:planning@rivco.org
mailto:esmedina@rivco.org
mailto:jhildebrand@rivco.org
mailto:cob@rivco.org
mailto:hall@channellawgroup.com
https://www.channellawgroup.com


County of Riverside Board of Supervisors
June 30, 2025

I. The Apnlicant Has Not Met Its Burden of Proof Under.Ilazsez Brallers Ezrerprises and
Calvert v. Counlv of Yubo

To establish a vested right to mine without a permit. Riverside Legacy must demonstrate
by a preponderance of the evidence that its operation was a legal nonconforming use as of
January 31, 1949, and that this right has not been abandoned. (See Hun.sen Brothers Enterprises,
Inc'. tt. Bourd of Supervisors (1996) l2 Cal.4th 533; Riverside County Ordinance No. 555,
Section 17 .8.2.). Furthermore, the Board's findings must "bridge the analytical gap between raw
evidence" and its ultimate decision, as required by Topangtr A:ss'nJbr o Sc'enic C'mty.v. C'nty. ry''
Los Angeles (197 4) I I Cal.3d 506, 5 15. The current findings in Resolution No. 2025- I 82 fail to
meet these standards.

II. Counter-Arsuments to the Pronosed Findinss in Resolution No. 2025-182

We respectfully present specific counter-arguments to the findings proposed in
Resolution No. 2025- 182:

A. Environmental Findings (Section A.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "The Board's determination of vested rights is not a project for purposes
of the California Environmental Quality Act... because the standards that govern the
determination of vested rights do not provide the County with the authority or discretion to
condition, modify. or deny the application based on environmental concerns."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: This finding is fundamentally tlawed and directly
contradicts the principles of CEQA. As stated in lJnion of Metlicul Murijuunu Putients, Inc.
r'.(;i0'o-f sonDiego (2019)7cal.5th ll7l. ll97-l lg8."aproposedactivityisacEeA
project if, by its general nature, the activity is capable of causing a direct or reasonably
forcseeable indirect physical change in the environment." The Staff Report itself
acknowledges that a "legally adequate Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance" must be
submitted to. and approved by. the County of Riverside and the Califorrria Department of
Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation. This is precisely the "sort" o1'activity that
triggers CIEQA. The approval of a Reclamation Plan is a discretionary act that inherently
involves environmental considerations and the potential for significant physical changes to
the environment. To claim this determination is not a "project" under CEQA, especially
when it explicitly allows for continued and potentially expanded mining <lperations, is to
ignore the clear intent and requirements of CEQA. The environmental review required fbr a
Reclamation Plan is precisely the "further inquiry into its actuat effects" that CEQA
mandates.

Surface mining, which involves removing large sections of the Earth's surf'ace to access
mineral deposits, has a wide range of significant and otlen long-lasting envirorrmental
impaots. These impacts carr affbct land, water, air. and biodiversity. They inclucle: ( l)
Habitat Destruction and Land Degradation through the clearing of vegetation and
topsoil. altering landscapes and l'ragmenting ecosystems: (2) Water Pollution and
Depletion fiom acid mine drainage, heavy metal contamination, and increased
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meet these standards.

II. Counter-Arsuments to the Pronosed Findinss in Resolution No. 2025-182

We respectfully present specific counter-arguments to the findings proposed in
Resolution No. 2025- 182:

A. Environmental Findings (Section A.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "The Board's determination of vested rights is not a project for purposes
of the California Environmental Quality Act... because the standards that govern the
determination of vested rights do not provide the County with the authority or discretion to
condition, modify. or deny the application based on environmental concerns."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: This finding is fundamentally tlawed and directly
contradicts the principles of CEQA. As stated in lJnion of Metlicul Murijuunu Putients, Inc.
r'.(;i0'o-f sonDiego (2019)7cal.5th ll7l. ll97-l lg8."aproposedactivityisacEeA
project if, by its general nature, the activity is capable of causing a direct or reasonably
forcseeable indirect physical change in the environment." The Staff Report itself
acknowledges that a "legally adequate Reclamation Plan and Financial Assurance" must be
submitted to. and approved by. the County of Riverside and the Califorrria Department of
Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation. This is precisely the "sort" o1'activity that
triggers CIEQA. The approval of a Reclamation Plan is a discretionary act that inherently
involves environmental considerations and the potential for significant physical changes to
the environment. To claim this determination is not a "project" under CEQA, especially
when it explicitly allows for continued and potentially expanded mining <lperations, is to
ignore the clear intent and requirements of CEQA. The environmental review required fbr a
Reclamation Plan is precisely the "further inquiry into its actuat effects" that CEQA
mandates.

Surface mining, which involves removing large sections of the Earth's surf'ace to access
mineral deposits, has a wide range of significant and otlen long-lasting envirorrmental
impaots. These impacts carr affbct land, water, air. and biodiversity. They inclucle: ( l)
Habitat Destruction and Land Degradation through the clearing of vegetation and
topsoil. altering landscapes and l'ragmenting ecosystems: (2) Water Pollution and
Depletion fiom acid mine drainage, heavy metal contamination, and increased
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I. The Applicant Has Not Met Its Burden of Proof Under Hansen Brothers Enterprises and 

Calvert v. County of Yuba 

To establ ish a vested right to mine without a perm it, R iverside Legacy must demonstrate 
by a preponderance of the evidence that its operation was a legal nonconform ing use as of 
January 3 1 ,  1 949, and that th is  right has not been abandoned. (See Hansen Brothers Enterprises, 
Inc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996) 1 2  Cal .4th 533 ;  R i verside County Ordinance No.  555 ,  
Section 1 7 . B.2.) .  Furthermore, the  Board's findings must "br idge the analyt ical gap between raw 
evidence" and its u l t imate decis ion, as required by Topanga Ass 'n for a Scenic Cmty. v. Cnty. of 
Los Angeles ( 1 974) 1 1  Cal .3d 506, 5 1 5 . The current find ings i n  Reso lut ion No. 2025- 1 82 fai l to 
meet these standards .  

II. Counter-Arguments to the Proposed Findings in Resolution No. 2025- 1 82 

We respectful ly present spec ific  counter-arguments to the find ings proposed in 
Resolution No.  2025- 1 82 :  

A. Environmenta l  Findings (Section A. 1 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "The Board's determ inat ion of vested r ights i s  not a project for purposes 
of the Cal i fornia Environmenta l  Qua l ity Act. . .  because the standards that govern the 
determi nation of vested rights do not prov ide the County with the authority or d iscret ion to 
condit ion, mod ify,  or deny the app l ication based on environmental concerns. " 

• RAMV's Cou nter-Argument: This finding is fundamenta l ly flawed and d i rectly 
contradi cts the princ ip les of CEQA. As stated in Union of Medical Marijuana Patients, Inc. 
v. City of San Diego (20 1 9) 7 Cal .5th 1 1 7 1 ,  1 1 97- 1 1 98, "a proposed act iv i ty i s  a CEQA 
project if, by its general nature, the act iv ity is capable of causing a d i rect or reasonably 
foreseeable ind irect physical change in the envi ronment . "  The Staff Report itsel f  
acknowledges that a " lega l ly adequate Rec lamation P lan and F inanc ial Assurance" must be 
submitted to, and approved by. the County of R ivers ide and the Cal i fornia Department of 
Conservat ion, Div is ion of M ine Reclamation . This i s  precisely the "sort" of act iv ity that 
triggers CEQA. The approval of a Rec lamation Plan is a d iscretionary act that inherent ly 
involves environmental considerat ions and the potential for s ign i ficant physical changes to 
the environment. To c la im th is  determ ination is not a "project" under CEQA, especia l ly 
when it exp l ic i t ly a l lows for conti nued and potentia l ly  expanded m in ing operations, is to 
ignore the c lear i ntent and requirements of CEQA . The environmental rev iew required for a 
Reclamation P lan i s  prec isely the "further inquiry into its actual effects" that CEQA 
mandates. 

• Surface min ing, which i nvolves removing large sections of the Earth's surface to access 
minera l  deposits, has a wide range of sign ificant and often long-last ing environmental 
impacts. These impacts can affect land, water, a ir, and biodi vers ity .  They inc lude: ( I )  
Habitat Destruction and Land Degradation through the c learing of vegetation and 
topso i l ,  a ltering l andscapes and fragment ing ecosystems; (2) Water Pol lution and 

Depletion from acid m ine dra inage, heavy metal contam inat ion, and i ncreased 
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sedimentation, as well as significant water usage fbr processing; (3) Air Pollution from dust
(particulate matter), greenhouse gas emissions from heavy machinery, and toxic air
contaminants; and (4) Biodiversity Loss due to habitat destruction, pollution, and
disruption of ecologicalprocesses. Even after mining operations cease, environmental
impacts can persist for decades or centuries without proper closure and extensive
rehab i I itation effcrrts.

B. Land Use Findings (Section B.l & 8.2 of Resolution)

. Proposed Fincling: "Surface mining and associated reclamation activities are authorize<l
uses at the Vested Rights Property. consistent with Ordinance No. 348. Surface mining
activities and associated operations are a legal, non-confbrming use..."

. RAMV's Counter-Argument: While Ordinance No. 348 may have established a vesting
date, the Applicant has not provided sufficient evidence of continuous, active mining
operations to maintain a legal non-conforming use. RAMV's directors have observed a
distinct lack of active mining operations in the area, which raises serious questions about the
ongoing nature of any purported "vested use." A historical right does not automatically
equate to a perpetually active and legal non-conforming use without demonstrated
continuity of operations. The burden is on the Applicant to prove this continuity, and mere
historical aerial photographs may not sufllce to demonstrate active. continuous mining up to
the present day.

c. Findings Regarding Location ancl ownership (Section C.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "As of January 31, 1949, the Vested Rights were established... This
vested property included the 375-acre Vested Rights Property.., Riverside I-egacy is the
successor-in-interest to the Vested Rights Property..."

. RAMV's Counter-Argument: While ownership may have transferred, the critical issue is
whether the te:;led right itse(-has been maintained and not abandoned. Successor-in-interest
status does not automatically revive an abancloned right. The fbcus must remain on the
continuous exercise of the vested right, not merely the transfer of property.

D. Findings Regarding Geographic Scope of vested Rights (Section D.l, D.2, & D.3 of
Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "The Record demonstrates that as of January 3 I , I 949, there was an
objective, demonstrated intent to mine the Vested Rights Property, baserJ on the extent of
actual surfhce mining activities and on documentation provided in the Record demonstrating
an objective intent to expand operations throughout the Vested Rights Property. Consistent
with California law regarding the establishment of a vested right to mine, the Record
provides a preponderance of evidence that the Vestecl Rights encompass the entire 375 acres
of the Vested Rights Area."

' RAMV's Counter-Argument: The concept of "ob.iective intent to expand" must be
scrutinized carefully. While some historical activity may have occurred. the evidence
presented does not clearly and convincinglv demonstrate an obiective intent to mine the
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sedimentat ion, as we l l  as sign i ficant water usage for processing; (3 )  Air Pollu tion from dust 
(part icu late matter), greenhouse gas em issions from heavy mach inery, and toxic air 
contam inants; and (4) Biodiversity Loss due to habitat destruction, pol l ution, and 

d isrupt ion of ecological processes. Even after m ining operat ions cease, env i ronmental 
impacts can persi st for decades or centuries without proper c losure and extensive 
rehabi I itat ion efforts. 

B. Land Use Findings (Section B . 1  & B.2 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "Surface m ining and associated rec lamation act iv ities are authorized 
uses at the Vested Rights Property, consistent with Ord inance No. 348. Surface m in ing 
act iv it ies and associated operat ions are a legal ,  non-conform ing use . . . " 

• RAM V's Counter-Argument: Whi le Ord inance No. 348 may have establ ished a vest ing 
date, the App l icant has not provided sufficient evidence of continuous, active min ing 
operations to maintai n a lega l non-conform ing use. RAMV's directors have observed a 
dist inct lack of active m i n ing operat ions in  the area, which rai ses serious questions about the 
ongoing nature of any purported "vested use . "  A h i stor ical right does not automatical ly 
equate to a perpetua l ly acti ve and legal non-conform ing use without demonstrated 
continu ity of operations. The burden is on the App l i cant to prove th i s  continu ity, and mere 
h istorical aerial photographs may not suffice to demonstrate act ive, cont i nuous m in ing up to 

the present day . 

C. Findings Regarding Location and Ownersh ip (Section C. 1 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "As of January 3 1 , 1 949, the Vested R ights were estab l i shed. . .  Thi s  
vested property inc luded the  375-acre Vested Rights Property . . .  R iverside Legacy i s  the 
successor-in- interest to the Vested R ights Property . . . " 

• RAMV's Counter-Argument: Whi le ownersh ip may have transferred, the cr i t ical i ssue i s  
whether the vested right itself has been maintained and not abandoned. Successor-in-i nterest 
status does not automat ica l ly rev ive an abandoned right. The focus must remain on the 
conti nuous exerc i se of the vested right, not merely the transfer of property . 

D. Findings Regard ing Geographic Scope of Vested Rights (Section D. l ,  D.2, & D.3 of 

Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "The Record demonstrates that as of January 3 1 ,  1 949, there was an 
objective, demonstrated i ntent to m i ne the Vested R ights Property, based on the extent of 
actua l surface m in i ng act iv it ies and on documentat ion provided i n  the Record demonstrat ing 
an object ive intent to expand operat ions throughout the Vested R ights Property. Consistent 

with Cal ifornia  law regard ing the estab l i shment of a vested right to m ine, the Record 
provides a preponderance of evidence that the Vested R ights encompass the entire 375 acres 
of the Vested Rights A rea." 

• RAMV's Counter-Argument: The concept of "objective i ntent to expand" must be 
scrut in ized carefu l ly .  Wh i le some h i storical activ i ty may have occurred, the evidence 
presented does not c learly and convinc ingly demonstrate an objective intent to m i ne the 
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entire 375 acres' as of the vesting date. nor does it prove that such intent was consistently
acted upon over the decades. The Staff Report's reliance on "preponderance of the evidence"
for this expansive claim, especially 1br an area that may not have been actively mined, is
insufficient given the significant environmental implications. Furthermore, RAMV's
directors have indicated that the applicant is proposing expandec'l mining operations out,yide

of the 649 acres, which would clearly constitute an impermissible expansion beyond any
historical vested right and would require new permits and firll CEQA review.

E. Findings Regarding No Impernrissible Intensification (Section E.l of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "mineral production from the Vested Rights Area was consistent with
then-present market conditions on January 31r, 11949. and the prcr.iected production fiom the
Vested Rights Area described in the Petition and in Appendix D reflects a natural and
gradual increase in production to serve the growth in marl<et demand. and is not the result of
impermissible intensification of surface mining activities."

. RAMV's Counter-Argument: "fhis finding is speculative and lacks concrete, verifiable
eviclence of a "natural and gradual increase" tied to historical operations on the entire 375
acres. Without a c'lear and documented history ol'consistent production and expansion
aoross the entire claimed arsa, any proposed increase in production represents an
impermissible intensification. T'he burden is on the Applicant to demonstrate that current
proposed operations are rnerely a continuation of a previously established, consistent level
of activity, not a new or intensified use. '['he proposed production of 225 million tons over
200 years, with an increase from 200,000 tons in the first year to I million tons in the fifth
year (as mentioned in the October 2018 PAR document), is a substantial operation that f'ar

exceeds any reasonable interpretation ofa "natural and gradual increase" from historical,
sporadic mining activities.

F. Findings Regarding a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights (Section F.1 &
F.2 of Resolution)

. Proposed Finding: "no clear and convincing evidence has been presentecl to the County...
that would substantiate that there was ever a knowing intent to abandon the known Vested
Rights, or that there was ever any subjective interrt or overt act to abandon the Vested
Rights."

RAMV's Counter-Argument: This finding ignores critical evidence of abandonment.
RAMV's directors have confirmed that the railroad tracks once used lbr the mine have
been removed years ago. These tracks were renloved prior to 1996. 'fhis is a significant,
overt act demonstrating a clear intent to abanclon the previous mocle of operation and, by
extension, the vested right as it existed. The removal of essential infrastructLrre directly
undermines any claim of continuous operation or intent to continue. The Applicant's
assertion of a letter from the railroad company indicating future service is atransparent
attempt to "paper over" this indisputable fact. An easement terminates upon abandonment.
reverting full ownership to the underlying landowrrcr (Murvin M. llrundt l?evocuhle Trust v
United Stutes, 572 U.S. 93, I 05 (20 l4)). The physical removal of the tracks is a strong
indicator of abandonment, antl the burden shifts to the Applicant to provide clear and
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entire 3 75 acres as of the vest ing date, nor does it prove that such intent was consistently 
acted upon over the decades. The Staff Report's rel iance on "preponderance of the evidence" 
for th is  expansive c la im, especia l ly for an area that may not have been act ively m ined, is  
insufficient g iven the s ignificant environmental impl ications. Furthermore, RAMV's 
directors have indicated that the appl icant is proposing expanded m in i ng operations outside 

of the 649 acres, wh ich would c learly constitute an impermissible expansion beyond any 
h istorical vested right and would require new permits and fu l l  CEQA rev iew. 

E. Findings Regarding No I mperm issible I ntensification (Section E. 1 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "minera l production from the Vested Rights Area was consistent with 
then-present market conditions on January 3 1 ,  1 949, and the projected production from the 
Vested R ights Area described in the Petition and in  Appendix D reflects a natural and 
gradual increase in  production to serve the growth in market demand, and is  not the result of 
impermiss ib le  intensification of surface min ing activ it ies." 

• RAMV's Cou nter-Argument: This finding is speculative and lacks concrete, verifiable 
evidence of a "natural and gradual increase" t ied to h istorical operations on the entire 375 
acres. Without a clear and documented h istory of consistent production and expansion 
across the ent i re c laimed area, any proposed increase in product ion represents an 
impermissible i ntens i ficat ion.  The burden is on the Appl icant to demonstrate that current 
proposed operations are merely a conti nuation of a previously establ ished, consistent leve l 
of activity ,  not a new or intens ified use. The proposed production of 225 m i l l ion tons over 
200 years, with an increase from 200,000 tons in the first year to I m i l l ion tons in the fifth 
year (as mentioned in the October 20 1 8  PA R document), is a substant ial operat ion that far 
exceeds any reasonable i nterpretation of a "natural and gradual increase" from h istorical ,  
sporadic m in i ng activit ies. 

F. Findings Regarding a Lack of Abandonment or Waiver of Vested Rights (Section F.1 & 
F.2 of Resolution) 

• Proposed Finding: "no c lear and convincing evidence has been presented to' the County . . .  
that would substantiate that there was ever a knowing intent to abandon the known Vested 
R ights, or that there was ever any subjective intent or overt act to abandon the Vested 
Rights. " 

• RAMV's Counter-Argument: Th is finding ignores critical evidence of abandonment. 
RAMV's d irectors have conf irmed that the railroad tracks once used for the mine have 

been removed years ago. These tracks were removed prior to 1 996. Th is  is a s igni ficant, 
overt act demonstrati ng a c lear intent to abandon the previous mode of operation and, by 
extension, the vested right as it existed. The removal of essential in frastructure direct ly 
underm i nes any claim of cont inuous operation or intent to continue. The Appl icant's 
assertion of a letter from the rai l road company ind icating future service is a transparent 
attempt to "paper over" th is  indi sputable fact . An easement term inates upon abandonment, 
reverting fu l l  ownersh ip to the underlying landowner (Marvin M. Brandt Revocable Trust v. 

United States, 5 72 U . S .  93, I 05 (20 1 4)). The physical removal of the tracks is a strong 
indicator of abandonment, and the burden shifts to the Appl icant to provide c lear and 
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convincing evidenc,e to the contrary. which a mere letter ol'intent does not provide. GIS
imagery from the County's GIS Map My County system also shorvs no signs of any quarry
operations going back to 1996. There are no trucks. equipnrent shown in the attached

images. See Exhibit l. An entrance to the property at Seaton and Rider also shows the
entrance closed with a chain link fence, boulders and pipes See Google Image attached as

Exhibit 2. The lack of active mining operations observed by RAMV's directors further
supports the argument that the vested rights have been abandoned through non-use and

overt acts of removal of infrastructure.

III. Distinsuishins the Present case from Precedent on vested Riehts

The C--ounty's reliance on cases such as Culvert t,. C'ounty <t/'Yubu (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th
613, Huns'en Brcthers Enterprises, Inc. v. Brtortl of Supervisors (1996) 12 Cal.4th 533, and Beck
Development Co. v. Sttuthern Pac'ific 7'ran.;portation C'o. ( I 996) 44 Cal.App.4th I I 60, to sltpport
the existence of vested rights in this instance is misplacecl. While these cases adclress principles
of vested rights. nonconforming uses, and the "diminishing asset" doctrine in the context of
mining. the specific facts and evidentiary standards applied therein highlight why Riverside
Legacy's claim should be denied.

. Calvertv. County of Yuba (2006): This case is cited by the County fbr its procedural
requirements, emphasizing that vested rights determinations are adjudicative and require
due process (notice and an opportunity to be heard), Crucially, L'alr;ert involved a claim f<rr

vested rights to mine 3.430 acres, where the mining company wur' alreocly mining on
approximately 1.200 acres and intended to mclve into unmincd areas as mined areas were
depleted. The court remanded the case for a proper adjudicatory hearing precisely because

the county had made the determination without adequate notice or hearing. ln our case.

while a hearing was held. the suhstunlive avidence of continuous. active mining across the
entire 375 uc'res since l949,and the lack of abandonment. is severely lacking. Unlike the
clear ongoing operationsin C'ol,',ert. RAMV's observations indicate a lack of active mining,
which directly challenges the Applicant's burden of proof regarding continuity.

. Hansen Brothers Enterpriseso Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1996): This Supreme Court
case is central to the "diminishing asset" doctrine for mining operations. lt recognized that a
nonconforming mining use can expand into unexcavateclareas of a property if there was an
"objective manifestation of intent" to mine the entire paroel at the time the zoning ordinance
became effective. l{owever, Hunsen Brothers also emphasized that the right to expand is
limited to the area where such intent was objectively manifested and that an impermissible
"intensification" is not allowed. The court fbuncl that the overall aggregate business had not
been discontinued, but also notecl that the record was inadequate to determine the full scope
of the vested right or the extent of the area where intent to quarry was objectively
manit-ested.

o ln contrastto Han.sen Brolhers, where the aggregate business was cleemecl continuous,
the Mead Valley Quarry has shown significant periods of inactivity and the removal of
critical infrastructure (railroad tracks), which strongly suggests abandonment of the
entire operalion, not just a component.
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convincing ev idence to the contrary, which a mere letter of intent does not provide .  G I S  
imagery from the County ' s  G I S  Map My County system a lso shows no signs of any quarry 
operat ions going back to 1 996. There are no trucks, equipment shown in  the attached 

images. See Exhibit 1 .  An entrance to the property at Seaton and Rider a lso shows the 
entrance c losed with a chain l in k  fence, boulders and p ipes See Google  Image attached as 
Exhibit 2. The lack of active m in i ng operations observed by RAM V's d irectors further 
supports the argument that the vested rights have been abandoned through non-use and 

overt acts of removal of infrastructure. 

I I I . Distingu ish ing the Present Case from Precedent on Vested Rights 

The County's re l iance on cases such as Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006) 1 45 Cal .App.4th 
6 1 3 , Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996) 1 2  Cal .4th 533,  and Beck 

Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. ( 1 996) 44 Ca l .App .4th 1 1 60 ,  to support 
the existence of vested rights in th is  instance is m isplaced. Wh i l e  these cases address pri nciples 
of vested rights. nonconforming uses, and the "d imin ish ing asset" doctrine in the context of 
min ing. the spec i fic  facts and evidentiary standards appl ied therein h igh l ight why Riverside 

Legacy's c la im shou ld  be denied. 

• Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006): Th is case is ci ted by the County for its procedural 
requ i rements, emphasizing that vested rights determ inations are adj ud icat ive and require 
due process (notice and an opportunity to be heard). Crucia l ly, Calvert involved a c laim for 
vested rights to m i ne 3,430 acres, where the m in i ng company was already mining on 
approximate ly 1 ,200 acres and intended to move i nto unmined areas as m i ned areas were 
depleted . The court remanded the case for a proper adjudicatory hearing prec isely because 
the county had made the determinat ion without adequate not ice or heari ng. I n  our case, 
wh i le a hearing was held, the substantive evidence of cont inuous, active m in ing across the 
entire 3 75 acres si nce 1 949, and the lack of abandonment, is severe ly lack ing. U n l ike the 
c lear ongoing operat ions in Calvert, RAMV's observations ind icate a lack  of active m in ing, 
which d irect ly chal l enges the App l icant's burden of proof regarding cont inuity. 

• Hansen Brothers Enterprises, I nc. v. Board of Supervisors ( 1 996): Th i s  Supreme Court 
case is central to the "d imin ish ing asset" doctrine for m in ing operations. I t  recognized that a 
nonconform ing m in ing use can expand into unexcavated areas of a property if  there was an 
"objective man i festation of in tent" to mine the entire parcel at the t ime the zon ing ordinance 
became effective. However, Hansen Brothers also emphasized that the right to expand is  
l imi ted to the area where such intent was object ively manifested and that an imperm iss ib le 
" i ntensificat ion" i s  not a l lowed. The court found that the overa l l  aggregate business had not 
been d iscont inued, but a lso noted that the record was inadequate to determ ine the fu l l  scope 
of the vested right or the extent of the area where intent to quarry was object ively 

man i fested. 

o I n  contrast to Hansen Brothers, where the aggregate business was deemed cont inuous, 
the Mead Val ley Quarry has shown s ign ificant periods of inact iv ity and the removal of 
crit ical i n frastructure (ra i l road tracks), which strongly suggests abandonment of the 
entire operation, not j ust a component. 
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o Furthermore, while Hunsen Brother.; allowed fbr a "natural and gradual increase" in
production, the proposed 225 million tons over 200 years, with an increase from
200,000 tons/year to I million tons/year, is a scale of operation that far exceeds any
historical activity at Mead Valley Quarry and constitutes an impermissible
intensification. not a natural groMh. The "check the box" form used in Hansen Brothers
to estimate production was deemed an inadequate basis for determining impermissible
intensification: similarly, the broad projections in the Mead Valley Petition should not
be accepted as evidence of a "natural ancl gradual increase."

. Beck Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. (1996): While primarily
a nttisance case. Bec'k Developmerl is relevant for its discussion of "abandonment" in the

context of property interests. The court noted that a party claiming nuisance must show
actual injury or a "likelihood and magnitude" of tirture injury, not mere speculation. More
importantly, in the context of railroad rights-of--way. Brandt Trust v. United States (2014)
572 U.S. 93. reaflrmed that a railroad right-of-way is an easement that terminates upon
abandonment. with firll ownership reverting to the underlying landowner. The physical
removal ol'the railroad tracks at the Mead Valley Quarry is an overt act of abandonment,
directly analogous to the principles discussed in Bruntil Trust. The County's finding that "no
clear and convincing evidence has been presented... that would suhstantiate that there was

ever a knowing intent to abandon" is directly contradicted by the physical removal of the

tracks, which is a clear and objective manit-estation of abandonment. The burden is on the
Applicant to prove the lack of abandonment by clear and convincing evidenoe. which a

mere letter of intent for tirture servic,e does not achieve.

In summary, the precedents cited by the County. when properly understood and applied to
the fbcts of the Mead Valley Quarry, do not support the Applicant's claim. Instead, they
underscore the Applicant's failure to meet the high evidentiary burden required to establish ancl

maintain a vested nrining right. particularly in the flace of clear evidence of abandonment and
proposed impermissible intensifi cation.

IV. Failure to Meet Ordinance No. 555 Findinss: Discretionarv Approvals Required

Riverside County Ordinance No. 555, which implements the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), sets forth clear requirements for both the approval of
Permits and Reclamation Plans (Section l2) and the determination of Vested Rights (Section l7).
The Applicant's submittal and the current facts demonstrate a failure to meet these manclatory
findings. thereby necessitating full discretionary land use approvals rather than a mere
cont'irmation of vested rights.

A. Mandatory Findings for Permit Approval (Ordinance No. 555. Section l2.A):

Section l2.A of Ordinance No. 555 explicitly states that no Permit shall be approved unless
the following findings are made:
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o Furthermore, whi le  Hansen Brothers al lowed for a "natural and gradual increase" in 
production, the proposed 225 m i l l ion tons over 200 years, with an increase from 
200,000 tons/year to I m i l l ion tons/year, is a scale  of operation that far exceeds any 
h istorical act iv ity at Mead Val ley Quarry and constitutes an imperm issible 
intensification, not a natural growth .  The "check the box" form used in  Hansen Brothers 
to est imate production was deemed an inadequate basis  for determ in ing impermissible 
i ntensification ; s imi larly, the broad projections in the Mead Val ley Petit ion should not 
be accepted as evidence of a "natural and gradual increase ."  

• Beck Development Co. v. Southern Pacific Transportation Co. ( 1 996):  Whi le  primari ly 
a nuisance case, Beck Development is relevant for its discussion of "abandonment" in the 
context of property interests. The court noted that a party claim ing nuisance must show 
actual i njury or a " l ike l i hood and magnitude" of future injury, not mere speculation. More 
importantly, in  the context of rai l road rights-of-way, Brandt Trust v. United States (20 1 4) 
572 U .S .  93, reaffi rmed that a ra i l road right-of-way is an easement that term inates upon 
abandonment. wi th fu l l  ownership revert ing to the underlying landowner. The physical 
removal of the ra i l road tracks at the Mead Val ley Quarry is an overt act of abandonment, 
directly analogous to the principles discussed in Brund! Trust. The County's finding that "no 
c lear and convincing ev idence has been presented. . .  that would substantiate that there was 
ever a knowing intent to abandon " i s  d i rect ly contradicted by the physical removal of the 
tracks, which is a c lear and objective manifestation of abandonment. The burden is on the 
Appl icant to prove the lack of abandonment by c lear and convincing evidence, which a 
mere letter of intent for future serv ice does not ach ieve. 

In  summary, the precedents c ited by the County, when properly understood and appl ied to 
the facts of the Mead Val ley Quarry , do not support the Appl icant's c la im.  I nstead, they 
underscore the Appl icant's fa i lure to meet the h igh evidentiary burden requi red to establ ish and 
mainta in a vested m ining right part icularly in the face of c lear evidence of abandonment and 
proposed imperm i ssib le intensi ficat ion. 

IV. Failure to Meet Ordinance No. 555 Findings: Discretionary Approvals Required 

Riverside County Ordinance No.  555 ,  which implements the Surface M in ing and 
Reclamation Act of 1 975 (SMA RA), sets forth c lear requirements for both the approval of 
Perm its and Reclamation P lans (Section 1 2) and the determ ination of Vested R ights (Section 1 7) .  
The Appl icant's subm ittal and the current facts demonstrate a fa i lure to meet these mandatory 
findings, thereby necessitating fu l l  discretionary land use approvals rather than a mere 
confirmation of vested rights. 

A .  Mandatory F i ndings for Permit  Approval (Ordi nance No.  555, Section 1 2 .A): 

Section 1 2 .A of Ord inance No.  555  exp l ic i t ly states that no Permit  sha l l  be approved unless 
the fol lowing fi nd ings are made : 
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l. "The Permit substantially meets the applicable recluirements of SMARA and this
ordinance."

2.

3.

4.

"The Permit is consistent rvith the C'ieneral Plan and any applicable specific plan."
"The Permit will not be detrimental to the public health, saf-ety or general welfare."
"The Permit complies with all requirements of law including all applicable County
ordinances. policies and standarcls."

As detailed in our counter-arguments above, the proposed operations. if not subject to full
CEQA review, would be detrimental to public health, safety, and general welfbre due to
significant environmental impacts. Furthermore, the massive scale of the proposed operation, far
exceeding historical activity, raises serious questions about its consistency with the General plan

and existing land use designations for the area, which are intended to preserve the rural nature of
Mead Valley. Without a comprehensive environmental review and a clear demonstration of
consistency with the General Plan. these fundamental fin<lings canngt be made.

B. Requirements for Vested Rights Determination (Ordinance No. 555. Section l7.B):

Section 17.8.2 of Ordinance No. 555 requires the Board of Supervisors to "determine
whether the Operator has demonstrated its claim for a Vested Right" utilizing a "preponderance
of the evidence standard." This determination must identif,, the "specific property" and the
"scope and nature of surface mining operations included within the established Vested Right."

' Lack of Demonstrated Claim: As argued, the evidence fbr continuous, active mining on
the entire 375 acres since 1949 is insufficient. The physical removal of railroad tracks
constitutes an "overt act" olabandonment. shifting the burden to the Applicant to provide
clear and convincing evidence to the contrary, which has not been met.

' Substantial Changes Require a Permit: Section l7.A of Ordinance No. 555 states that
"Any substantial changes made in a surface mining operation subsequent to January l,
1976... shall require an approved Permit pursuant to this ordinance." The proposed
intensification of mining, from sporadic historical activity toZ25 million ioni over 200
years at significantly increased annual rates, undeniably constitutes a "substantial change" in
the scope and nature of the operation. This substantial change. coupled with the apparent
abandonment of the prior operation, means that any future mining activities requiie a new
Surface Mining Permit. subject to full discretionary review unaeiCEqA and ail applicable
County ordinances.

Therefbre, because the Applicant has failed to meet the evidentiary burden fbr estabtishing a
continuous, non-abandoned vested right fcrr the propose<l scope ofoperations, and because the
proposed operations represent a substantial change requiring a new irermit. the Boartl cannot
make the mandatory findings under Ordinancc No. 555. This compels the neecl for a full
discretionary land use approval process. including a Surface Mining Permit and comprehensive
environmental review under CEQA.

V. This ltem is Inappropriate lbr the Consent Calendar
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I .  "The Perm it substantia l ly meets the appl icable requ i rements of S MARA and this 
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CEQA review, would be  detrimenta l  to pub l ic health, safety, and general welfare due to 
significant environmental impacts. Furthermore, the mass ive sca le of the proposed operat ion, far 
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and existing land use designations for the area, wh ich are intended to preserve the rural nature of 
Mead Val ley . W ithout a comprehensive environmental rev iew and a c lear demonstration of 
consistency with the Genera l  P lan, these fundamental find ings cannot be made. 

B.  Requirements for Vested R ights Determination (Ord inance No. 555, Section 1 7 .B): 

Section 1 7 .B.2 of Ordi nance No. 555  requires the Board of Supervi sors to "determine 
whether the Operator has demonstrated its c la im for a Vested R ight" ut i l iz ing a "preponderance 
of the evidence standard. "  This determination must ident ify the "specific property" and the 
"scope and nature of surface m in ing operations inc luded w ith in  the establ i shed Vested Right." 

• Lack of Demonstrated Cla im:  As argued, the ev idence for cont inuous, active m in ing on 
the ent ire 375 acres since I 949 is insufficient. The physical removal of ra i l road tracks 
constitutes an "overt act" of abandonment, shift ing the burden to the Appl i cant to provide 
c lear and conv inc ing ev idence to the contrary, which has not been met. 

• Substantial Changes Require a Perm it: Sect ion 1 7 .A of Ordinance No. 555  states that 
"Any substant ial changes made in a surface mining operat ion subsequent to January I ,  
1 976. . .  sha l l  requ i re an approved Perm it pursuant to th is ordinance." The proposed 
intensification of m in i ng, from sporadic h istorical activ ity to 225 m i l l ion tons over 200 
years at s ignificantly increased annual rates, unden iably constitutes a "substantial change" in  
the scope and nature of the operation. Th is  substantial change, coupled with the apparent 
abandonment of the prior operation, means that any future m ining act iv it ies require a new 
Surface M in ing Perm it, subject to fu l l  discretionary rev iew under CEQA and a l l  appl icable  
County ordinances. 

Therefore, because the Appl icant has fai led to meet the evidentiary burden for establ ish ing a 
continuous, non-abandoned vested right for the proposed scope of operations, and because the 
proposed operations represent a substantial change requiri ng a new Perm it, the Board cannot 
make the mandatory findings under Ordinance No. 555 .  This compels the need for a fu l l  
discretionary land use approva l process, inc luding a Surface M in ing Perm it and comprehensive 

environmental review under CEQA. 

V. This Item is Inappropriate for the Consent Calendar 
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Riverside County Board ol'supervisors'Agenda Procedures Policy A-5 outlines the

criteria for placing items on the C-'onsent Calendar. C--onsent items are generally routine, non-
controversial matters that do not require extensive cliscussion or debate. Policy A-5, Section l2.B
provides a list of typical consent items, including proclamations, agreements between County
departments, canvass of election returns. and approval of findings of facts for abatement of
nuisance cases already approved by the Board at a pubric hearing.

Conversely, Policy A-5, Section l2.C states that "ltems that are not characterized as

consent will be placed on the policy calendar." These often involve more detailed analysis,
collaboration with affected departments, and coorclination with outsi<le agencies.

The Mead Valley Vesting Mine Determination (PAR230043) is cLrrrently listed as Consent

Item No. 3.37. This placement is entirely inappropriate fbr the following reasons:

' Signilicant Public Controversy: RAMV. representing numerous concerned resiclents, has

consistently and vociferously opposed this Petition. The issues raised, ilcluding
environmental impacts, potential impermissible intensification, and evidence of
abandonment, are highly contentious and directly affect the quality of life for Mead Valley
residents.

Complex Legal and Factual Issues: As detaileclthroughout this letter. the determination of
vested rights fbr a mining operation of this scale involves intricate legal interpretations (e.g.,

the diminishing asset doctrine. abandonment criteria) and complex factual asiessments (".g..
historical operational continuity, objective intent to expand). These are not routine matters
suitable for a block vote without discussion.

a

' Environmental Implications: The potential for substantial environmental impacts, as

discussed in ottr CEQA arguments. necessitates a thoror"rgh public review. not a streamlined
consent prooess. l-he Board's determination has signiticant long-term consequences fbr the
environment and public health.

' Requirement for Discretionary Approvals: As argued in Section IV, the Applicant has

failed to meet the findings required by Ordinance No. 555 for a simple vested' iigt t,
confirmation. This means that any future nrining operations would necessitate a new
Surface Mining Permit and full CEQA review, which are inherently discretionary actions
requiring public scrutiny. Placing this item on the consent calendai bypasses the level of
public engagement and deliberation commensLrrate with such a significant land use ciecision.

For these reasons, Consent ltern No. 3.37 should be immediately removed from the Consent
Calendar and, if considered at all, placed on the Policy Calendar to allow fbr proper public
discr.rssion and Board del iberation.

The proposed findings in Resolution No. 2025- 182 are not adequately supported by the
administrative record and fail to property apply Califbrnia law regarding uested'rights and
CEQA. RAMV urges the Board of Supervisors to:
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The Mead Val l ey Vest ing M ine Determ ination (PAR230043) is currently l i sted as Consent 
I tem No. 3 .37 .  This p lacement is ent ire ly i nappropriate for the fo l lowing reasons:  

• Sign ificant Public Controversy: RAM Y. represent ing numerous concerned res idents, has 
consistent ly  and voc i ferously opposed this Pet it ion. The issues rai sed, inc luding 
environmenta l  impacts, potent ia l  imperm iss ib le  intens ification, and evidence of 
abandonment, are h igh ly  content ious and d i rect ly affect the qua l i ty of l i fe for Mead Val ley 
residents. 

• Complex Legal and Factual Issues: As deta i led throughout th is  l etter, the determ ination of 
vested rights for a m in i ng operation of this scale i nvolves intricate lega l i nterpretat ions (e .g . ,  
the d im in ish i ng asset doctri ne, abandonment criteria) and complex factual assessments (e.g . ,  
h i storical operational cont inu ity, objective i ntent to expand). These are not rout ine matters 
su itab le  for a b lock vote without d iscussion . 

• Environmental Implications: The potential for substant ia l  environmental impacts, as 
d iscussed i n  our CEQA arguments, necess itates a thorough pub l ic rev iew. not a stream l i ned 
consent process. The Board's determ ination has sign i ficant l ong-term consequences for the 
environment and pub l ic hea l th .  

• Requ irement for Discretionary Approvals: As argued i n  Section I V, the App l i cant has 
fa i led to meet the findings required by Ordinance No .  555  for a s imple vested r ights 
confirmation . This means that any future min ing operations would necessi tate a new 
Surface M in ing Perm it and fu l l  CEQA review, which are inherent ly  d i scretionary actions 
requir ing pub l ic scrut iny .  P lac ing th i s  item on the consent calendar bypasses the l evel  of 

publ ic engagement and del i berat ion commensurate with such a sign i ficant l and use decis ion. 

For these reasons, Consent Item No. 3 .37 shou ld be immediately removed from the Consent 
Calendar and, if considered at a l l , p laced on the Po l icy Calendar to a l low for proper publ ic 
d iscussion and Board de l iberat ion. 

VI. Conclusion and Recommended Action 

The proposed find ings in Resol ution No. 2025- 1 82 are not adequate ly  supported by the 
adm in istrative record and fa i l  to properly apply Cal i forn ia law regard ing vested r ights and 
CEQA . RAMY urges the Board of Superv i sors to : 
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l. Remove Consent Item No. 3.37 l'rom the Consent Calendar to allow for a tull and open
discussion of these critical issues.

2. Deny the Vested Rights Petition (PAR230043), as the Applicant has not met its burden of
proof to demonstrate a continuous, non-abandoned vested right for the entire 375 aores. and
the proposed operations constitute an impermissible intensification and expansion.

3. Alternatively. continue the item and direct staff to conduct a thorough environmental
review under CEQA, including the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (ElR).
given the significant environmental impacts associated with surface mining and the
proposed scale of operations.

Thank you fbr your time and corrsideration of these vital matters impacting the Mead Valley
community. I may be contacted at 3 l0-982- 1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you
have any questions, comments or concerns.

Sincerely,

Jamie T. Hall
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I .  Remove Consent Item No. 3.37 from the Consent Calendar to a l low for a ful l  and open 
discussion of these critical issues. 

2. Deny the Vested Rights Petition (PAR230043), as the Appl icant has not met its burden of 
proof to demonstrate a continuous, non-abandoned vested right for the entire 375 acres, and 
the proposed operations consti tute an impermissib le intens ification and expansion. 

3. Alternatively, contin ue the item and direct staff to conduct a thorough environmental 
review under CEQA, including the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EI R), 
g iven the significant environmenta l impacts assoc i ated with surface mining and the 
proposed scale of operat ions. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these vital matters impact ing the Mead Val ley 
community. I may be contacted at 3 1 0-982- 1 760 or at jamie.hal l@channe l lawgroup.com if  you 
have any questions, comments or concerns. 

S incerely, 

Jamie T. Hal l 
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