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PH Public Hearing on the Draft EIR 
February 14, 2019 

Speaker: Commissioner Hague 
PH-1 The comment asks a question regarding the potential for future developers moving the landfill buffer 

even closer to the landfill. The question is responded to by staff. See page 43 of the public hearing 
transcript.  

PH-2 The comment asks whether the project’s transit plan considers future alternative transit modes such 
as driverless cars or pods, and whether the plan includes a transfer station. The design of either the 
SAP or the PRSP is not at a level of granularity that would identify facilities specific to emerging 
transportation modes such as autonomous vehicles. Both plans could conceptually support these 
types of innovations as they emerge.  

PH-3 The comment raises issues related to proposed rail use. The question is responded to by staff. See 
pages 46 and 47 of the public hearing transcript. Also, the questions raised do not relate to 
environmental impacts or issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

PH-4 The commenter asks whether the County is pursuing agreements with other agencies. This comment 
was addressed by staff during the public hearing, and further information is provided in this 
response. The County has met with various agencies during the course of the project, including the 
City of Roseville, City of Rocklin, PCAPCD, WPWMA, UAIC, and PCWA. Also, see Master Response 9: 
Mitigation and Development Fees.  

PH-5 The commenter asks about the timing for the development agreement. This comment was 
addressed during the public hearing, and further information is provided in this response. The 
County has drafted the development agreement, which will be revised and updated as discussions 
with other agencies progress. The development agreement will be provided to the Placer County 
Planning Commission for review and consideration as part of the project approval process. Also, see 
Master Response 9: Mitigation and Development Fees.  

Speaker: Commissioner Johnson 
PH-6 The commenter asks about collecting fair-share payments and the relationship to the development 

agreement. This comment was addressed during the public hearing, and further information is 
provided in this response. The County intends to use the same mitigation strategy that has been 
used for the other specific plans in the region. Negotiations regarding fair-share contributions would 
be initiated after approval of the specific plan. Also, see Master Response 9: Mitigation and 
Development Fees.  

Speaker: Commissioner Nader 
PH-7 The commenter has questions and comments related to the landfill and Placer County ordinances 

but will hold them until after the public comments have been provided. See responses to comments 
PH-58 through PH-64, below, which address these questions and comments.  

Speaker: Ellen Garber 
PH-8 The comment is an introductory remark by the commenter, as a representative of the City of 

Roseville. In addition to oral comments, the City of Roseville also submitted a written letter. See 
responses to comment letter 4. 

PH-9 The comment expresses concern about the Draft EIR’s programmatic analysis of the project, and 
states that the analysis is incomplete. See Master Response 7: Program- vs. Project-Level Analysis.  

 Regarding the comment about buildout projections, see response to comment 12-7. Regarding the 
cumulative traffic impacts, see response to comment 4-13. Also, see responses to comments 12-8 
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through 12-13 regarding how the buildout projections relate to the Draft EIR impact analysis. For the 
reasons discussed therein, the Draft EIR analysis is adequate and no changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary in response to this comment. 

PH-10 The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR does not include fully enforceable mitigation 
measures, including for impacts related to traffic and public services. More detailed comments 
related to mitigation measures are provided in comment letter 4; see responses to comment letter 4. 
See also Master Response 9: Mitigation and Development Fees.  

PH-11 The comment raises issues related to the landfill buffer, odors, and mitigation (including issues 
related to funding). See Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of impacts related to odor, as 
well as fair-share mitigation fees. 

PH-12 The comment asks that additional mitigation measures be developed to ensure that funding is 
available to maintain and improve the stormwater detention basins that the project area relies on. 
See response to comment 52-14 and Master Response 6: Drainage and Flooding.  

PH-13 The comment identifies that the project would result in significant impacts related to intersection 
operation in the city. The commenter does not identify an issue with the adequacy of the analysis of 
the Draft EIR. The comment suggests that Foothills Boulevard is an “example of a significant impact 
that will not be mitigated.” It is not clear what is meant by this; however, issues related to Foothills 
Boulevard were raised in the letter submitted by the City of Roseville (Letter 4) and are addressed in 
many responses to comments, including 4-4, 4-27, 4-32, 4-34, and 4-74. See those comments 
regarding issues related to Foothills Boulevard. 

PH-14 The comment requests that the County revise the Draft EIR in response to oral and written 
comments provided by the City of Roseville. Regarding revisions to the Draft EIR, all comments 
received during the public review period for the Draft EIR have been considered and responses to 
these comments are provided in this Final EIR. Where responses have resulted in the need to revise 
the Draft EIR, these are identified in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” in this document.  

 Further, the comment requests that the County work with the City of Roseville to develop appropriate 
and adequate mitigation. The County has met repeatedly with City staff. 

Speaker: Sue Ingle 
PH-15 The comment raises issues related to the landfill buffer. See Master Response 4: Odors for a 

discussion of impacts related to the landfill and odor. 

PH-16 The comment identifies text in the Draft EIR that describes the range of human reaction to odors. 
Many of the reactions described in this range would be in response to an intense odor. It is false to 
suggest that because the Draft EIR discloses the full range of potential human reaction to odor that 
that these reactions could result from the project. See Master Response 4: Odors. 

PH-17 The comment raises issues related to a potential increase in odor complaints and how those would 
be handled. See Master Response 4: Odors. 

PH-18 The comment raises issues related to the landfill and odor. See Master Response 4: Odors for a 
discussion of impacts related to the landfill and odor. 

PH-19 The comment requests that text be added to the deed restriction mitigation that would prohibit a 
future property owner from litigating against the landfill based on odors. This is a legal issue and 
does not relate to environmental impacts. See Master Response 4: Odors for additional discussion 
regarding impacts related to the landfill and odor. 
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PH-20 The comment raises issues with the Draft EIR’s conclusion for Impact 4.15-11, which evaluates 
potential impacts on WRSL from incompatible land use that results in insufficient permitted capacity 
to serve waste disposal needs. The comment suggests that other lawsuits and regulatory actions 
have been taken against other solid waste facilities. See Master Response 4: Odors. 

Speaker: Robin Baral 
PH-21 The commenter’s statements about providing additional mitigation measures are noted and included 

in the record. See Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of impacts related to the landfill and 
odor, including mitigation measures. 

Speaker: Scott Johnson 
In addition to oral comments, the commenter also submitted several written letters. See responses to 
comment letters 51 and 52. 

PH-22 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s proposal to expand the Pleasant Grove 
Retention facility and notes that the environmental document for this expansion has not been 
prepared. The comment suggests that the project relies entirely on this expansion and that there is 
no guarantee that stormwater runoff would be mitigated. The commenter raises a similar issue in the 
letter he submitted (Letter 51). See response to comment 51-1. 

PH-23 The comment suggests that both the SAP and the PRSP are inconsistent with their stated goals and 
objectives and, in particular, that the PRSP is inconsistent with its objective to foster sustainable 
community design. Section 1 of the PRSP includes an objective for the project to incorporate design 
and construction measures to reduce energy usage, conserve water, incorporate water efficient 
landscaping, treat stormwater, and reduce automobile reliance. The PRSP’s Utilities plan (Section 9) 
and Design Guidelines (Sections 2 and 6) include various requirements for future development in 
the PRSP area, which collectively address this objective. Through implementation of the PRSP, future 
development projects would be required to: (1) reduce water usage through measures such as turf 
reduction and recirculating hot water systems; (2) install landscaping that complies with Placer 
County’s adopted Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance in order to reduce water use; (3) 
manage stormwater by including source control measures, site design measures, and 
hydromodification treatment features in order to reduce pollutants in stormwater and to reduce the 
quantity of runoff from a developed site; and (4) incorporate a mixed-use Town Center district with 
high-intensity non-residential uses and high-density residential uses in order to reduce automobile 
reliance by siting residential, employment, and service uses within walkable proximity to one 
another. As designed, the PRSP includes design features and implementation mechanisms that 
achieve its objective regarding sustainable community design. 

PH-24 Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

PH-25 The comment suggests that the PRSP is inconsistent with its stated objective to enable Blueprint 
consistency consistent with the smart growth principles identified in SACOG’s Blueprint. This 
comment raises similar issues as comment 56-12. See response to comment 56-12. 
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Speaker: William Wauters 
PH-26 The comment indicates that a rail line should be extended to the transfer station. The comment does 

not raise issues related to environmental impacts or related to issues with the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. No further response is provided. 

PH-27 This comment raises issues with the planning process, including financial issues. The comment does 
not identify environmental issues or issues related to the analysis, conclusions, or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.  

Speaker: Veronica Blake 
PH-28 The commenter raises several issues related to affordable housing. These issues are consistent with 

the issues raised in Letter 18. See responses to Letter 18. 

PH-29 The comment questions whether the project’s density would support transit and also raises issues 
related to health impacts associated with the landfill buffer reduction. The comments related to 
density and transit relate to planning and are not related to an environmental issue. Regarding odor-
related health impacts, see Master Response 4: Odors.  

Speaker: Emily Ward 
In addition to oral comments, the commenter also submitted a written letter. See responses to comment 
letter 70. 

PH-30 The comment raises issues related to traffic congestion. Traffic-related impacts are evaluated in 
Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s analysis.  

PH-31 The comment suggests that the project does not reserve future transit options. The PRSP includes a 
public transit facilities diagram (See Draft EIR Exhibit 3-18), which identifies a conceptual bus rapid 
transit route, local bus service route, as well as bus pull-out and shelter locations and a potential 
park-and-ride location. The Draft EIR (page 3-26) also includes a description of proposed future 
transit in the SAP: 

The SAP includes goals and policies that promote transit, including requiring complete street 
design that includes transit accessibility and priority, promoting collaboration with transit 
agencies to update their transit plans to include the SAP area, and encouraging major 
employers to provide shuttles for employees. It is also expected that development that would 
occur with implementation of the SAP would increase demand for local public transit 
services, which would promote development of regional transit services and facilities. This 
includes the BRT line proposed by Placer County Transportation Planning Agency as part of 
its 2008 South Placer County Bus Rapid Transit Service Plan. The BRT line is proposed to run 
through the SAP area and would provide express commuter service connection with regional 
employment centers and transit hubs in the SAP area. 

PH-32 The comment raises issues with the project’s GHG emissions and the landfill buffer. The Draft EIR 
evaluates GHG emissions in Section 4.7. The Draft EIR evaluates odor related impacts in Section 
4.3, “Air Quality”; Section 4.10, “Land Use”; and Section 4.15, “Utilities.” The comment does not 
raise issues with the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis. 

PH-33 The comment states that the project does not meet the CEQA project objectives; however, the 
comment does not provide any specific objectives not met or reasons why objectives were not met. 
The project would meet the project objectives. No further response is warranted. 
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Speaker: Leslie Warren 
PH-34 The comment is an introductory remark by the commenter, as a representative of the Alliance for 

Environmental Leadership. In addition to oral comments, the Alliance for Environmental Leadership 
also submitted a written letter. See responses to comment letter 11. 

PH-35 The comment describes the scale of the plan and suggests that the scale of the plan could, itself, 
result in environmental impacts. The comment recommends development of the CISGP, which the 
comment suggests would address significant and unavoidable impacts. The Draft EIR evaluates the 
impacts of the proposed SAP/PRSP at its proposed scale and configuration. Regarding the 
suggestion to development the CISGP, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 
As noted in the master response, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the 
plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project objectives, and would result in greater impacts 
with respect to several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: 
Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact reductions as the 
CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity. 

PH-36 Regarding the comment that the CISGP would reduce GHG emissions and improve the jobs/housing 
balance compared to the project, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. (It 
should be noted that the comment’s suggestion that the proposed SAP/PRSP would result in a jobs-
to-housing ration of 22:1 is false.) The internal jobs-to-housing ratio of the proposed SAP/PRSP 
would be approximately 7:1. As discussed in the master response, while the CISGP would result in an 
internal jobs/housing balance, the CISGP does not help the jobs/housing balance in the project 
vicinity, which is more housing heavy. As explained in the Draft EIR (page 4.12-5), the market 
analysis prepared for the Sunset Industrial Area Plan update noted that prevailing literature shows 
that a ratio of 1.5 is ideal (EPS 2015:42). In 2012, the South Placer area had approximately 1.31 
jobs for every housing unit, indicating that South Placer should add more employment opportunities 
to strike a better balance (EPS 2015:42). More specifically, the Draft EIR (page 4.12-13) states while 
Rocklin and Roseville have ratios of 1.24 and 1.22, respectively, the overall ratio for the whole of 
Placer County is 1.08. Looking strictly at the numbers for buildout of the net SAP and PRSP areas, 
the project would add substantially more jobs than housing units, making it a “jobs-rich” area. 
Viewed in the context of all of Placer County, the project’s contribution would serve to provide more 
balance to Placer County. 

PH-37 Regarding the comment that the CISGP would relocate the proposed university outside of the “smell 
zone” and off 300 acres of high-quality vernal pools compared to the project, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. It is important to note that the “small zone” 
associated with the WRSL exists beyond the 1-mile buffer. Exhibit 4.3-1 in the Draft EIR shows a map 
of the recent odor-complaint locations, which extend well outside of the SAP area (and therefore well 
outside the 1-mile buffer). The suggestion that the CISGP would place the university in an area not 
affected by landfill odors is false. It is also important to note that, although it is true the SAP/PRSP’s 
proposed university site is located within land designated by the USACE as “Vernal Pool Recovery 
Plan Core Area,” this does not mean that the university site covers “300 acres of high-quality vernal 
pools.” A wetland delineation was conducted for the PRSP area and found that the entire PRSP area 
contains 11.36 acres of vernal pools, of which 4.32 acres would be affected by the project. 

Speaker: Albert Scheiber 
PH-38 In addition to oral comments, the commenter also submitted a written letter. See responses to 

comment letter 65. The comment questions why comments provided in response to the project’s 
NOP were not addressed. See responses to comment letter 65. 

PH-39 The comment notes that two developers could not make project work and expresses concern 
regarding why the Board of Supervisors would process the PRSP at the taxpayer’s expenses. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the environmental document. This comment is noted for consideration. 
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Speaker: Cheryl Berkema 
In addition to oral comments, the commenter also submitted several written letters. See responses to 
comment letters 35, 36, and 37. 

PH-40 The comment expresses concern that the emergency use of the groundwater wells located in the 
plan area would affect adjacent private wells. This comment is similar to comment 65-3, which 
addresses a written comment submitted by the same individual. As described in response to 
comment 65-3, groundwater wells would be reserved for emergency and back-up use. If the need 
arose to use groundwater from these wells, they would be operated only during a single dry year. If 
additional water is needed beyond the first year, it would be obtained from surface water sources as 
described in the 2007 Western Placer County Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) which includes 
regular groundwater monitoring in accordance with California Water Code Section 10750. 
Additionally, PCWA and partner water agencies are working to expand the existing network of 32 
groundwater monitoring wells to include at least one monitoring well within each unit of a 5-square-
mile grid (PCWA 2007). Because the groundwater wells within the project area would be reserved for 
emergency use, would be operated in accordance with the GMP, and regional groundwater levels 
would be monitored in accordance with California Water Code Section 10750, groundwater levels 
near the plan area wells would remain at an elevation that does not adversely affect adjacent wells 
or groundwater uses. See Impact 4.9-2 in the Draft EIR for additional discussion. 

PH-41 The comment notes that given the size of the Draft EIR more time is needed to review the Draft EIR 
and provide comment and requests a 120-day public review period. The comment expresses 
concern regarding the County releasing many project documents for public review at the same time 
and doing so during the government shutdown. The comment expresses support for the CISGP and 
notes that CEQA’s purpose is to inform decision makers. See responses to comments 11-1, 32-1, 
and 40-1 regarding CEQA requirements for public review periods, CEQA page limit recommendations, 
and requests for extension of the comment period. 

PH-42 The comment notes that the project is not economically feasible and that no developers have 
committed to the project putting taxpayers at risk. The comment notes that the County, as both 
applicant and approver, has a conflict of interest. The comment also notes that there are no 
innovators mentioned in the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. This 
comment is noted for consideration. 

PH-43 The comment expresses concern that no university has committed to the plan. The County has been 
actively working with California State University Sacramento representatives on the preparation of 
the SAP, PRSP, and EIR. It is anticipated that following adoption of the SAP and PRSP and after 
donation of the campus site to the University, the County and the University will enter into an MOU to 
memorialize the commitment for construction of the University. The County has engaged in 
discussions with the California State University representatives and the property owner. The property 
owner intends to dedicate the university property. Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR 
notes that the university property is proposed for the California State University Sacramento-Placer 
Campus; however, development of the site would be dependent on the property owner and university 
entering into separate agreements for land donation and the university engaging in its own master 
planning efforts.  

PH-44 The comment states that the project would destroy significant vernal pools, habitats, and 
endangered species. These impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.4, “Biological 
Resources.” As described therein, mitigation is identified to reduce potentially significant and 
significant impacts. Where mitigation is unavailable or available but unable to reduce impacts to 
below the thresholds of significance, impacts are determined to be significant and unavoidable. 
Section 5.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft EIR lists the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts. Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for 
significant and unavoidable impacts. 
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PH-45 The comment states that the project is not energy efficient, and the Draft EIR does not mention any 
alternative energies being produced, including solar energy. This is incorrect. Energy efficiency is 
addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.16, “Energy.” The County’s General Plan, with which the 
project must comply, includes energy efficiency goals that are listed in the Draft EIR on page 4.16-7. 
Specifically, General Plan Policy G-3 directs the County to implement provisions of the Subdivision 
Map Act that require subdivisions to be oriented for solar access, to the extent practical. Likewise, 
the SAP includes goals and policies related to energy consumption, which are listed on pages 4.16-9 
through 4.16-14 of the Draft EIR. Solar is specifically mentioned in SAP Policies LU/ED-3.5, NR-5.9, 
NR-6.2, and NR-6.7 (which was revised to require solar photovoltaic systems and other energy 
efficiency measures on residential development; see Master Response 5: Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation for the specific text changes). 

Regarding the comment about CEQA requirements for mitigation, see Master Response 3: Placer 
County Conservation Program and Mitigation. 

PH-46 The comment expresses concern regarding public outreach and public notification. The comment 
also expresses support for the CISGP. All public notification for the preparation of the Draft EIR has 
been conducted in accordance with CEQA. See responses to comment 32-1 and 40-1 regarding 
CEQA requirements for public review periods. 

Speaker: Angela Torrens 
PH-47 The comment is an introductory remark by the commenter. In addition to oral comments, the 

commenter also submitted a written letter. See responses to comment letter 69. 

PH-48 The comment is regarding the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to 
comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. 

PH-49 The comment expresses concern about project-related traffic and transit services. These issues are 
addressed in Section 4.14, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR. No specific issues 
related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR are raised in this comment. No 
further response is warranted. 

PH-50 The comment suggests that the County find studies from other agencies that have mitigated 
significant impacts; however, the comment does not reference any specific studies or identify any 
specific mitigation measures. Therefore, a response cannot be provided. 

Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable 
impacts.  

Speaker: Don Rivenes 
PH-51 The comment recommends that building permits granted this year should be required to meet the 

2020 Title 24 Chapter 6 building standards requiring zero net energy for residences. Given the time 
necessary for site preparation, the first building permits in the PRSP area would not be issued until 
well-after January 2020; therefore, the 2019 Title 24 standards (required for buildings permitted 
after January 1, 2020) would be required. It should be noted that the GHG analysis in the Draft EIR 
was conservative by identifying the 2016 Title 24 code, rather than assuming all development would 
meet the more stringent 2019 code. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Speaker: Barbara Rivenes 
PH-52 In addition to oral comments, the commenter also submitted a written letter. See responses to 

comment letter 28. 

The comment expresses concern about the project’s GHG, traffic, and housing impacts as well as the 
project’s purported lack of concern for the climate. These issues are addressed in the Draft EIR in 
Sections 4.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”; 4.14, “Transportation and Circulation”; and 4.12, 
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“Population, Employment, and Housing.” As for the commenter’s climate-related concerns, see, for 
example, Sections 4.6, “Geology and Soils,” which addresses geologic hazards (including natural 
hazards associated with landslides, faulting, and avalanches); 4.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” 
which addresses GHG emissions and climate change; 4.8, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” 
which addresses the potential for wildland fire; and 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” which 
addresses risks associated with flooding. 

PH-53 Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

Speaker: Connie Scheiber 
PH-54 The comment reiterates the Draft EIR conclusion on page 4.2-18 that the project would make a 

considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact associated with overall farmland 
conversion in the region. This cumulative impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable in 
the Draft EIR. Further, the comment states that Placer County is a Right-to-Farm county that is 
supposed to be pro agriculture. The County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance is described on pages 4.2-11 
and 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR. The project’s potential to indirectly convert farmland and/or conflict with 
land use buffers for agricultural operation is discussed under Impact 4.2-3 on pages 4.2-15 through 
4.2-17 of the Draft EIR, wherein the impact is determined to be less than significant because it 
would be subject to land use buffers between agricultural and nonagricultural uses, and because 
some agricultural areas adjacent to the PRSP area are planned to be developed as nonagricultural 
uses. 

PH-55 The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on the PCCP, which is not available for public review. 
See response to comments 16-3 and 63-3. Also see Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation 
Program and Mitigation. 

PH-56 The comment notes that the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility is not an entity, that the Ophir Water 
Treatment Plan is not constructed and that the ground water sustainability plan is not an entity. The 
Draft EIR identifies these facilities as proposed, not completed, or under construction. The Draft EIR 
also does not treat the groundwater sustainability plan as a completed plan. The comment does not 
raise issues with the accuracy of the Draft EIR’s description of these facilities and plans. Therefore, 
no further response is warranted.  

Speaker: Matt Wheeler 
PH-57 The comment expresses concern that existing ratepayers should not participate in the cost of the 

landfill buffer reduction. The landfill buffer is a County land use policy. The proposed reductions in 
the General Plan buffer policy have been analyzed in the Draft EIR, and mitigation measures have 
been identified to reduce significant impact so the extent feasible (although not to a less-than-
significant level). However, the specific source of mitigation funds is not an environmental issue. 
Also, see Master Response 4: Odors. 

Speaker: Commissioner Nader 
PH-58 The comment raises issues related to the landfill buffer, odors, and land use compatibility. See 

Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of odor impacts. See also response to comment 61-5. 

PH-59 The comment indicates that finding an alternative landfill site would be nearly impossible but 
suggests that such an alternative should be evaluated in the Draft EIR. The County does not have 
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authority to relocate portions of WPWMA’s facilities/operations; therefore, it cannot be considered as 
a feasible alternative for reducing odor impacts. Such an alternative is therefore not evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.  

PH-60 The comment raises issues related to odor-neutralizing misters. See response to comment 61-5. 

PH-61 See response to comment PH-57 regarding the landfill buffer. Also, see Master Response 4: Odors. 

PH-62 The comment raises issues related to building design and feasible mitigation. See Master Response 
4: Odors for a discussion of odor impacts. 

PH-63 The commenter indicates that sewer sludge disposal at the landfill is an issue that needs to be 
addressed. The Draft EIR, p. 4.3-52, identifies immediate covering or burying sewer sludge as an 
odor-reducing mitigation measure that could be implemented by WPWMA. See Master Response 4: 
Odors, which identifies revision to the Draft EIR to incorporate this measure as part of new Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-6b. 

PH-64 The comment expresses concern with impacts associated with incompatible land uses and 
expresses concern regarding implications to residents of Placer County. The comment notes that the 
project should accommodate the landfill rather than the landfill accommodating the project. The 
comment questions where residents would want to live in the community. These comments do not 
raise issues with the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. These comments raise issues for the 
Board of Supervisors to consider before approving the project.  
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