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1. Introduction 

This final environmental impact report (Final EIR) has been prepared by the Western Placer Waste 
Management Authority (WPWMA), as lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). This Final EIR contains 
responses to comments received and reviewed on the draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) for 
the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Project. The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and this document. 

The Draft EIR was released on October 29, 2021, for a 75-day public review and comment period that 
ended on January 12, 2022. The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse; posted on the 
WPWMA’s website (http://www.RenewablePlacer.com); and made available at the WPWMA offices in 
Roseville, California and select libraries around Placer County. Public agencies, neighboring stakeholders, 
and interested parties and organizations were notified directly via email that the public comment period 
had begun. Two public hearings were held on December 7, 2021 (morning and evening sessions), to 
receive input from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR. No comments were received during either 
session. 

1.1 Organization of the Final EIR 

This Final EIR is organized as follows: 

Chapter 1 – Introduction: describes the process for solicitation of comment to the Draft EIR and 
organization of the Final EIR. 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR: contains copies of the comment letters on the Draft 
EIR that were received during the public review period and responses to the comments. 

Chapter 3 – Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR: presents revisions to the Draft EIR text made in 
response to comments or to amplify, clarify, or make minor modifications or corrections. Text deletions 
are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in bold underline (bold underline). 

Chapter 4 – References: identifies the organizations and persons consulted during preparation of this Final 
EIR and the documents used as sources for the analysis. 

Appendix A – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: includes a description of the CEQA 
requirements for monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency. In addition, 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) includes all the mitigation measures identified 
in the Draft EIR for the project, including revisions to mitigation measures as described in Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR, along with the party responsible for monitoring implementation of the mitigation measures and 
the milestones for implementation and monitoring. The intent of the MMRP is to prescribe and enforce 
the proper and successful implementation of the mitigation measures as identified in the EIR for this 
project. 

http://www.renewableplacer.com/
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2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the WPWMA has reviewed the comments 
received on the Draft EIR for the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Project. This chapter contains the 
written comments received on the Draft EIR during the 75-day public comment period (October 29, 2021, 
to January 12, 2022). No oral comments were received during the public comment period.  The comment 
responses follow each letter. A set of master responses was prepared to comprehensively respond to 
multiple comments that raised similar issues is provided, where relevant, in Section 2.2. Comment letters 
are organized in chronological order by the date they were received. Comment letters and responses are 
included in Section 2.3. 

2.1 Comment Letters 

Table 2-1 presents a summary of the written comment letters received during the public comment period. 
Information in Table 2-1 for each letter includes the letter designation, commenter, and date of each 
letter. 

Table 2-1. Comment Letter Details 

Letter 
Designation 

Commenter Date of Letter 

A Zanker Recycling November 4, 2021 

B Ann Martin Bowler December 3, 2021 

C Ann Martin Bowler December 5, 2021 

D Kris Johnson December 5, 2021 

E Ann Martin Bowler December 6, 2021 

F County of Placer January 3, 2022 

G Phillips Land Law, Inc., On behalf of Placer Athens LP and Placer Athens II 
LP 

January 7, 2022 

H Buzz Oates Construction, Inc. January 10, 2022 

I Cheryl Berkema January 12, 2022 

J Ann Martin Bowler January 12, 2022 

K California Environmental Protection Agency – CalRecycle  January 12, 2022 

L Glen Kramer January 12, 2022 

M Placer County Air Pollution Control District January 12, 2022 

N Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, On behalf of the Placer 962 property 
landowners 

January 12, 2022 

O County of Placer Office of County Executive January 11, 2022 

P JEN CA Placer LLC January 12, 2022 

Q California State University, Sacramento & Sierra College January 11, 2022 

R Trainor Fairbrook, On behalf of the United Auburn Indian Community January 12, 2022 

S Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board January 12, 2022 
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Letter A Comment Responses 

Zanker Recycling 
Michael Gross, Director of Sustainability 

November 4, 2021 

Comment: Response: 

A-1 The commenter states that no specific details regarding the inerts operation were addressed. For a 
description of the existing inerts operations, the commenter is referred to the discussion on page 
1-18 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the proposed inerts operations associated with Plan 
Concept 1, the commenter is referred to page 3-21 of the Draft EIR and for Plan Concept 2, the 
commenter is referred to page 3-59 of the Draft EIR. 

A-2 The commenter states the materials yard was not included in the project. The comment is unclear 
concerning which materials yard the commenter is referring to; therefore, no further response is 
required. 

A-3 The commenter proposes that 6 to 12 inches of biofilter cover be applied to aerated static piles 
(ASPs). The comment is acknowledged and, because it does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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2.2.2 Letter B 
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Letter B Comment Responses 

Ann Martin Bowler, Placer County Resident 
December 3, 2021 

Comment: Response: 

B-1 The commenter raises concerns that SB1383 would not be implemented properly. The WPWMA 
acknowledges this comment regarding implementation of Senate Bill 1383 (SB 1383). As 
described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, both plan concepts are intended to 
help achieve a 75 percent reduction in the level of organic waste disposed of by 2025. The project 
is designed to address the waste streams of the Participating Agencies as indicated in Chapter 3, 
regardless of the waste collection methods used by these agencies. The waste collection methods 
used by the Participating Agencies is outside of the control of WPWMA and is outside of the scope 
of this EIR. 

Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 10, Greenhouse Gases and Emissions, the project would be 
consistent with state laws and local plans and policies, including SB 1383. The comment is 
acknowledged and, because it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

B-2 The commenter raises concerns about the cost of the “One Big Bin” system. The project is 
designed to address the waste streams of the Participating Agencies as indicated in Chapter 3, 
regardless of the waste collection methods used by these agencies. The waste collection methods 
used by the Participating Agencies is outside of the control of WPWMA and is outside of the scope 
of this EIR. 

B-3 The commenter raises concerns that some communities use collection methods other than the 
“One Big Bin” system. Please refer to the response to comment B-2. 

B-4 The commenter raises concerns about the landfill’s “unhealthy smell zone.” As described in 
Chapter 6, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, odorous compounds are evaluated in the EIR, and the Draft 
EIR concludes that impacts associated with odors are significant. Mitigation Measure 6-6 requires 
the WPWMA to implement odor-reduction measures. However, the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. The commenter also raises concerns about 
future home development near the landfill. The Draft EIR, in Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, 
Section 19.2.2, Air Quality, concludes that the cumulative impacts for odors would be significant 
and unavoidable, which is consistent with the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan 
(SAP/PRSP) EIR (Placer County 2019). 

B-5 The commenter asks if vernal pools on the project site are protected. Chapter 3, Biological 
Resources, describes vernal pool resources on the site, describes impacts on vernal pools, and 
requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 7-2 (Impacts on Vernal Pool Branchiopods and 
Western Spadefoot) to reduce the level of impacts. 

B-6 The commenter raises concerns regarding the approval of a Carvana dealership within the vicinity 
of the WPWMA facility. Consideration for the approval of the Carvana dealership was outside the 
WPWMA’s control and outside the scope of this EIR. The comment is acknowledged and, because 
it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
EIR, no further response is required. 

B-7 The commenter raises concerns about the project’s expansion in the region. This comment is 
acknowledged and, because it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Letter C Comment Responses 

Ann Martin Bowler, Placer County Resident 
December 5, 2021 

Comment: Response: 

C-1 The commenter provided a video link describing San Francisco’s composting operations, 
requesting the WPWMA Board of Directors watch the video prior to deciding on the proposed 
project, and stated that a similar program should be enacted in Placer County. These comments 
are acknowledged. Because they do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Letter D Comment Responses 

Kris Johnson 
December 5, 2021 

Comment: Response: 

D-1 The commenter states that the WPWMA should not use a one-bin collection system and that 
waste reduction should be incentivized. The WPWMA has designed this project to address the 
waste streams of the Participating Agencies as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, 
regardless of their waste collection method. The waste collection methods of the Participating 
Agencies are outside the scope of this EIR. Because the comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
required. 

D-2 The commenter states that Placer County has approved housing next to the WPWMA and that 
expansion will not benefit those future residents. Because the comment does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is required. 
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Letter E Comment Responses 

Ann Martin Bowler, Placer County Resident 
December 6, 2021 

Comment: Response: 

E-1 The commenter raises concerns regarding FCC Environmental’s operations at other facilities. This 
comment is acknowledged and, because it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Letter F Comment Responses 

Placer County Environmental Health 
Paul Holloway, Registered Environmental Health Specialist 

January 3, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

F-1 The commenter states that there should be discussion in Chapter 1, Introduction, about fire/ 
disaster debris, which is currently allowed at the facility. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, 
the following text is hereby added to Section 1.6.3 on page 1-27 of the Draft EIR: “Fire Debris – 
The WPWMA may temporarily accept and discharge into the WRSL waste derived from cleanup of 
local emergency/disaster-impacted areas.” 

F-2 The commenter states that in Chapter 11, on page 11-6, the text referencing “Section 29025” 
should be replaced with the correct “Section 20925”. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, 
the reference to Section 29025 on page 11-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to Section 20925. 
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2.2.7 Letter G 
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Letter G Comment Responses 

Phillips Land Law, Inc., On behalf of Placer Athens LP and Placer Athens II LP 
George Phillips 
January 7, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

G-1 The commenter states that they believed the Eastern Property was intended as a buffer for 
surrounding properties from active landfill operations and references a WPWMA staff report as 
justification for this assumption. However, the staff report references the WPWMA’s intended use 
at the time of purchase and does not reference any restrictions to the WPWMA’s future use of the 
Eastern Property. 

The commenter states that because no specific use of the Eastern Property was proposed at the 
time of WPWMA’s acquisition, the purchase was deemed exempt from CEQA. The commenter 
further states that if the expansion of landfill operations onto the Eastern Property had been 
WPWMA’s plan for the property at that time, it would have had to comply with CEQA. This 
statement is correct. However, the WPWMA did not propose plan concepts that included 
development on the Eastern Property until the Waste Action Plan was proposed in 2019, at which 
time the WPWMA initiated the CEQA process consistent with Sections 21000 et seq. of the CEQA 
Statute and Sections 15000 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines. This process included release of the 
Draft EIR. 

The commenter states that they believe the Draft EIR fails to fairly disclose and analyze the 
impacts of Plan Concept 1 or adequately compare and contrast the environmental impacts of 
Plan Concepts 1 and 2. However, the commenter does not identify any specific impact disclosure 
failures in the Draft EIR or deficiencies in the discussion of impacts for Plan Concepts 1 and 2; 
therefore, no further response is required. 

G-2 The commenter states that property owners adjacent to the Western Property have known that 
landfill operations were likely to occur on that property and that Plan Concept 1 shifts this historic 
reference point by introducing new impacts on properties east of the landfill. The WPWMA Board 
of Directors did not implement the project that was described in the Conditional Use Permit 
approved by Placer County in the 1980s for the Western Property. Therefore, no environmental 
impacts were generated by that Placer County permit approval. Neither plan concept was 
previously approved at the project site and as summarized in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of 
the Draft EIR, both plan concepts are expected to have significant environmental impacts with 
implementation that were not previously identified prior to release of the Draft EIR. 

G-3 The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze impacts to properties more proximate to 
the landfill. In Chapter 5, Aesthetics, Section 5.3.3, the Draft EIR analyzes locations within the 4-
mile visual study area that could be the most sensitive to the proposed project’s potential visual 
impacts. The Draft EIR determined that both plan concepts would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to visual character and quality, and that changing the Key Observation 
Points to locations more proximate to the facility would have no change in the impact 
determination. 

G-4 The commenter states that the conclusion that the two plan concepts would result in the same 
level of impacts on vernal pool branchiopods and western spadefoot is a gross oversimplification 
and ignores the values of the resources affected. The commenter states that a more 
environmentally friendly development footprint of the various uses envisioned for the Eastern 
Property with Plan Concept 2 could avoid and preserve many of its biological resources. The 
entire site includes a single land use designation (EI) and a single zoning designation (ECO); 
therefore, the uses allowed within those land use and zoning designations were presumed in the 
Draft EIR to be acceptable anywhere on the site that does not include a conflicting use. Because it 
cannot be known how the complementary/programmatic elements would be developed to meet 
the demands of the future site users, the Draft EIR conservatively assumed that implementation of 
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Phillips Land Law, Inc., On behalf of Placer Athens LP and Placer Athens II LP 
George Phillips 
January 7, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

either Plan Concept 1 or Plan Concept 2 would result in the entire loss of the existing habitat on 
the project site. 

As referenced in Figure 3-1 on page 3-10 of the Draft EIR, Plan Concept 1 proposes the 
development of solid waste and compatible/programmatic elements on the entire Western 
Property and expansion of the existing Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) footprint onto 
the entire Eastern Property. As referenced in Figure 3-7 on page 3-51 of the Draft EIR, Plan 
Concept 2 proposes the development of new landfill cells on the northern portion of the Western 
Property and the development of compatible/programmatic elements in the southern portion of 
the Western Property and entire Eastern Property. Both plan concepts assume full development 
of the Center Property. Therefore, the impacts on special-status wildlife species that rely on vernal 
pool-type wetland, including vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and western 
spadefoot, would be similar for either plan concept. 

The Draft EIR acknowledged that the timing of the impacts to these species may differ between 
the two plan concepts depending upon how each plan is phased. Both plan concepts would be 
required to secure appropriate permits through the Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP) 
prior to any disturbance to sensitive habitat (Placer County 2020). 

For alternatives that do not include development of the Eastern Property, the commenter is 
referred to Alternative A: No Project Alternative, Alternative B: Prioritize Waste Recovery, and 
Alternative D: Three-Bin Clean Material Recovery Facility (MRF) Alternative included in Chapter 
18, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. 

G-5 The commenter states that the Draft EIR ignores how Plan Concepts 1 and 2 compare from a land 
use compatibility perspective within the context of the Sunset Area Plan. As described in Chapter 
13, Land Use and Planning, and as discussed in Impact 13-1 and 13-2, neither plan concept 
would have an impact on land use plans and policies, including the Sunset Area Plan. 

G-6 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should disclose the difference in life span and costs 
between the two plan concepts. For a comparison of the life spans for both plan concepts, the 
commenter is referred to the discussion of waste disposal on page 3-5 within Table 3-1 of the 
Draft EIR. As discussed in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the site life span is projected to increase by 
approximately 43 years for Plan Concept 1 and by approximately 52 years for Plan Concept 2. For 
a discussion of costs for each plan concept, the commenter is referred to Section 4.2, Preferred 
plan concept, on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR. 

G-7 The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 is the superior option and that the Draft EIR fails to 
accurately and adequately compare the differences in environmental impacts between Plan 
Concepts 1 and 2. The commenter does not identify specific locations within the Draft EIR that the 
commenter considers deficient. For a summary of the impacts anticipated with both plan 
concepts, the commenter is referred to the Executive Summary Table included in Chapter 2, 
Executive Summary. 

G-8 The commenter expresses support for Plan Concept 2. These comments are acknowledged. Both 
Plan Concept 1 and Plan Concept 2 were evaluated at an equal level in this EIR and the WPWMA 
Board will select the project within the framework of the EIR process. 
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Letter H Comment Responses 

Buzz Oates Construction, Inc. 
Joe Livaich, Vice President, Planning and Preconstruction Services 

January 10, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

H-1 The commenter states that his company has significant concerns with Plan Concept 1 
jeopardizing the viability of its proposed project adjacent to the WPWMA’s Eastern Property. 
Because the comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

H-2 The commenter states that the WPWMA Board should consider how each plan concept will further 
project objectives. The commenter is referred to the summaries provided in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, following the discussion of the individual project components for each plan concept. 
The summaries are provided under the heading Achievement of Project Objectives and describe 
how each project component would achieve specific project objectives. 

H-3 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 significantly threatens the viability of his company’s 
project and identifies reasons the company believes Plan Concept 2 is the preferred project 
alternative. 

The impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project were compared to the 
baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of Preparation was 
released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned Placer Commerce Center did not exist when 
the Notice of Preparation was released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, has not yet been 
constructed, it was not specifically considered when describing the impacts of the proposed 
project on the existing environment. 
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2.2.9 Letter I 
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Letter I Comment Responses 

Cheryl Berkema 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

I-1 The commenter states that the EIR does not adequately justify the need for landfill expansion. The 
commenter is referred to the project objectives included in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, for a discussion of the 
need for the proposed project. The commenter also states that the EIR does not address risks and costs of 
landfill expansion. The commenter is referred to the discussion of these issues in Chapter 4, Sections 4.1 
and 4.2. The commenter also states that the EIR does not adequately address sustainability 
measurement, monitoring, and enforcement. The commenter does not identify specific locations within 
the Draft EIR that the commenter considers deficient. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I-2 The commenter describes air quality impacts and mitigation measures related to the Sunset Area Plan. 
The Sunset Area Plan was evaluated in an Environmental Impact Report that was certified by the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors. The Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan is a separate project being 
proposed by the WPWMA. Because the WPWMA has no regulatory authority related to the Sunset Area 
Plan, no response is provided to the Sunset Area Plan comments contained in this letter. 

The commenter states that cumulative impacts of subsequent projects have been ignored. The 
commenter does not identify what subsequent projects have been ignored; therefore, it is not possible to 
determine how these projects have been considered. The proposed project evaluated in this EIR was 
foreseen by the Sunset Area Plan and Sunset Area Plan EIR (Placer County 2019) and is included in the 
cumulative project list in that EIR. Consequently, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project were 
addressed in the Sunset Area Plan EIR. In addition, the commenter is referred to the detailed air quality 
impact analysis included in Chapter 6, Air Quality, of the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Draft EIR. 

The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 is not the least environmentally impactful alternative and 
states that CEQA demands the least impactful alternative be chosen. As described in Section 15002 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the basic purposes of CEQA include informing governmental decision makers and 
the public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities; identifying the 
ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; preventing significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or 
mitigation measures when the government agency finds the changes to be feasible; and disclosing to the 
public the reasons a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if 
significant environmental effects are involved. As indicated by these basic purposes, CEQA does not 
demand that the least impactful alternative be chosen by the WPWMA Board of Directors. 

I-3 The commenter states that the EIR fails to identify that Alternative D provides a shorter landfill life. 
Alternative D is described in Chapter 18, Project Alternatives, and the description states that the landfill 
capacity would be exhausted by 2048 because waste disposal would be limited to use of the Center 
Property. Alternative D describes how the WRSL will be reduced in size from the proposed project 
(Module 9 will be used for waste recovery options and there will be no excavation and relocation of the 
pre-subtitle D landfill), which will in turn restrict long-term waste disposal capacity. Additionally, there 
will be no construction and demolition (C&D) processing or recovery onsite and only limited organics 
(only source separated); therefore, any organics, recyclables, or C&D that is mixed in the black bin will be 
disposed of (further reducing the landfill capacity). 

I-4 The commenter states that the EIR does not identify a pilot approach. The comment is acknowledged, 
and since it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

I-5 The commenter asks why the Carvana project and GHG emissions associated with the generation of 
vehicle miles traveled by the Carvana project is not identified in the Draft EIR. The impacts associated with 
implementation of the proposed project are compared to the baseline existing conditions throughout the 
Draft EIR, which are those that existed when the Notice of Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. 
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Cheryl Berkema 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

Because the Carvana project did not exist when the Notice of Preparation was released it was not 
considered when describing the impacts of the proposed project on the existing environment. In addition, 
the cumulative impacts associated with implementing the Sunset Area Plan, of which the Carvana project 
is a part, are described in detail in Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

I-6 The commenter asks for explanation of WPWMA’s vendor certifications prior to EIR certification and if an 
alternative is evaluated based on vendor experience. The selection of operating contractors is outside the 
scope of this EIR. Because the comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

I-7 The commenter requests an explanation regarding why WPWMA recyclables are refused by China. 
Because practices in China are outside the scope of this EIR and the comment does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
required. 

I-8 The comment states that economic analysis for the different options is lacking. An economic analysis of 
alternatives is outside the scope of this EIR. Because the comment does not raise specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

I-9 The commenter states that landfill expansion puts the landfill at risk of lawsuits from residents and that 
the “smell zone” was reduced in the SAP/PRSP EIR (Placer County 2019). As described in Chapter 6, Air 
Quality of this Draft EIR, odorous compounds are evaluated in the EIR, and the Draft EIR concludes that 
impacts associated with odors are significant. Mitigation Measure 6-6 requires WPWMA to implement 
odor reduction measures. However, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even after 
mitigation. 

I-10 The commenter requests that Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) be included in the Draft EIR review. 
The project site currently receives potable water from PCWA and would continue to do so with project 
implementation. No specific approvals would be required to continue to receive PCWA water at the 
project site. Therefore, PCWA is not required to review the Draft EIR. In addition, the water demand 
associated with buildout of the project site was evaluated in the Water Supply Assessment prepared for 
the Sunset Area Plan. According to the Water Supply Assessment, PCWA has sufficient water rights, 
contracts, and entitlements to supply the service area during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water 
years at full Sunset Area Plan buildout. For more detailed information regarding the project’s water 
demands, the commenter is referred to the water supply discussion included in Chapter 17, Utilities and 
Services Systems and Energy, of the Draft EIR. 

I-11 The commenter asks how sustainability goals required by the state will be measured, monitored, and 
enforced. Because specific sustainability goals were not identified by the commenter, it is not possible to 
determine to which goals the commenter is referring. 

I-12 The commenter encourages the WPWMA to consider Alternative D as the superior alternative and 
encourages a pilot be considered. These comments are acknowledged; as they do not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 
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Letter J Comment Responses 

Ann Martin Bowler, Placer County Resident 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

J-1 The commenter asks whether it would be better to work with customers to reduce the volume of 
waste they create rather than propose a facility expansion. Based on the project objectives 
identified on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR, the WPWMA intends to expand the site’s capacity to divert 
materials from landfill disposal and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through expanded 
organics management, improved recovery of C&D materials, recycling, and public buyback 
activities. Although the WPWMA has the ability to expand its recycling initiatives at the project 
site, it does not control how waste is initially disposed of by individuals and businesses. 

The commenter questions the effectiveness of a single-stream system in recovering recyclable 
materials and states that a three-bin system must be implemented to improve recycling and 
recovery efforts. The WPWMA, in consultation with the Member Agencies, implemented a mixed 
waste processing system intended to meet the regulatory needs of the jurisdictions and their 
residential and commercial customers. The MRF is capable of processing mixed waste and single-
stream waste; should a Member Agency choose to implement a three-bin collection system, the 
MRF could accommodate that waste stream. 

The commenter requests additional review of Alternative D, Three-Bin Clean MRF Alternative, 
using a configuration similar to that identified for Plan Concept 1. For the Clean MRF Alternative, 
the current mixed-waste system for waste collection would convert to a three-bin system that 
would require all Participating Agencies and their designated waste haulers to comply 
accordingly. This conversion assumption was included in Alternative D solely for analysis 
purposes. With this change, the existing “dirty” MRF (one that sorts incoming mixed municipal 
waste) would be converted to a “clean” MRF, one that only sorts source-separated mixed 
recyclables (no mixed waste, green waste, or food waste). Because there would be no mixed-waste 
processing, the waste bin (referred to as a black bin) of the three-bin system would be delivered 
straight to the WRSL for disposal. Consequently, when black bin waste material is received onsite, 
there would be no opportunity for removing organics, recyclable materials, or other materials of 
concern such as improperly disposed of household hazardous waste from that part of the waste 
stream. With the exception of this difference, the implementation of the three-bin system 
consistent with the proposed site changes identified for Plan Concept 1 would be expected to 
result in impacts similar to those identified for Plan Concept 1 in Chapters 5 through 17 of the 
Draft EIR. 

The commenter also requests that a better explanation be provided of how Alternative D would 
be inconsistent with the Sunset Area Plan. The Sunset Area Plan envisioned development on the 
Western and Eastern Properties consistent with the Eco-Industrial land use and zoning 
designations. The intent of the Eco-Industrial land use designation is to provide areas for 
industrial uses that emphasize ecology, waste reuse and sustainable salvaging, and 
remanufacturing. Because Alternative D assumed, similar to the No Project Alternative, that no 
development would occur on the Western or Eastern Properties, the analysis of land use impacts 
is included in Section 18.4.4, Alternative D: Three-Bin Clean MRF Alternative, under the sub-
heading, “Land Use and Planning,” on page 18-24 of the Draft EIR concluded that this alternative 
would not be consistent with the development envisioned in the Sunset Area Plan. 

J-2 The commenter states that while most municipalities work toward zero waste, the WPWMA’s plan 
seems to do the opposite. This comment is acknowledged. Because it does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
required. 

The commenter also states it would be wise to adopt a system that would recycle as much 
garbage as possible. The EIR does not preclude jurisdictions and the WPWMA from implementing 
practices to further divert waste from disposal, and approval of the EIR would allow WPWMA to 
develop the infrastructure to expand critical waste recycling and diversion operations and 
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Ann Martin Bowler, Placer County Resident 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

implement compatible manufacturing aimed to increase waste recycling and diversion 
opportunities and markets. 

J-3 The comment addresses implementation of SB 1383. Please refer to the response to 
Comment B-1. 
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Letter K Comment Responses 

CalRecycle 
Patrick Snider, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisor) 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

K-1 The commenter asks what day the 7-day rolling average would start and stop, in reference to the 
daily tonnage increase from 1,750 tons per day (tpd) for the MRF and 1,900 tpd for the landfill to 
a combined total of 4,000 tpd. Because the project proposes a rolling average, the day used to 
calculate the average would always be the current day and the prior 6 days. 

K-2 The commenter provides a series of statements about various project components. These 
comments do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Final EIR 

2-52 FES0708210729BAO 

2.2.12 Letter L 

 

L-2 

L-1 



Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Final EIR 

FES0708210729BAO 2-53 

 
  

L-4 

L-3 

L-2 



Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Final EIR 

2-54 FES0708210729BAO 

Letter L Comment Responses 

Glen Kramer 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

L-1 The commenter requests further review of Alternative D using a configuration similar to Plan 
Concept 1, and states that a better explanation is needed of how Alternative D would be 
inconsistent with the Sunset Area Plan. Please refer to the response to Comment J-1. 

L-2 The commenter expresses opinions about the effectiveness of single-stream processing. The 
comment is acknowledged; as it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

L-3 The commenter encourages the use of solar energy for operations and to consider reserving 
space for fast charging stations that support an electric maintenance fleet. The comment is 
acknowledged; as it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

L-4 The commenter encourages WPWMA to reconsider Alternative D. Please refer to the response to 
Comment J-1. 
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Letter M Comment Responses 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Yushuo Chang, Planning and Monitoring Section Supervisor 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

M-1 The commenter recommends an addition to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6-2(b), which outlines 
requirements for all construction contracts and plans to include designated personnel to monitor 
fugitive dust emissions and enhance implementation of the required Dust Control Plan(s). In 
addition, the commenter recommends adding a requirement to Mitigation Measure 6-2(b) that 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) engineers be contacted regarding 
permitting requirements if any portable equipment is to be used for construction. As indicated in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to Mitigation Measure 6-2(b) on 
pages 2-16 and 6-44 of the Draft EIR: “The designated monitoring personnel shall obtain the 
certificate of Visible Emissions Evaluation (VEE) from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
field training program, or equivalent. PCAPCD engineers shall be contacted regarding permitting 
requirements if any portable equipment is to be used for construction of the project elements.” 

The commenter also recommends adding a requirement to Mitigation Measure 6-2(b) for 
development of a particulate matter (PM) monitoring network using low-cost PM sensors at the 
southern fence line when the nearby residential units are built out. Monitoring and management 
of particulate matter is addressed in operations plans, permits, and construction management 
plans. The use of a particulate matter monitoring network using low-cost PM sensors will not be 
included as a requirement to Mitigation Measure 6-2(b). 

M-2 The commenter recommends updating the cost-effectiveness rate cited in Mitigation Measure 
6-3(a) of the Draft EIR to reflect changes to the rate adopted by PCAPCD in July 2021. Mitigation 
Measure 6-3(a) states that “the actual amount to be paid shall be determined and based on the 
selected program and applicable cost-effectiveness rate agreed by the WPWMA and PCAPCD.” 
The impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project are compared to the 
baseline existing conditions throughout the Draft EIR, which are those that existed when the 
Notice of Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. Because the rate was revised after the 
Notice of Preparation was released and because the comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
required. 

M-3 The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure 6-3(b) explicitly state that the WPWMA will 
use project-related PM10 (particulate matter with diameter of 10 micrometers or smaller) 
mitigation fees to participate in the County’s biomass program if the Sunset Area Plan/Placer 
Ranch Specific Plan (SAP/PRSP) Draft EIR (Placer County 2019) cost-effectiveness rate of $6,050 
per ton is used to estimate fee amounts. 

This comment is acknowledged; explicit specification of uses for the future PM10 mitigation funds 
are not included in this EIR because more cost-effective measures may be identified and 
negotiated with PCAPCD at the time of fee payment. The Draft EIR for the proposed project is 
consistent with mitigation measure language from the SAP/PRSP Draft EIR (Placer County 2019) 
and biomass programs are listed in the mitigation measure as one available option for emission 
benefits, although such programs are not specified. 

M-4 The commenter requests clarification and additional discussion regarding the Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) results presented in Chapter 6 and Appendix C.5. The reference to Appendix D 
on page 6-60 of the Draft EIR in the Impact 6-5 discussion, noted by the commenter, is a 
reference to Appendix D of Draft EIR Appendix C.5 (HRA Modeling Report). This reference is 
correct as written. 

Table 13 and Table 14 in Appendix C.5 (HRA Modeling Report) present the HRA results for both 
the existing receptors (used for the project-level analysis) and future potential receptors after 
SAP/PRSP development (used for the cumulative analysis). The results for the hypothetical 
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Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Yushuo Chang, Planning and Monitoring Section Supervisor 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

maximally exposed individual at a residential location (MEIR) in the Appendix C.5 tables are the 
higher of either the project-level analysis or the cumulative analysis, while the results presented in 
Tables 6-14 and 6-15 in the Draft EIR (on pages 6-60 and 6-61) are from project-level analysis 
only. HRA results from the cumulative analysis are presented in Chapter 19 of the Draft EIR (on 
pages 19-4 and 19-5). Results are correct as presented. 

M-5 The commenter recommends that Impact 6-6 discuss the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
developed between the WPWMA and Placer County and how it would assist the project in 
mitigating odor impacts to future nearby residents given the reduction in landfill buffer associated 
with future SAP/PRSP development. 

The MOU establishes a list of potential odor mitigation measures and a funding mechanism 
whereby fair-share contributions from future SAP/PRSP development projects will go toward 
programs and measures at the WPWMA facility to mitigate cumulative odor and air quality 
impacts. Reference to future implementation of measures in the MOU is included as part of 
Mitigation Measure 6-6 on page 6-65: 

 Implement additional measures in accordance with the Odor Mitigation MOU (Churchwell 
White, LLP 2019; Schmidt and Card 2019). 

The WPWMA adheres to site operations plans and other documents, such as the Sitewide Odor 
Plan (SWOP) and Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) to identify, monitor, and implement 
odor-reduction measures to meet current and future goals. Revisions to these plans and 
documents are made periodically to optimize environmental, safety, and operational conditions 
onsite. The WPWMA’s commitment to evaluating new technology, including measures identified 
in the MOU, will be continued as part of this operations plan revision and implementation process. 

M-6 The WPWMA appreciates the willingness of the PCAPCD to discuss and verify feasible odor impact 
mitigation measures, such as those provided in the attachment to the District’s comment letter. 

M-7 The WPWMA acknowledges the PCAPCD’s comments regarding suggestions of additional GHG 
mitigation measures. 

The commenter recommends that the project consider additional measures that would reduce 
nonbiogenic GHG emissions from mobile sources (onsite vehicles, offsite vehicles, and offroad 
equipment). Many of the recommended mobile source best management practices (BMPs) and 
mitigation measures are listed as Project Design Measures in Table 10-1 of the Draft EIR, 
including electrification of vehicles and equipment, energy-efficient buildings, renewable energy 
systems (such as solar), and installation of electrical charging infrastructure for vehicles. Feasible 
measures will be implemented as part of the proposed project, as indicated. Requirements for 
construction contractors and building permits also are listed. The WPWMA has no jurisdiction or 
control over offsite vehicles. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1 states that the offsite GHG mitigation fee program shall be coordinated 
with the PCAPCD and is consistent with the SAP/PRSP EIR (Placer County 2019) regarding GHG 
mitigation fees. Further, Mitigation Measure 10-1 reflects the PCAPCD GHG mitigation fee 
principles as documented in the Review of Land Use Projects under CEQA policy adopted by the 
PCAPCD’s Board of Directors in 2016 (PCAPCD 2016). 

M-8 The commenter recommends the addition of language to minimize the size of the landfill working 
face. The addition of specific facility operational details would not impact the outcome of this EIR. 
The WPWMA adheres to site operations plans, permits, and other documents to optimize 
environmental, safety, and operational conditions onsite and identifies, monitors, and implements 
corrective and preventative actions to meet current and future goals. Revisions to the site 
operations plans and other documents are made periodically as conditions require. 
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Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Yushuo Chang, Planning and Monitoring Section Supervisor 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

M-9 The commenter recommends addition of language related to biosolids management and use of 
odor control products. Please refer to the response to Comment M-8. 

M-10 The commenter recommends addition of language related to use of alternative daily cover (ADC) 
and tarping at the landfill face. Please refer to the response to Comment M-8. 

M-11 The commenter recommends removal of language related to use of dried sewage sludge as ADC. 
Use of dried sewage sludge as ADC is a permitted practice. Please refer to the response to 
Comment M-8. 

M-12 The commenter recommends addition of compost odor management and monitoring measures. 
Please refer to the response to Comment M-8. 

M-13 The commenter recommends the addition of language to Table 6-1 to list other Clean Air Act 
requirements for landfill operations. 

As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to the Current 
Emission Reduction Measures section of Table 6-1, Current Emission Reduction Measures and 
Best Management Practices Incorporated as Project Design Measures: 

“Comply with the applicable requirements of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60 
Subpart Cf and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart AAAA.” 

In addition, the commenter points out historical issues related to compliance within mandated 
time frames. The comment is acknowledged, and because it does not raise specific issues related 
to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

M-14 The commenter recommends operational and monitoring improvements to reduce the number of 
compost smoke and fire incidents. Please refer to the response to Comment M-8. 

M-15 The commenter recommends additional details in Mitigation Measure 6-6 regarding the Annual 
Odor Emissions Testing at the composting facility to describe how testing will be performed and 
the response actions that will be implemented. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the 
following text is hereby added to the title and description of Mitigation Measure 6-6: 

“Compile and Evaluate Weekly Odor Emissions Monitoring (Tier 1, Composting Operations) 
Weekly odor emissions monitoring from various points on and offsite, conducted pursuant to the 
SWOP, will be compiled annually to evaluate odor emission trends and the strength and character 
of odors generated at different phases and sources in the composting process. Response actions 
will be implemented as indicated in site operational documents such as the SWOP and OIMP.” 

M-16 The commenter recommends additional details in Mitigation Measure 6-6 regarding increased 
screening for landfill gas beyond existing requirements for quarterly screening, as well as 
improved interim or intermediate cover to prevent fugitive landfill gas. 

As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to the title and 
description of Mitigation Measure 6-6: 

A “hot spot” is defined as any area where surface methane standards established by the CARB are 
exceeded for at least two quarters in any consecutive four quarter period. CARB requires that, “any 
area where solid waste has been buried; the landfill methane surface concentration must not 
exceed the 500 parts per million by volume (ppmv) instantaneous or 25 ppmv (averaged) 
integrated surface methane emission standards, excluding the working face.” (CARB 2022) For 
instances where the integrated surface methane emission standard of 25 ppmv (averaged) of a 
monitoring grid is exceeded, the grid area will be monitored again at 15-foot centers (instead of 
the routine 25-foot centers) to further identify the area(s) of highest emissions. The noted areas 
of exceedance will be monitored again and corrective actions from the site operations and 
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Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Yushuo Chang, Planning and Monitoring Section Supervisor 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

maintenance manual will be implemented as necessary to reduce emissions below the allowable 
level. For instances where the instantaneous surface methane emission standard of 500 ppmv is 
exceeded, the area will be monitored weekly for up to 3 weeks or until emissions are reduced 
enough to no longer constitute an exceedance. Corrective actions from the site operations and 
maintenance manual will be implemented as necessary to reduce emissions below the allowable 
level.” 

M-17 The commenter recommends additional details in Mitigation Measure 6-6 regarding stricter 
protocols for landfill gas (LFG) collection to demonstrate improvements in the gas collection and 
control system (GCCS) and to specify that the GCCS will be operated at the maximum safe gas 
extraction rate that exceeds regulatory requirements. The WPWMA acknowledges that the GCCS 
will be operated at the maximum safe gas extraction rate and that doing so may exceed current 
and future regulatory requirements. 

M-18 The commenter recommends additional details in Mitigation Measure 6-6 regarding odor sensor 
use and measurement. As the timeframe for installing odor sensors is unclear, it is infeasible to 
provide details about the odor sensors that will be used. The WPWMA will evaluate and select the 
technology that best suits the needs of the facility, permit and regulatory requirements, and the 
goals of Mitigation Measure 6-6 at the time of installation. 

The commenter also recommends developing and implementing a daily odor monitoring 
protocol using a scentometer such as the Nasal Ranger. Odor monitoring using a Nasal Ranger 
currently takes place weekly pursuant to the SWOP. Please refer to the response to Comment 
M-8. 

M-19 The commenter recommends using the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute (UFEI) Tree Selection 
Guide. The WPWMA acknowledges the commenter’s recommendation and anticipates use of the 
Cal Poly UFEI Tree Selection Guide (https://selectree.calpoly.edu/) to select native tree species 
and shrubs that are suited to the area, if feasible. 

M-20 The commenter recommends consideration of additional measures for odor mitigation. Please 
refer to the response to Comment M-8. 

M-21 The commenter requests an update to the GCCS design plan that was included in the SWOP in 
Appendix C.6 of the Draft EIR. The impacts associated with implementation of the proposed 
project are compared to the baseline existing conditions throughout the Draft EIR, which are those 
that existed when the Notice of Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. The 2016 version of 
the GCCS design plan referenced in the SWOP was the most current version of the GCCS plan at 
the time the Notice of Preparation was released and, therefore, it will not be updated in the Final 
EIR. Further, changes to information in the SWOP would not impact the findings of the EIR. 
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Letter N Comment Responses 

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP. On behalf of the Placer 962 property landowners 
Rachel Jones 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

N-1 The commenter states that the project would result in siting odor-generating facilities adjacent to 
the Innovation Center (as designated in the Sunset Area Plan) and is concerned with the project 
on the Western Property. The commenter requests the Draft EIR be revised to include a more 
detailed discussion of the extent to which odor impacts are expected to be reduced by 
implementation of the Draft EIR’s proposed odor reduction measures, and whether additional 
feasible mitigation measures could be implemented to further reduce impacts and better protect 
the Sunset Area Plan already approved by Placer County. 

The commenter is referred to Table 6-1 included on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR for a description of 
the emission reduction measures and BMPs incorporated as project design measures. These 
include practices that would continue to be implemented during construction and operation of 
the proposed project to reduce emissions generated from the site, including odor emissions. The 
commenter is further referred to the discussion of odor issues associated with the existing 
operations and the proposed project included in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. Odor reduction 
mitigation measures included on page 6-65 of the Draft EIR would further reduce odor emissions 
and odors in the project vicinity. 

Because there are no quantifiable thresholds of significance for odor impacts, the Draft EIR 
concluded that this impact would remain significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 

For a discussion of the proposed project’s odor impacts associated with cumulative development 
in the region, the commenter is referred to Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. The 
SAP/PRSP EIR (Placer County 2019) concluded that the development and buildout of the Sunset 
Area Plan would result in the exposure of a substantial number of people to objectionable odors, 
a significant and unavoidable cumulative odor impact. While odor abatement approaches and 
technologies would be implemented by the WPWMA as part of the Renewable Placer: Waste 
Action Plan, the nature and effectiveness of these measures are unknown at this time, and odor 
impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the cumulative impact for odors from the 
proposed project would be significant and unavoidable. This finding is consistent with the findings 
of the SAP/PRSP EIR. 

N-2 The commenter encourages the WPWMA to select and implement Plan Concept 1 with 
modifications to the siting of organics management operations, and the complementary and 
programmatic elements as an odor buffer. The WPWMA acknowledges this comment and notes 
that Plan Concepts 1 and 2 were fully evaluated for the range of impacts. The comment does not 
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR; 
therefore, no further response is required. 
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O-1 The commenter states there is inconsistency in the EIR regarding treatment of initial impact 
determinations versus final impact determinations (with mitigation) and advises that the format 
for impact determinations be consistent. The WPWMA acknowledges minor text inconsistencies in 
the impact sections; however, the conclusions presented are valid and correcting the language 
would not result in changes to the impact conclusions. As the comment does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is required. 

O-2 The commenter states that it is difficult to ascertain whether the Draft EIR complies with the 
Sunset Area Plan EIR, particularly in terms of proposed mitigation. The SAP is a policy document 
intended to guide growth in the SAP area during a 20-year planning horizon; buildout of the SAP 
area is expected to occur throughout 80 years or more. The SAP/PRSP EIR (Placer County 2019) 
evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the SAP/PRSP. In 
accordance with Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, a program EIR may be prepared on a 
series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and, among other things, are 
related geographically or in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, or plans to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program. Because of the broad geography, long timeframe anticipated 
for buildout, and policy-oriented nature of the SAP, the impact analysis of the SAP was prepared 
at a programmatic level—that is, a more general analysis with a level of detail and degree of 
specificity commensurate with that of the plan itself, focusing on the effects that can be expected 
to follow adoption of the plan. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan EIR 
is considered a project EIR for the proposed solid waste management elements. In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan EIR also is 
considered a program EIR for the activities that are complementary to the proposed solid waste 
management activities. 

The Waste Action Plan evaluated in this EIR was foreseen by the SAP and SAP/PRSP EIR and is 
included in the cumulative project list in the SAP/PRSP EIR. However, because this EIR includes 
project-specific components, it inherently includes mitigation measures that are specific to the 
proposed project. Whichever project concept may be selected by the WPWMA Board of Directors 
will be required to comply with the mitigation measures included in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR. 

Regarding consistency with the SAP/PRSP EIR, Impact 13-2 on page 13-12 of the Draft EIR 
describes the Sunset Area Plan as the primary plan governing land use for the project area. As 
noted in Section 13.2, the proposed project would be located on lands both designated and 
zoned for Eco-Industrial use, which explicitly includes solid waste management and related 
practices and processes, as well as specific industrial and manufacturing uses. 

The Sunset Area Plan also includes numerous goals and policies adopted with the intention of 
avoiding or mitigating adverse environmental impacts, including effects to Air Quality, Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and 
Energy. These goals and policies are discussed within the regulatory sections of the Draft EIR in 
Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, and 17, respectively. The proposed project would not conflict with 
these environmental protection policies and would further employ design, construction, and 
operations best practices to support these policies. The project design would be informed by 
Policies LU/ED-3.1, LU/ED-3.2, LU/ED-3.4, and LU/ED-3.8 related to High-Quality Design, 
Environmentally Responsive Design, Land Alteration, and Landscaping, respectively. 

Also, because the project would not include the development of new residential uses and would 
not expand beyond the site’s long-established property boundary, it would not contribute to the 
significant and unavoidable land-use compatibility impact identified in the Sunset Area Plan EIR 
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associated with reducing the 1-mile buffer requirement for residential uses included in Placer 
County General Plan Policy 4.G.11. As such, neither Plan Concept 1 nor Plan Concept 2 would 
conflict with the goals and policies included in the Sunset Area Plan that have been adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

O-3 The commenter states that the cumulative impact analysis in the WPWMA Draft EIR relies on the 
cumulative analysis conducted as part of the SAP/PRSP (Placer County 2019) EIR, individual 
resource chapters are less reliant on the SAP/PRSP EIR, and that a reference to consistency with 
the SAP/PRSP EIR may be beneficial for understanding the project’s impacts. Please refer to the 
response to Comment O-2. 

O-4 The commenter states that it is anticipated the Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation with the United 
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) would be resolved by the Final EIR. As of February 9, 2022, the 
AB 52 consultation with the UAIC is complete. The WPWMA consulted with the UAIC to determine 
the appropriate mitigation measures for inclusion in the Draft EIR. The UAIC provided the 
Unanticipated Discoveries mitigation via email on November 5, 2020, which the WPWMA 
subsequently included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure 8-2. 

O-5 The commenter recommends removal of any references to Level of Service (LOS) as a 
transportation impact in the Draft EIR and encourages the WPWMA to coordinate with the Placer 
County Department of Public Works (DPW) on alignment of Placer Parkway and the new 
interchange at Fiddyment Road. The Draft EIR uses LOS in Impact 16-1, Conflict with Traffic 
Circulation Plan or Program, to compare the project’s projected average daily traffic volumes with 
identified roadway capacities. However, transportation impacts are evaluated based on total 
vehicle miles traveled, not on LOS, pursuant to SB 743. 

The commenter also suggests that the project would be subject to frontage improvements and 
right-of-way requirements consistent with the SAP circulation network, Countywide Traffic Fee 
Program and other regional transportation fee programs. As the WPWMA is a Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) composed of the County of Placer and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville 
to own and operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary landfill, the WPWMA considers local 
regulations and consults with local agencies. While County and city land use regulations are not 
applicable to WPWMA, as the County and cities do not have land use jurisdiction over the 
proposed project, project mitigation measures will be structured to include the voluntary action to 
pay associated land use or traffic fees as though the WPWMA was subject to such fees. 

O-6 The commenter states that compatible technologies were analyzed at a programmatic level, and 
that more information regarding the priority of compatible technologies is needed. As stated on 
page 3-2 of the Draft EIR, space would be reserved for third-party commercial or full-scale 
compatible technologies and manufacturing operations that would take materials and products 
primarily from the WPWMA’s facility to produce beneficial products, including renewable energy, 
fuels, and marketable commodities. A detailed discussion of the compatible technologies that 
may be developed at the project site are described in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, Sections 3.5.4 and 3.6.4 for both Plan Concepts 1 and 2. As specific complementary 
and programmatic projects are proposed, they will be evaluated for consistency with the 
description of potential uses included in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. If complementary and 
programmatic projects are proposed that are determined to be inconsistent with the description 
of potential uses included in the Draft EIR, additional CEQA evaluation may be warranted for 
those individual projects. 

O-7 The commenter states that the Draft EIR references existing conditional use permits (CUPs) for 
portions of the property that may require modification but are not included in the Local Approvals 
Section 1.8.3 of the Draft EIR that may be necessary to implement the project. The WPWMA is a 
JPA composed of Placer County and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville to own and 
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operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary landfill. As a JPA, the WPWMA considers local 
regulations and consults with local agencies; County regulations are not applicable in this case 
because the County does not have jurisdiction over the proposed project. Although the WPWMA 
voluntarily secured a CUP from the County for operations in 2001, the WPWMA is not required to 
secure a new or modified CUP for the project. 

O-8 The commenter states that the Draft EIR indicates mitigation for biological impacts will occur 
through compliance with the PCCP, that coverage under the PCCP cannot be assumed and is 
subject to approval by the Placer Conservation Authority (PCA), and the WPWMA should consider 
identifying avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to address biological impacts in the 
event that PCCP coverage is not available. 

The commenter is referred to Section 2.6.5.4.1 of the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP), which states that it is expected that the uses 
proposed by the WPWMA on the Eastern, Center, and Western Properties would be covered under 
the PCCP (Placer County 2020). Although providing coverage for the proposed project activities 
would be discretionary, it is reasonable to assume that because these activities were specifically 
identified in the HCP/NCCP and the PCCP was specifically designed to facilitate Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and California Endangered Species Act (CESA) compliance in Placer County, 
ESA/CESA compliance for the proposed project would be completed through the PCCP program 
rather than through separate state and federal Endangered Species Act consultations. The 
WPWMA clearly identified its intent in May 2014 to participate in the PCCP as a Participating 
Special Entity and is committed to pursuing endangered species permitting for the proposed 
project through the PCCP. Additionally, the WPWMA has confirmed with the PCA that the project 
will be covered by the PCCP. Therefore, it is unnecessary to identify alternative measures to 
address these biological impacts in the event the PCCP is not used for project permitting. 

O-9 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 7-1 requires implementation of the project as a 
covered activity under the PCCP and Western Placer County Aquatic Resources Program (CARP) to 
compensate for loss of special-status plants; however, the PCCP does not provide coverage for 
sensitive plants and the WPWMA will need to identify species-specific avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures. 

The PCCP includes 14 covered species, none of which are plants. The 14 species subject to PCCP 
coverage were selected from a larger list (Appendix C: Western Placer County Habitat 
Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan), which includes dwarf downingia 
(Downingia pusilla). Dwarf downingia is not state or federally listed as threatened or endangered, 
so ESA/CESA do not apply. CEQA would be the mechanism to address the impacts and establish 
mitigation.  

As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to Mitigation 
Measure 7-1: Special-Status Plant Species Protection Guidelines. “In the absence of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures established by the PCCP for rare plants, WPWMA will 
implement the Placer County Sunset Area Plan (SAP) Policy NR-2.1: Special-Status Plant Species 
Protection, and SAP Program NR-5: Special-Status Plant Species Protection Guidelines, to 
mitigate for the loss of special-status plant species. The WPWMA will retain qualified botanists to 
conduct protocol-level botanical surveys. The Guidelines, at a minimum, will require the 
following: 

 All plant species encountered on the project site will be identified to the taxonomic level 
necessary to determine species status. 
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 The surveys will be conducted no more than 5 years prior and no later than the blooming 
period immediately preceding the approval of a grading or improvement plan or any ground-
disturbing activities, including grubbing or clearing.  

 If special-status plants are identified on the project site, the project applicants will be 
required to implement the following measures to mitigate the potential loss of special-status 
plant species: 

• Avoid special-status plant occurrences through project design to the extent technically 
feasible and appropriate. Avoidance will be deemed technically feasible and appropriate 
if the habitat occupied by special-status plants may be preserved onsite while still 
obtaining the project purpose and objectives and if the preserved habitat features could 
reasonably be expected to continue to function as suitable habitat for special-status 
plants following project implementation. 

• If, after examining all feasible means to avoid impacts to potential special-status plant 
species habitat through project site planning and design, adverse effects cannot be 
avoided, then impacts will be mitigated in accordance with guidance from the 
appropriate state or federal agency charged with the protection of the subject species. 

• Notify CDFW, as required by the California Native Plant Protection Act, if any special-
status plants are found on the project site. Notify the USFWS if any plant species listed 
under the Endangered Species Act are found. 

• Develop a mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) to compensate for the loss of special-
status plant species found during preconstruction surveys, if any. The MMP will be 
submitted to CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, for 
review and comment. WPWMA will consult with these entities, as appropriate, depending 
on species status. Mitigation measures may include preserving and enhancing existing 
onsite populations, creation of offsite populations on project mitigation sites through 
seed collection or transplantation and preserving occupied habitat offsite in sufficient 
quantities to offset loss of occupied habitat or individuals. 

• If transplantation is part of the mitigation plan, the plan will include a description and 
map of mitigation sites, details on the methods to be used, including collection, storage, 
propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-term protection and 
management, monitoring and reporting requirements, remedial action responsibilities 
should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements, and sources of 
funding to purchase, manage, and preserve the sites. The following performance 
standards will be applied: 

o The extent of occupied area and the flower density in compensatory re-
established populations will be equal to or greater than the affected occupied 
habitat and will be self-producing. Re-established populations will be 
considered self-producing when: 

 Plants re-establish annually for a minimum of 5 years with no human 
intervention, such as supplemental seeding. 
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 Re-established habitats contain an occupied area and flower density 
comparable to existing occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types. 

 If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation 
credits, or other offsite conservation measures, the details of these measures will be included 
in the mitigation plan, including information on responsible parties for long-term 
management, conservation easement holders, long-term management requirements, and 
other details, as appropriate to target the preservation of long-term viable populations.” 

O-10 The commenter states that coverage under the PCCP is not a certainty and should be verified by 
the PCA and included in the EIR, or the WPWMA should consider compensating for loss of 
protected trees in the absence of PCCP coverage. The WPWMA has confirmed the project is 
covered by the PCCP. Please refer to the response to Comment O-8 regarding coverage under the 
PCCP. 

O-11 The commenter states that the WPWMA is not a Permittee under the PCCP and that WPWMA 
notified the County in May 2014 of its intent to participate as a "Participating Special Entity" 
under the Program and that reliance on the PCCP for take authorization, state and federal Section 
401/404 permitting, and mitigation is subject to the discretion and approval of the PCA and 
wildlife and regulatory agencies. The WPWMA has confirmed the project is covered by the PCCP. 
Please refer to the response to Comment O-8 for additional detail. 

O-12 The commenter recommends updating Draft EIR Section 7.2.1 (page 7-26) and its description of 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the current implementation of the waters of the U.S. rule. 
The Draft EIR, in Chapter 7, Biological Resources, Section 7.2.1, provides the correct federal 
regulations applicable at the time of development of the Draft EIR, which includes the 2020 
Navigable Waters Protection Rule. On December 7, 2021, the EPA and Department of the Army 
published a proposed rule, Revised Definition of “Waters of the United States” in the Federal 
Register here: https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/12/07/2021-25601/revised-
definition-of-waters-of-the-united-states. The WPWMA would comply with updated regulations 
at the time of project implementation. Because the comment does not raise specific issues related 
to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

O-13 The commenter states that Draft EIR Section 7.2.2 (page 7-29) correctly addresses the CDFW 
Section 1600 requirements and provides additional information regarding Section 1600 
permitting requirements. These comments are acknowledged and, since they do not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is required. 

O-14 The commenter recommends addressing the requirements for the state’s wetland definition and 
procedures adopted by the State Water Board on April 6, 2021. The Draft EIR, in Chapter 7, 
Biological Resources, Section 7.2.2, provides the correct state regulations applicable at the time 
of development of the Draft EIR. The WPWMA would comply with updated regulations at the time 
of project implementation; no further response is required. 

O-15 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 7.2 should be reviewed by state and federal 
wildlife agencies regarding protection of western spadefoot by proxy under the PCCP and that a 
separate action under Section 7 or Section 10 of the ESA and CESA is required. Western spadefoot 
is designated as a California Species of Special Concern and is not listed under the ESA or CESA; 
thus, no ESA/CESA consultations would be required for this species. The commenter does not 
provide technical information to explain why protection of western spadefoot by proxy is not 
adequate to offset potential impacts; therefore, no further response is required. 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/12/07/2021-25601/revised-definition-of-waters-of-the-united-states
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/12/07/2021-25601/revised-definition-of-waters-of-the-united-states
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O-16 The commenter states that the application process for Participating Special Entities in HCP/NCCP 
Section 8.9.4.1 requires the submittal and approval of a participation package. 

As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to Appendix D, 
Section D11: “As required in HCP/NCCP Section 8.9.4.1, the WPWMA will submit to the PCA a plan 
participation package for the proposed project (refer to Section 6.2.4, HCP/NCCP Participation 
Package), along with any environmental analysis that has been prepared to comply with CEQA or 
NEPA.”  

O-17 The commenter states that a portion of the Western Property is located within the City of Lincoln’s 
sphere of influence. As the WPWMA is a JPA composed of the County of Placer and the cities of 
Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville to own and operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary 
landfill, the WPWMA considers local regulations and consults with local agencies. However, 
County and city land use regulations are not applicable to the WPWMA, as the County and cities 
do not have land use jurisdiction over the proposed project. 

O-18 The commenter states that, in Section 1.8.3, Local Approvals, grading, drainage, and building 
permits are issued under the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency. As 
indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added as a subheading to 
Section 1.8.3 on page 1-43 of the Draft EIR to reflect the that grading, drainage, and building 
permits are issued by the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency: “Placer 
County Community Development Resource Agency” 

O-19 The commenter states that the Draft EIR is tiering from the SAP/PRSP EIR and incorporating by 
reference the information included in the SAP/PRSP EIR; therefore, the project should meet or 
exceed the stormwater peak flow and volume detention and retention mitigation measures 
included in the SAP/PRSP EIR. The Draft EIR incorporates the information included in the 
SAP/PRSP EIR. However, the SAP/PRSP EIR was prepared at a programmatic level whereas the 
Draft EIR was prepared at a project level. By conducting a project-level analysis, the Draft EIR 
preparers were able to specifically determine the stormwater impacts that would be expected 
with site development and to describe the BMPs that would be implemented. 

As described on page 12-35 of the Draft EIR, the existing Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) would be modified and implemented with project implementation. The SWPPP would 
include BMPs designed to prevent construction pollutants from contacting stormwater and to 
keep products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters throughout construction and 
the life of the project. The BMPs also would address source control and, if necessary, pollutant 
control. In addition, as described on page 12-41 of the Draft EIR, the project is not located in a 
100-year floodplain or designated flood hazard zone. Although the project would result in 
increased area of impervious surfaces, runoff would be minimized by the incorporation of the 
Low-Impact Development (LID) Manual measures (discussed in Section 12.2.3 of the Draft EIR); 
therefore, the project would not result in a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding onsite or offsite. 

Because the stormwater control BMPs identified in the Draft EIR are designed specifically to 
address the stormwater impacts associated with the development proposed at the project site, 
the incorporation of more general programmatic mitigation measures from the SAP/PRSP EIR 
would not be necessary. 

O-20 The commenter provides a list of SAP policies it considers relevant to the analysis of aesthetics 
and a list of specific standards from the Corridor Design Standards and Guidelines that it believes 
informs the environmental analysis. Please refer to the response to Comment O-7. 

The commenter also states that Impact 5-1 of the Draft EIR does not provide feasible mitigation, 
including planting of tall trees that could reduce the level of impact. For a discussion of the tree 
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planting that would be required following project approval around the perimeter of the landfill, 
the commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure 6-6 on page 6-65 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation 
Measure 7-7 requires the WPWMA to implement actions consistent with SAP Mitigation Measure 
4.4-7a requiring avoidance or compensation for loss of protected trees and Mitigation Measure 
5-3 is intended to reduce the impacts of offsite litter through implementation of a tarping policy 
that requires incoming loads to use tarps, thus minimizing the potential for offsite litter 
generation. 

O-21 The commenter states the Draft EIR should include a statement that the WPWMA will comply with 
the County’s grading and erosion requirements for the project. Please refer to the response to 
Comment O-7. The commenter also is referred to the list of local approvals required for project 
implementation included on page 1-43 of the Draft EIR, which includes grading, drainage, and 
building permits as well as offsite encroachment permits from the Placer County DPW. As the 
WPWMA is a JPA composed of the County of Placer and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and 
Roseville to own and operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary landfill, the WPWMA 
considers local regulations and consults with local agencies. While County and city land use 
regulations are not applicable to the WPWMA, as the County and cities do not have land use 
jurisdiction over the proposed project, project mitigation measures will be structured to include 
the voluntary action to seek local approvals as though the WPWMA were subject to such. 

O-22 The commenter states that, on November 16, 2021, the County approved an update to its Health 
and Safety Element and the Draft EIR should be updated to reflect the updates and whether the 
proposed project adheres to them. 

The regulatory descriptions included in the Draft EIR reflect the regulatory conditions at the time 
the Notice of Preparation was released. The WPWMA is committed to complying with regulations 
applicable to the project site operations. However, as described in the Draft EIR, the WPWMA is a 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) composed of Placer County and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and 
Roseville to own and operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary landfill. As a JPA, the 
WPWMA considers local regulations and consults with local agencies; County General Plan 
policies are not applicable, because the County does not have jurisdiction over the proposed 
project. 

The commenter states that page 11-19 of the Draft EIR identifies the potential for construction 
activities to expose the public or the environment to hazardous materials as a significant impact 
and proposes two mitigation measures. According to the commenter, the SAP/PRSP EIR also 
proposed a mitigation measure (4.8-1b) to adhere to American Petroleum Institute and 
Transportation Research Board recommendations regarding setbacks from pipelines. The 
commenter recommends inclusion of this mitigation measure in the Draft EIR unless infeasible. 
The Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the project’s proximity to 
pipelines, thus a mitigation measure in the Draft EIR is not necessary and has not been added. 

The commenter further states that the landfill and proposed project are located within the area 
served by Placer County Fire Department. Placer County contracts with the California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) for fire protection services in the unincorporated areas 
of the County, which includes the SAP area. The WPWMA helps to fund fire services through its 
voluntary participation in the Payment Agreement Relating to Provision of Fire and Emergency 
Services between the Western Placer Waste Management Authority and County of Placer. 

O-23 The commenter states that Section 14 of the WPWMA Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 
requires improvements or structures on the landfill to comply with County regulations and states 
the Draft EIR should include a statement that WPWMA will comply with County onsite drainage 
and water quality requirements for the project. Please refer to the responses to Comments O-7 
and O-21. 
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O-24 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should demonstrate how the project follows the Sunset 
Area Plan’s requirements for stormwater detention and retention since the Draft EIR is tiering off 
of the Sunset Area Plan EIR. 

As discussed under Impact 12-6 on page 12-41 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s 
stormwater collection system would be designed to capture and retain project-related increases 
in peak stormwater discharge on the project site. The project would minimize runoff through the 
incorporation of low-impact development (LID) strategies that focus on preserving key elements 
of a project site’s pre-development hydrologic function. LID is a design strategy where stormwater 
runoff is treated as a valuable resource that can recharge groundwater supplies, protect and 
enhance natural habitat and biodiversity, and add value to new development or redevelopment 
projects. Rather than discharging stormwater runoff as a waste product, projects are designed to 
include a diverse set of post-construction stormwater controls or BMPs that infiltrate, 
evapotranspire, or biotreat stormwater runoff. By retaining stormwater runoff onsite, downstream 
receiving waters are provided with protection from increased pollutant loads and alterations of 
hydrologic functions otherwise affected by increased impervious surfaces and human activities. 

Furthermore, the Sunset Area Plan storm drain system would be designed to accommodate 
buildout stormwater conveyance, so that new development within the SAP area would not 
generate runoff that exceeds the capacity of the system’s ability to handle it. Therefore, the 
project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff. 

O-25 The commenter states that Placer County DPW has jurisdiction over the project and related 
improvements within the existing or required highway easements on Athens Avenue, Fiddyment 
Road, Sunset Boulevard West, and East Catlett Road, and any roadway maintenance impacts 
associated with those roadways, and that the project must obtain approval from DPW for any 
changes to or within the highway easement/right-of-way via an Encroachment 
Permit/Improvement Plans or revision to maintenance funding mechanisms. The commenter 
further states that the Draft EIR should be revised to reflect the County’s jurisdiction over project 
elements within the highway easement/right-of-way. The commenter is referred to the list of 
local approvals required for project implementation included on page 1-43 of the Draft EIR, 
which includes grading, drainage, and building permits as well as offsite encroachment permits 
from the Placer County DPW. 

O-26 The commenter states that Impact 15-1 acknowledges the project is expected to increase 
demand for fire protection services, and that the Draft EIR should include a mitigation measure to 
revisit the funding mechanism/agreement to address the increase in fire protection services and 
demand on fire facilities from the project. The Draft EIR evaluated impacts regarding whether the 
project requires new or expanded fire protection facilities, in Impact 15-1, and concluded the 
WPWMA would continue to pay its fair share of its contribution toward fire protection services, 
which is consistent with the current agreement; there would be no impact. 

O-27 The commenter states that Impact 15-4 acknowledges the potential need to modify the funding 
agreement to include Fiddyment Road, and that the Draft EIR should include a mitigation 
measure to revisit the funding mechanism/agreement to address increases in roadway 
maintenance caused by the project. The Draft EIR evaluated impacts related to new or expanded 
roadway maintenance and concluded that impacts are less than significant because the WPWMA 
has a mechanism in place with Placer County to provide funding for road maintenance and 
improvements on Athens Avenue. Discussion in Impact 15-1 states that it could be reasonably 
expected that the agreement may need to be modified to include Fiddyment Road should traffic 
levels on Fiddyment Road substantially increase as a result of the project. The WPWMA would 
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Comment: Response: 

comply with the existing agreement and consider a modification at the time of project 
implementation. 

O-28 The commenter states the Draft EIR should be revised to reflect that the County has jurisdiction 
over project elements within the highway easement/right-of-way. Please refer to the response to 
Comment O-25. 

O-29 The commenter states the Draft EIR should discuss the proposed overcrossing or undercrossing of 
Fiddyment Road as well as the proposed new encroachment at the existing Athens Avenue 
intersection with Fiddyment Road. The commenter also states the proposed features have the 
potential to increase vehicle hazards if not designed to standards that meet the satisfaction of the 
Placer County DPW. The commenter notes that Impact 16-3 should indicate the project is subject 
to obtaining an Encroachment Permit from the DPW for work within the County highway 
easement/right-of-way and for any improvements that the DPW determines necessary to ensure 
that there is no increase in vehicle hazards. Please refer to the response to Comment O-25. 

O-30 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should be revised to reflect that the County has 
jurisdiction over project elements within the highway easement/right-of-way. Please refer to the 
response to Comment O-25. 

O-31 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should reflect requirements and concerns related to 
construction or relocation of utility facilities. Please refer to the response to Comment O-25. 
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Letter P Comment Responses 

JEN CA Placer LLC 
Clifton Taylor 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

P-1 The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 appears to be an afterthought and not evaluated at 
the same level as Plan Concept 1. Plan Concepts 1 and 2 include two different approaches to 
implementing the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan. However, because both plan concepts are 
intended to achieve the same project objectives, many of the project components are similar. In 
many cases, the differences are limited to the component locations and/or the timing of their 
implementation. As a result, similar impacts typically were identified for both plan concepts. To 
improve readability and reduce redundancy, when impacts for Plan Concept 2 were identified as 
being the same as for Plan Concept 1, the impact discussion for Plan Concept 2 was limited to any 
differences in impacts or mitigation measures between the two plan concepts. 

P-2 The commenter refers to the statement in the Regulatory Setting section of the Draft EIR that 
references WPWMA as a Joint Powers Authority: “As a JPA, the WPWMA considers local 
regulations and consults with local agencies, but County and city regulations are not applicable, 
as the County and cities do not have jurisdiction over the proposed project.” The commenter says 
this statement is incorrect and that the Regulatory Setting section referencing local rules should 
be revised.  

Please refer to the responses to Comments O-7 and O-21. The text regarding the Regulatory 
Setting is correct and no changes are necessary. Section 14 of the WPWMA JPA Agreement states 
that the WPWMA will comply with “applicable” (quotation marks added) laws, ordinances, 
resolutions or regulations of the County or cities (collectively “local regulations”).  As a JPA, the 
WPWMA considers local regulations and consults with local agencies. However, local regulations 
are not applicable to the proposed project, because the County and cities created the JPA and the 
JPA is not presumptively subject to those regulations given the common powers of its members. 
The WPWMA Board of Directors has not made local regulations applicable to the proposed 
project. For reference, see, Zack v. Marin Emergency Radio Authority (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 617. 

P-3 The commenter states that the use of the word “will” in mitigation measures does not provide 
sufficient direction and that it should be replaced with the word “shall.” However, as used in the 
mitigation measures, the word “will” represents a command and as such, dictates that the 
mitigation measures are required to be implemented. Replacing the word “will” with the word 
“shall” would not alter WPWMA’s obligation to implement the identified mitigation measures. 
Therefore, no change in the language of the mitigation measures has been made. 

P-4 The commenter states that the visual impacts of Plan Concept 1 on the properties to the east 
have not been sufficiently presented in the Draft EIR. For a detailed representation of the visual 
impacts associated with Plan Concept 1 as experienced by viewers to the east, the commenter is 
referred to the Key Observation Point (KOP) 3 simulation of visual changes anticipated by 2050 
and at full buildout included on page 5-39 of the Draft EIR. The commenter also is referred to the 
discussion of visual impacts from KOP 3 associated with Plan Concept 1 included on page 5-45 
and the discussion under Impact 5-1 on page 5-59. The commenter also is referred to the KOP 4 
simulation of visual changes anticipated by 2050 and at full buildout included on page 5-40 of 
the Draft EIR and to the discussion of visual impacts from KOP 4 associated with Plan Concept 1 
included on page 5-46 and the discussion under Impact 5-1 on page 5-59. 

P-5 The commenter identifies an incorrect number reference to the mitigation measure on page 5-59 
of the Draft EIR. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the reference to Mitigation Measure 
3-1 on page 5-59 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to Mitigation Measure 5-1. 

The commenter recommends a new mitigation measure to address visual impacts as follows: 
“Establish a tree-lined perimeter of evergreen trees such as redwoods or pines around the Landfill 
in Tier 1 to visually screen the landfill from surrounding areas.” However, as the commenter 
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Comment: Response: 

correctly notes, Mitigation Measure 6-6 included in Chapter 6, Air Quality, already requires the 
planting of trees around the landfill perimeter to visually screen the landfill from surrounding 
areas. Therefore, an additional mitigation measure is not necessary. The selection of the trees to 
be planted is expected to be based on the effectiveness of the individual tree species to minimize 
both odor and visual impacts, and their long-term maintenance requirements. 

P-6 The commenter notes that placement of waste on the Western Property under Plan Concept 2 
would be less impactful on surrounding uses. Please refer to the response to Comment P-1. 

P-7 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should address the potential impact of onsite and offsite 
litter. The commenter is referred to the litter control discussion in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 
Draft EIR in Section 1.6.2, Waste Recovery Operations. 

P-8 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 5-3 should be rewritten to include details about 
implementation of the tarping policy. The Draft EIR includes implementation of a tarping policy in 
Mitigation Measure 5-3 that would require incoming loads to use tarps, thus minimizing the 
potential for offsite litter. Even with implementation of a tarping policy, the Draft EIR concluded 
that offsite litter impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, and additional detail would 
not impact this conclusion. 

P-9 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have more extensive impacts on air quality, 
including emissions of the criteria air pollutants NOX (oxides of nitrogen) and PM10 and related 
mitigation costs, than Plan Concept 2. As described in Chapter 6, Air Quality, despite subtle 
differences in the emission estimates for the two plan concepts, the mitigation measures and 
impact significance conclusions were the same. Therefore, no substantive differences in the air 
quality impacts for the two plan concepts were identified in the Draft EIR. 

P-10 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have more extensive impacts on air quality, 
including odor impacts, than Plan Concept 2. The odor impacts associated with implementation of 
the two plan concepts were compared to the baseline existing conditions, which are those that 
existed when the Notice of Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned 
development identified in the Sunset Area Plan did not exist when the Notice of Preparation was 
released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, has not yet been constructed, it was not 
considered when describing the impacts of the two plan concepts on the existing environment. 

For a discussion of the cumulative odor impacts that would be expected with buildout of the 
Sunset Area Plan, the commenter is referred to the cumulative impact discussion included in 
Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Regarding future development uses in the project vicinity, in addition to the Sacramento State – 
Placer Center proposed to be located south of the Center and Eastern Properties, the Placer 
Ranch Specific Plan includes commercial and residential uses south of the Western Property. Also, 
the Sunset Area Plan includes proposed Innovation Center uses to the east and west of the 
WPMWA property. Because all of the properties surrounding the project site, with the exception of 
those to the north, are expected to be developed with implementation of the Sunset Area Plan 
and Placer Ranch Specific Plan, the Draft EIR concluded that the cumulative impacts of the two 
plan concepts in relation to future adjacent land uses would not substantially differ. 

Please refer to the response to Comment P-9. 

P-11 The commenter notes the conclusions of the Draft EIR identify a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to odors. The comment is acknowledged. 

P-12 The commenter makes a general statement regarding odor mitigation policies and measures 
implemented at other urban landfills in California. The WPWMA SWOP, provided as Appendix C.6 
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of the Draft EIR, describes both the odor control measures that are currently being implemented 
and those that would be fully implemented as part of the proposed project. 

The commenter describes the requirements of the Placer Ranch Development Agreement for 
developer fees payable to the Authority to fund odor mitigation. The odor mitigation funding 
amounts listed by the commenter would not be generated until the Placer Ranch project 
development fees are paid. Therefore, the statement in Impact 6-6 that “there is no existing fee 
program or other mechanism by which to fund odor mitigation” is accurate since funding has not 
started as of the release of this Final EIR. It is acknowledged that future developer fees required as 
part of the Placer Ranch Development Agreement will fund a portion of the WPWMA’s odor 
mitigation measures.  

The commenter states concern that Plan Concept 1 would have greater odor impacts related to 
the location of the composting facilities than Plan Concept 2. Please refer to the response to 
Comment P-10. 

P-13 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have greater impacts on biological resources, 
including wetlands and vernal pools, than Plan Concept 2. The commenter also states that 
locating and expanding the landfill on the Western Property under Plan Concept 2 would be less 
impactful on waters of the U.S. Please refer to the response to Comment G-4. 

P-14 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have greater biological impacts than Plan 
Concept 2 because the development of compatible technologies on the Eastern Property could 
potentially avoid special-status plants; however, use of the Western Property for the landfill 
expansion would not avoid those plants. Please refer to the response to Comment G-4. 

P-15 The commenter states that more extensive BMPs would be required on the Eastern Property 
should Plan Concept 1 be implemented because of the exposed landfilling process. In contrast, 
Plan Concept 2 would allow the entire Eastern Property to be developed with 
complementary/programmatic elements and technologies that would require more significant 
and permanent drainage infrastructure to protect water quality, reducing long-term costs of 
BMPs. As such, Plan Concept 2 would provide greater water quality protection. 

Because of the relatively flat topography of the project site and limited onsite drainages, the Draft 
EIR concluded in the discussion of Impact 9-2 in Chapter 9, Geology, Soils, and Paleontology, and 
Impacts 12-1, 12-3, and 12-4 in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, that the two plan 
concepts would have similar water quality impacts requiring similar BMPs. Both plan concepts 
include similar solid waste and complementary/programmatic elements. The primary difference 
between the plan concepts is where the different elements would be located. Both plan concepts 
include an operating landfill that would receive municipal solid waste daily. 

P-16 The commenter states that Impact 11-3 highlights the potential for landfill gas to accumulate 
near structures within 1,000 feet of the landfill and the need to place the main landfill farther 
away from urban development and concludes that Plan Concept 2 would be preferable in 
reducing public safety risks related to landfill gas intrusion. 

No offsite structures are currently located within 1,000 feet of the proposed landfill expansion 
areas identified in either Plan Concept 1 or Plan Concept 2. Therefore, neither plan concept would 
be expected to have any effect on offsite structures associated with potential landfill gas 
migration risks. 

The Sunset Area Plan proposes development to the east, south, and west of the project site. For 
Plan Concept 1, the proposed expanded landfill would be closer to the development proposed to 
the south and east, whereas for Plan Concept 2, the proposed new landfill would be closer to the 
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development proposed to the west. Therefore, the plan concepts would not differ substantially in 
relation to the proximity of future development to the proposed landfill uses. 

For future residential development, the Sunset Area Plan includes a 2,000-foot setback 
requirement between the WPWMA property, and any new residential uses and the land use 
designations included in the Placer Ranch Specific Plan reflect this setback requirement and a 
1,000-foot setback between the WPWMA property and any new commercial properties. Therefore, 
no residential or commercial land uses are expected to be located within 1,000 feet of the landfill 
uses associated with either plan concept. 

P-17 The commenter states that according to Impact 11-7 in the Draft EIR, the risk of vectors is 
increased under Plan Concept 1 and the discussion fails to explain that the stormwater pond 
would be located in the center of the Western Property but under Plan Concept 2, the stormwater 
pond would be located farthest from the public. The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 would 
be preferable in reducing hazard impacts. 

For information regarding the proposed locations of stormwater ponds, the commenter is 
referred to Figure 3-1 for Plan Concept 1 and Figure 3-7 for Plan Concept 2 in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR. 

Impact 11-7 identifies on page 11-29 of the Draft EIR that the proposed project expansion would 
require the WPWMA to implement a broader vector program that covers the Western and Eastern 
Properties, in addition to the expanded activities on the Center Property. The Western and Eastern 
Properties provide a greater potential for vectors (specifically, mosquitoes) to occur because of 
the presence of aquatic resources that may be disturbed during construction and operation (as 
discussed in Chapter 3, Biological Resources). The disturbance of these aquatic resources could 
increase areas of standing water, which would increase breeding areas for mosquitoes. 

The discussion referenced by the commenter in Impact 11-7 does not state that the existing or 
proposed stormwater ponds would contribute to this impact. The existing stormwater ponds are 
managed to control mosquito populations and future ponds would be similarly managed. For any 
areas of increased standing water associated with either Plan Concept 1 or 2, Mitigation Measure 
11-7 would be required to be implemented, which includes limiting areas of standing water 
during project construction and granting site access to the Placer Mosquito and Vector Control 
District to perform vector control during construction and operation of the proposed project. 
Because both the Western and Eastern Properties contain aquatic resources, the Draft EIR 
concluded that both have the potential to increase mosquito populations. 

P-18 The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 is preferred as the benefit to groundwater from 
removing waste from the soil-lined landfill would occur sooner. This comment is acknowledged; 
since it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

P-19 The commenter states that the Land Use and Planning chapter of the Draft EIR should address 
how the landfill plans to adapt from a rural landfill to an urban landfill given its location at the 
center of the Sunset Area Plan. As described in Section 1.4 of Chapter 1, Introduction, in the Draft 
EIR, the WPWMA developed the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan to articulate a long-term 
vision for optimizing ongoing waste recovery and disposal services provided to the Participating 
Agencies while responding to a nearly doubling of the population served by the WPWMA over the 
next 30 years. The objectives of the Waste Action Plan that would help achieve this vision are 
articulated on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR, including developing WPWMA properties consistent with 
the goals, policies, and implementation programs identified in the Sunset Area Plan. By doing so, 
the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Project is expected to be developed consistent with the 
other planned land uses within the Sunset Area Plan. 
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P-20 The commenter states that the Draft EIR only briefly mentions that more than 5,000 new homes 
have been approved to be located south of the landfill as part of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan 
and that the buffer area between residences and the landfill was reduced from 1 mile to 2,000 
feet. 

For more information regarding the change in General Plan Policy 4.G.11, the commenter is 
referred to the discussion included in Chapter 6, Air Quality; Chapter 11, Hazards, Hazardous 
Materials, and Wildfire; Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning; and Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts 
(pages 6-31, 6-32, 6-63, 11-6, 13-11, 13-13, and 19-4). The commenter also is referred to the 
discussion of the Sunset Area Plan, which is included throughout the resource chapters of the 
Draft EIR. In addition, the cumulative impacts associated with implementing the Sunset Area Plan, 
which includes development of the WPWMA properties, are described in detail in Chapter 19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

P-21 The commenter states that the WPWMA is subject to the County’s land use authority and the 
project must be constructed and operated consistent with the County General Plan policies and 
zoning code. The WPWMA is a JPA composed of Placer County and the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, 
and Roseville to own and operate a regional recycling facility and sanitary landfill. As a JPA, the 
WPWMA considers local regulations and consults with local agencies, but the County and city 
regulations are not applicable, because the County and cities do not have jurisdiction over the 
proposed project. Although the WPWMA voluntarily secured a conditional use permit from the 
County for operations at the site in 2001, the WPWMA is not required to secure a new conditional 
use permit or a modification of the current permit for the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan. 

P-22 The commenter disagrees with the discussion in Impact 13-2 and states that Plan Concept 2 is 
preferable. As described in Impact 13-2, the project is consistent with the site’s land use and 
zoning designations, as identified in the Sunset Area Plan. 

P-23 The commenter states that the key difference in uses (between plan concepts) is that the landfill 
is proposed closer to neighboring uses and that siting compatible technologies and university 
research areas closer to neighboring uses would be more beneficial from a noise perspective. The 
noise impacts associated with implementation of the two plan concepts were compared to the 
baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of Preparation was 
released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned Sunset Area Plan developments did not exist 
when the Notice of Preparation was released, nor do they exist as of the release of this Final EIR, 
they were not considered when describing the noise impacts of the two plan concepts on the 
existing environment. For a discussion of the cumulative noise impacts that would be expected 
with buildout of the Sunset Area Plan, the commenter is referred to the cumulative impact 
discussion included in Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

P-24 The commenter discusses the cost differences between the two plan concepts. The costs 
associated with the two plan concepts is outside of the scope of the EIR; therefore, no further 
response is required. 

P-25 The commenter summarizes a preference for Plan Concept 2 and requests that staff recommend 
Plan Concept 2 to the WPWMA Board of Directors. These comments are acknowledged. 
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California State University, Sacramento & Sierra College 
Robert S. Nelsen, President, CSUS; William Duncan, President, Sierra College; Jonathan Bowman, Vice President 

& Chief Financial Officer, CSUS 
January 11, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

Q-1 The commenter requests WPWMA proceed with Plan Concept 2 considering the future 
development of Sacramento State – Placer Center, which would be located southeast of WPWMA’s 
project. The commenter states Plan Concept 2 is the environmentally superior option because it 
places future landfill disposal farther from development and what the commenter describes as 
related conflicting land uses. The commenter further states the location of the future landfill 
disposal area is important as the SAP and PRSP have a reduced residential buffer zone of 2,000 
feet. The commenter states that odors, noise, and other impacts would dissipate with distance and 
thus locating the landfill disposal area on the northwest side of the Project boundary reduces 
impacts to students, faculty, residents, workers, and guests who occupy the University site. The 
commenter further states that Plan Concept 2 minimizes significant adverse environmental 
impacts. The WPWMA acknowledges the comments and notes that each of the resource areas 
referenced in this comment are discussed in the Draft EIR. Because the commenter does not 
reference a specific deficiency in the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is required. 

Q-2 The commenter states that CSU expects to join the list of Participating Agencies upon opening of 
the Sacramento State – Placer Center and suggests the EIR reflect this. This comment is 
acknowledged and the WPWMA looks forward to working with CSU to discuss the roles and 
responsibilities of participating agencies with CSU and discussing CSU’s interest in becoming a 
Participating Agency following project consideration by the WPWMA Board of Directors. 

Q-3 The commenter states that because substantial environmental review and permitting have 
already been completed with regard to landfill uses on the Western Property, this area is best 
suited for solid waste disposal. This comment is acknowledged and, since it does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response 
is required. 

Q-4 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include specific references to the Sacramento 
State – Placer Center, citing Section 1.4, Project Objectives. The project objectives specifically 
reference the Sunset Area Plan, which includes the Sacramento State – Placer Center 
development as well as substantial other development within the Placer Ranch Specific Plan 
boundaries and the larger Sunset Area Plan. Therefore, a project-specific reference in the Project 
Objectives is not necessary. 

Q-5 The commenter states that the compatibility reference located in Section 18.2, on page 18-4, 
should expressly discuss land use and environmental compatibility and the benefits of Plan 
Concept 2 to the proximately located proposed Sacramento State – Placer Center. Regarding 
future development uses in the project vicinity, in addition to the Sacramento State – Placer 
Center proposed to be located south of the Center and Eastern Properties, the Placer Ranch 
Specific Plan includes commercial and residential uses south of the Western Property. Also, the 
Sunset Area Plan includes proposed Innovation Center uses to the east and west of the WPMWA 
property. All of the properties surrounding the project site, with the exception of those to the 
north, are expected to be developed with implementation of the Sunset Area Plan and Placer 
Ranch Specific Plan. Because it would be speculative to do so, the Draft EIR did not determine how 
these developments would be phased. Also, because these are future developments, they were 
evaluated in the cumulative impact discussion included in Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the 
Draft EIR, rather than in the individual resource chapters. The commenter is referred to the 
cumulative land use discussion on page 19-8 of the Draft EIR for more information on this topic. 
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Comment: Response: 

Q-6 The commenter states that the PRSP includes goals, policies, and implementation programs that 
recognize and promote the Sacramento State – Placer Center. The comment is acknowledged 
and, since it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
included in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

Q-7 The commenter states that Sacramento State – Placer Center will serve as a regional hub of 
innovation and should be acknowledged as such in discussions of the Waste Action Plan. The 
comment is acknowledged and, since it does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

Q-8 The commenter states that the EIR should expand on the environmental impact of developing the 
unpermitted Eastern Property, currently leased for cattle grazing, versus the Western Property, 
currently permitted for solid waste-related operations. The Draft EIR addresses and evaluates 
environmental impacts for both Plan Concepts 1 and 2, which cover impacts to both the Eastern 
and Western Properties. Section 1.2 of the DEIR states, “Solid waste uses on this [the Western] 
property have already been subject to environmental review, and a conditional use permit to 
operate a landfill was previously granted by the Placer County Planning Commission; however, the 
property has not been fully permitted for solid waste related operations.” 

Q-9 The commenter states, “Please confirm that the reference to ‘future Participating Agencies’ 
includes CSU.” This comment is acknowledged and the WPWMA looks forward to discussing the 
roles and responsibilities of participating agencies with CSU and discussing CSU’s interest in 
becoming a Participating Agency following project consideration by the WPWMA Board of 
Directors. 

Q-10 The commenter states that the complementary and programmatic elements are compatible with 
the Sacramento State – Placer Center and supports Plan Concept 2. The commenter also states 
the EIR should detail the land use and environmental benefits of the relationship between the 
proposed University Research Area and the Sacramento State – Placer Center, and, conversely, the 
increased environmental impacts (including, but not limited to, increased traffic and air quality) of 
physically distancing these uses, as would occur under Plan Concept 1.  

Because the planned Sacramento State – Placer Center did not exist when the Notice of 
Preparation was released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, has not been constructed, it was 
not considered when describing the environmental impacts of the proposed project on the 
existing environment. For a discussion of the cumulative environmental impacts that would be 
expected following buildout of the Sunset Area Plan, which includes buildout of the Sacramento 
State – Placer Center, the commenter is referred to the cumulative impact discussion in Chapter 
19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Q-11 The commenter states the figure identified in Table 3-1 differs from the projected Plan Concept 1 
annual disposed tonnage of 533,654 in Table 3-10 (page 3-25) and that the figure in Table 3-1 
should be 533,654. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the “projected annual tons 
disposed” values are hereby revised to 525,100 tons in Tables 2-1, 3-1, 3-10, and 3-22. 
Additionally, the “projected increase in annual tons” values are hereby revised to 236,262 tons in 
Tables 3-10 and 3-22. 

Q-12 The commenter requests confirmation that the statement “[t]he sitewide 7-day rolling average 
also takes into account the anticipated increase in materials through 2050 and the relationship 
between average tons received per day and peak tons received per day over the past several 
years,” includes materials to be generated by the Sacramento State – Placer Center. The 
Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan has been proposed to accommodate the nearly doubled 



Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Final EIR 

2-130 FES0708210729BAO 

California State University, Sacramento & Sierra College 
Robert S. Nelsen, President, CSUS; William Duncan, President, Sierra College; Jonathan Bowman, Vice President 

& Chief Financial Officer, CSUS 
January 11, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

population size served by the WPWMA over the next 30 years, including the land uses within the 
Sunset Area Plan such as the Sacramento State – Placer Center. 

Q-13 The commenter indicates that projected annual tons disposed differs from the annual disposed 
tonnage and that Table 3-1 is in error. Please refer to the response to comment Q-11. 

Q-14 The commenter states that the description in the Draft EIR in Table 3-11 of the change 
anticipated with Plan Concept 1 on the Eastern Property does not appear to consider the 
environmental impacts of the eastern expansion of the landfill on the land uses and activities that 
will occur at the Sacramento State – Placer Center. Please refer to the response to Comment 
Q-10. 

Q-15 The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not appear to assess the visibility/aesthetic impacts 
of Plan Concept 1’s increased landfill height upon the land uses that will occur at the Sacramento 
State – Placer Center. The visual impacts associated with implementation of Plan Concept 1 are 
compared to the baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of 
Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. Please refer to the response to Comment Q-10. 

Q-16 The commenter requests that the Draft EIR provide further detail about module phasing and 
potential for environmental impacts on Sacramento State – Placer Center campus development, 
clarifying the order in which the modules would be constructed and filled, the rationale for the 
proposed phasing, the potential for north-south phasing flexibility, and the timeline for module 
construction, active operations, and duration. 

For Plan Concept 1, the commenter is referred to the fill sequencing plan included as Figure 3-3 
in the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR. As identified in this figure, the modules are 
expected to be constructed and filled in a south-to-north sequence. Based on this anticipated fill 
sequence, Figure 3-4 identifies the estimated elevation and contours of the existing and 
expanded landfill in the year 2050. As represented in this figure, the southern portion of the 
landfill would be filled first, including filling on top of the existing southern modules on the 
Center Property before moving to the northern portion. Figure 3-5 identifies the final elevation 
and contours of the landfill when it reaches full capacity, which is estimated to occur in the year 
2101. 

For Plan Concept 2, Figure 3-8 identifies the sequence in which existing and future landfill 
modules are estimated to be filled. Similar to Plan Concept 1, the modules are proposed to be 
filled in a south-to-north sequence. Based on this anticipated fill sequence, Figure 3-9 identifies 
the estimated elevation and contours of the existing landfill and the western landfill in the year 
2050. Figure 3-10 identifies the final elevation and contours of the existing and western landfills 
when they reach full capacity, which is estimated to occur in the year 2110. 

The impacts of landfill expansion on either the Eastern Property or the Western Property are 
discussed throughout the Draft EIR, including the impacts on adjacent properties. For a discussion 
of the cumulative impacts that would be anticipated with development of the Placer Ranch 
Specific Plan and the larger Sunset Area Plan, the commenter is referred to Chapter 19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

The module filling is proposed to progress from south to north for both plan concepts to allow 
excavation of the contents of Modules 1, 2, 10, and 11 in the northern portion of the Center 
Property. Because Modules 1, 2, 10, and 11 have been closed, they have reached their peak 
elevation and no additional waste can be placed on top of those modules. However, with the 
removal of the waste from these modules and their ultimate reuse, the peak elevation of these 
modules would increase to match the elevations of the other landfill modules. As a result of 
reusing these modules, the landfill’s total disposal capacity would increase because the peak 
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elevation of these modules would be substantially higher when refilled (that is, up to 325 feet 
versus 170 feet above mean sea level). The contents of these modules would be relocated to the 
Subtitle D-compliant lined module within the southern portion of the site and the filling would 
progress accordingly from south to north. Because of this excavation component, it would be 
difficult for landfill filling to progress from north to south regardless of the plan concept selected. 

Although the excavation of these modules would not need to occur immediately under Plan 
Concept 1 and could be delayed until the additional landfill capacity is needed, the Draft EIR 
assumes these activities would occur from 2045 to 2050. WPWMA may proceed sooner with the 
excavation, based on economic, technical, or environmental factors. 

Plan Concept 2 includes reusing the excavated modules for the expanded composting, 
construction, and demolition material processing, public waste dropoff, recovered materials 
storage, and alternative technologies pilot study uses. To accommodate these uses, within 3 years 
following project approval, the excavated area would be filled to surrounding elevations with 
available onsite soil to provide a flat working surface. 

Q-17 The commenter refers to the previous comment (Q-16) regarding Figure 3-3 in Section 3.5.3. 
Please refer to the response to Comment Q-16. 

Q-18 The commenter references Chapter 3, Section 3.5.3, and requests an explanation about where the 
flow is anticipated to go from the Eastern Property line. Stormwater flow from the Eastern 
Property line would be managed as part of a stormwater management program and would be 
directed to an onsite stormwater retention basin. 

Q-19 The commenter references Section 3.5.4, noting the location of complimentary and 
programmatic elements, and requests an explanation whether this is intended to leave the door 
open for certain complementary elements, for example, university research areas, on the Eastern 
Property. Please refer to the response to Comment O-6. 

Q-20 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should indicate that each of the SAP goals and policies 
stated on pages 3-43 to 3-44 support Plan Concept 2 and proximity to the Sacramento State – 
Placer Center, along with the reduced environmental effects of doing so, including traffic. This 
comment is acknowledged and the WPWMA Board will consider SAP goals and policies as the 
project is being evaluated. 

Q-21 The commenter states that, in Table 3-22, the middle column appears to be mistakenly identified 
and should appear as Plan Concept 2. As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the text in the 
middle column of Table 3-22 is revised to reflect Plan Concept 2. 

Q-22 The commenter references Draft EIR Section 3.6.4 and states that this section of the Draft EIR 
should discuss compatibility of complimentary and programmatic elements, compatibility of 
interested businesses in locating under Plan Concept 2 close to the Sacramento State – Placer 
Center, and the resulting environmental benefits and impact reductions. Please refer to the 
responses to Comments O-6 and Q-10. 

Q-23 The commenter states Section 3.6.4 should be revised to identify the additional benefits of 
locating in proximity to the Sacramento State – Placer Center. Please refer to the response to 
Comment Q-10. 

Q-24 The commenter states that the Draft EIR concludes odor impacts would be significant and that the 
proposed project has the potential to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people. The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s analysis related to odor impacts is 
conclusory and fails to specifically address odor impacts to the future Sacramento State – Placer 
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Center. The commenter asks for an explanation of how the mitigation measures and BMPs 
outlined in Chapter 6 will reduce the odor impacts to people in the campus area southeast of the 
WPWMA site. 

The commenter is referred to Table 6-1 on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR for a detailed description of 
the current emission reduction measures and BMPs incorporated as project design measures. 
These include specific odor management practices that would continue to be implemented during 
construction and operation of the proposed project. These measures specifically reduce emissions 
generated from site operations, including odor emissions. The commenter is further referred to 
the detailed discussion of odor issues associated with the existing operations and the proposed 
project included in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. In addition, the odor reduction mitigation measures 
included on page 6-65 of the Draft EIR would further reduce odor emissions and odors in the 
project vicinity. 

Although the proposed project would implement numerous facility improvements, including 
more efficient waste management operations and odor-abatement strategies, the Draft EIR 
concludes on page 6-65 that the nature and effectiveness of these strategies are unknown. 
Because there are no quantifiable thresholds of significance for odor impacts and there is no 
existing fee program or other mechanism by which to fund odor mitigation, the Draft EIR 
concluded that this impact would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Please refer 
to the response to Comment P-12. 

For a discussion of the proposed project’s odor impacts associated with cumulative development 
in the region, the commenter is referred to Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. The 
SAP/PRSP EIR concluded that the development and buildout of the Sunset Area Plan, which 
would include projects such as the future Sacramento State – Placer Center, would result in the 
exposure of a substantial number of people to objectionable odors, a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative odor impact. While odor abatement approaches and technologies would be 
implemented by the WPWMA as part of the Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan, the nature and 
effectiveness of these measures are unknown at this time, and odor impacts would be 
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the cumulative impact for odors from the proposed project 
would be significant and unavoidable. This finding is consistent with the findings of the SAP/PRSP 
EIR. 

Q-25 The commenter states that the Draft EIR concludes that it will not be feasible to differentiate 
between existing and future proposed project-related odors and that this conclusion fails to 
address the acknowledged increased intensity and duration of odors that will result from the 
project. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 6-65 that although the proposed project would implement 
numerous facility improvements, including more efficient waste management operations and 
odor-abatement strategies, the nature and effectiveness of these strategies are unknown. Because 
there are no quantifiable thresholds of significance for odor impacts and there is no existing fee 
program or other mechanism by which to fund odor mitigation, the Draft EIR concluded that this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Please refer to the response to 
Comment P-12. For a discussion of the proposed project’s odor impacts associated with 
cumulative development in the region, including development of land uses in proximity to the 
WPWMA facilities under the Sunset Area Plan, the commenter is referred to Chapter 19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Q-26 The commenter acknowledges that the Draft EIR describes how construction-related odorous 
emissions will dissipate with an increase in distance from the construction location(s) and asks if 
the WPWMA considered the immediate proximity of the Sacramento State – Placer Center. 
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The construction-related impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project were 
compared to the baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of 
Preparation was released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned Sacramento State – Placer 
Center did not exist when the Notice of Preparation was released and, as of the release of this 
Final EIR, has not yet been constructed, it was not specifically considered when describing the 
impacts of the proposed project on the existing environment. 

For a discussion of the cumulative impacts that would be expected with development of the 
Sunset Area Plan, which would include buildout of the future Sacramento State – Placer Center, 
the commenter is referred to the cumulative impact discussion included in Chapter 19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. Construction activities related to the proposed project, in 
combination with the reasonably foreseeable regional urban development described in the SAP 
Draft EIR, would add emissions of the criteria pollutants for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under applicable health-protective federal and state ambient air quality standards, 
including emissions of the ozone precursors reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen, and of 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Some of these emissions may be odorous. Development 
projects, while required to mitigate adverse air quality impacts from construction, would 
contribute to regional emissions that may conflict with area air quality plans and attainment 
efforts. Because no mitigation is available beyond that recommended for the project, the 
cumulative impact for project-specific construction emissions would be significant and 
unavoidable. This finding for the proposed project is consistent with the findings of the SAP/PRSP 
EIR, which determined that project construction emissions would be cumulatively considerable, 
and the cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Q-27 The commenter states that the Draft EIR conclusion that odor impacts will be the same under 
Plan Concept 1 and Plan Concept 2 conflicts with the fact that various facilities are located in 
different places for Plan Concepts 1 and 2. The commenter states that the major difference 
between the plan concepts is where the landfill expansion area will be located and believes that 
the close proximity of the landfill to the Sacramento State – Placer Center in Plan Concept 2 will 
result in greater odor impacts. The commenter requests that this be analyzed in the Draft EIR. The 
commenter concludes that Plan Concept 2 is the environmentally superior option, including 
because it will reduce odor impacts to a substantial number of people, which the Draft EIR 
concluded will be a substantial impact. 

The odor impacts associated with implementation of the two plan concepts were compared to the 
baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of Preparation was 
released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned Sacramento State – Placer Center did not exist 
when the Notice of Preparation was released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, has not been 
constructed, it was not considered when describing the impacts of the two plan concepts on the 
existing environment. 

For a discussion of the cumulative impacts that would be expected with buildout of the Sunset 
Area Plan, which would include buildout of the future Sacramento State – Placer Center, the 
commenter is referred to the cumulative impact discussion included in Chapter 19, Cumulative 
Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Regarding future development uses in the project vicinity, in addition to the Sacramento State – 
Placer Center proposed to be located south of the Center and Eastern Properties, the Placer 
Ranch Specific Plan includes commercial and residential uses south of the Western Property. Also, 
the Sunset Area Plan includes proposed Innovation Center uses to the east and west of the 
WPMWA property. Because all of the properties surrounding the project site, with the exception of 
those to the north, are expected to be developed with implementation of the Sunset Area Plan 
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and Placer Ranch Specific Plan, the Draft EIR concluded that the cumulative impacts of the two 
plan concepts in relation to future adjacent land uses would not differ substantially. 

Q-28 The commenter notes that the Sacramento State – Placer Center will be located immediately 
south of the area designated as the “Campus Park,” as designated in Figure 13-2 and that the 
University site is planned for development with both residential and nonresidential uses. These 
comments are acknowledged. For future residential development, the Sunset Area Plan includes a 
2,000-foot setback requirement between the WPWMA property and any new residential uses. The 
land use designations included in the Placer Ranch Specific Plan reflect this setback requirement. 
The location of residential uses within the Sacramento State – Placer Center project are assumed 
to comply with this setback requirement. Because the comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is 
required. 

Q-29 The commenter states that Placer County Policy 1.F.3 highlights the need for WPWMA’s 
expansion to be designed and located in a way that does not adversely affect nearby land uses, 
including Sacramento State – Placer Center and that the WPWMA consider the future University in 
its environmental review. The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 is aligned with Policy 1.F.3, 
as it locates the landfill expansion area farther from future commercial, educational, and 
residential land uses. As described in Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning, and as discussed in 
Impact 13-1 and 13-2, neither plan concept would have an impact on land use plans and policies, 
including the Sunset Area Plan. Please refer to the response to Comment Q-27. 

Q-30 The commenter states that the WPWMA design its expansion in a consistent manner with Placer 
County Policy LU/ED-3.1 and Policy LU/ED-6.2 in light of the development envisioned and 
approved in the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, including the Sacramento State – Placer Center and 
that PRSP represents Placer County’s most recent near-term land use and development vision for 
locations proximate to the landfill. This comment is acknowledged; because it does not raise 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further 
response is required. 

Q-31 The commenter states that the impacts related to the consistency with land use plans differs 
significantly between Plan Concept 1 and Plan Concept 2 because of the planned development 
southeast of WPWMA’s facility and states that locating expanded landfill operations farther from 
the approved PRSP development and development of the Sacramento State – Placer Center, as 
depicted in Plan Concept 2, will result in fewer impacts to the surrounding communities. Please 
refer to the response to Comment Q-27. 

Q-32 The commenter states that Section 14.1.2 of the Draft EIR fails to address the noise impacts on 
planned residences, including campus residences, and other sensitive noise receptors and that 
assessment of noise impacts on these locations is needed. 

The noise impacts associated with implementation of the two plan concepts were compared to 
the baseline existing conditions, which are those that existed when the Notice of Preparation was 
released on March 15, 2019. Because the planned Sacramento State – Placer Center did not exist 
when the Notice of Preparation was released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, has not yet 
been constructed, it was not considered when describing the noise impacts of the two plan 
concepts on the existing environment. 

For a discussion of the cumulative noise impacts that would be expected with buildout of the 
Sunset Area Plan, which would include buildout of the future Sacramento State – Placer Center, 
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the commenter is referred to the cumulative impact discussion included in Chapter 19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Q-33 The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 aligns with Placer County Policy 1.E.1 and Plan 
Concept 1 does not, as Plan Concept 2 provides substantially greater buffering between the 
expanded landfill area and residential areas and minimizes adverse environmental impacts. The 
commenter further states that Plan Concept 1 would exacerbate environmental impacts by 
locating landfill operations directly north of the planned Campus Park and Sacramento State – 
Placer Center. Please refer to the response to Comment Q-27. 

Q-34 The commenter states that Plan Concept 2 better aligns with Goal 9.A.2, as noise impacts will be 
reduced by locating the landfill expansion area farther from the planned development of the 
Campus Park and Sacramento State – Placer Center. Please refer to the response to 
Comment Q-27. 

Q-35 The commenter states that existing ambient noise levels will increase, likely by more than 3 
decibels, in the Campus Park and Sacramento State – Placer Center area, which will be located 
closer than current residences. Please refer to the responses to Comments Q-27 and Q-32. 

Q-36 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have greater noise impacts than Plan Concept 2 
because the expanded landfill operations would be closer to development and future residential 
areas. Regarding future development uses in the project vicinity, the Placer Ranch Specific Plan 
includes proposed commercial and residential development to the south of the Eastern, Center, 
and Western Properties. In addition, the Sunset Area Plan includes proposed Innovation Center 
uses to the east and west of the WPMWA property. Based on the proximity of proposed future 
development to both the Eastern and Western Properties, the Draft EIR concluded that future 
noise impacts associated with the two plan concepts would not differ substantially. Please refer to 
the response to Comment Q-28. 

Q-37 The commenter states that the traffic noise analysis fails to recognize the sensitive land uses that 
are approved and planned for the area directly southeast of Sunset Area Boulevard West in the 
Placer Ranch Specific Plan. The commenter states that the Draft EIR should not assume that 
traffic noise impacts will be limited to the existing roadways, when there are also known, proposed 
roadways for the area directly south of Sunset Area Boulevard West. 

For the anticipated traffic noise impacts expected to be experienced by future residences within 
the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, the commenter is referred to the EIR that was prepared for the 
Placer Ranch Specific Plan and Sunset Area Plan. That EIR anticipated development of the project 
site, development of the residential uses within the Specific Plan, and buildout of the regional 
transportation infrastructure when evaluating traffic noise impacts on future residential uses. The 
buildout of the Sunset Area Plan would be expected to generate greater traffic noise impacts 
along local roadways than would be anticipated with implementation of the proposed project 
because of the substantially larger development footprint. 

Q-38 The commenter states that the existing residences and masonry sound walls are located farther 
from the project site than the land uses that were approved for the area directly south of Sunset 
Area Boulevard West in the Placer Ranch Specific Plan and that noise impacts will likely be greater 
than the EIR projects for these areas. Please refer to the response to Comment Q-37. 

For the anticipated traffic noise impacts expected to be experienced by future residences within 
the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, the commenter is referred to the EIR that was prepared for the 
Placer Ranch Specific Plan and Sunset Area Plan. That EIR anticipated development of the project 
site, development of the residential uses within the Specific Plan, and buildout of the regional 
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transportation infrastructure when evaluating traffic noise impacts on future residential uses. The 
buildout of the Sunset Area Plan would be expected to generate greater traffic noise impacts 
along local roadways than would be anticipated with implementation of the proposed project 
because of the substantially larger development footprint. 

Q-39 The commenter states that Plan Concept 1 would have greater noise impacts than Plan Concept 2 
because the expanded landfill operations would be closer to the development and future 
residential areas, including Sacramento State – Placer Center area. Please refer to the response to 
Comment Q-37. 

Q-40 The commenter states that conclusions related to bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit facilities 
did not account for the planned development within the Campus Park or Sacramento State – 
Placer Center area. Please refer to the response to Comment Q-27. 

Q-41 The commenter states that transportation impacts would be worse under Plan Concept 1 than 
Plan Concept 2, as landfill vehicles would be transporting waste to and from the expanded landfill 
area on the road that separates the Campus Park and Sacramento State – Placer Center from the 
WPWMA’s facility. The delivery of waste to the project site would not differ between Plan Concept 
1 and Plan Concept 2. Both plan concepts would include the delivery of materials to the entrance 
facilities near the intersection of Athens Avenue and Fiddyment Road. 

Q-42 The commenter states Alternative B referenced in Section 18.4.2, which does not include waste 
disposal activities on the Eastern Property, should be evaluated specifically to assess its reduced 
impacts relative to Plan Concept 1 on the Sacramento State – Placer Center. The commenter also 
states relative to Plan Concept 2, Alternative B would reduce many of the compatibility benefits of 
locating complementary and programmatic elements on the Eastern Property in the vicinity of the 
Sacramento State – Placer Center. The commenter supports Plan Concept 2 and finds Plan 
Concept 2 adequately addresses its concerns related to the Sacramento State – Placer Center. 
Because the planned Sacramento State – Placer Center did not exist when the Notice of 
Preparation was released and, as of the release of this Final EIR, it has not yet been constructed, it 
was not considered when describing the impacts of the two plan concepts or alternatives on the 
existing environment. 

Q-43 The commenter states Alternative B, referenced in Section 18.5, should be evaluated specifically 
to assess its reduced impacts relative to Plan Concept 1 on the Sacramento State – Placer Center. 
The commenter also states relative to Plan Concept 2, Alternative B would reduce many of the 
compatibility benefits of locating complementary and programmatic elements on the Eastern 
Property in the vicinity of the Sacramento State – Placer Center. Please refer to the response to 
Comment Q-42. 

Q-44 The commenter states that to adequately analyze cumulative impacts and to allow CSU to do 
likewise, the WPWMA needs to fully account for the future project of the Campus Park and 
Sacramento State – Placer Center site, as conceptually approved under the Placer Ranch Specific 
Plan and currently under master plan review by CSU. 

Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(d), previously approved land use documents 
may be used in cumulative impact analysis. A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts 
contained in a previously certified EIR may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the 
provisions for tiering and program EIRs. No further cumulative impacts analysis is required when a 
project is consistent with a general, specific, master, or comparable programmatic plan where the 
lead agency determines that the regional or areawide cumulative impacts of the proposed project 
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have already been adequately addressed, as defined in Section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that 
plan. 

Tiering refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one 
prepared for an area plan) with later EIRs on narrower projects; incorporating by reference the 
general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR solely on the issues 
specific to the later project (state CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(a)). Agencies are encouraged 
to tier the environmental analyses they prepare for separate but related projects. This approach 
can eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and focus the later EIR on the actual issues 
ripe for decision. 

As discussed in state CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(f)(1) and (2), where a lead agency 
determines that a cumulative effect has been adequately addressed in the prior EIR, that effect is 
not treated as significant for purposes of the later EIR and need not be discussed in detail. When 
assessing whether there is a new significant cumulative effect, the lead agency will consider 
whether the incremental effects of the project would be considerable when viewed in the context 
of past, present, and probable future projects. 

The project site is located entirely within the boundaries of the SAP, an area that encompasses 
8,497 acres in unincorporated west Placer County. In addition, the Sacramento State – Placer 
Center project is located entirely within the SAP. The SAP is a policy document intended to guide 
growth in the SAP area during a 20-year planning horizon; buildout of the SAP area is expected to 
occur during a period of 80 years or more. An EIR was prepared to evaluate the physical 
environmental effects of the proposed SAP pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] 
Section 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, 
Chapter 3, Section 1500, et seq.). 

The SAP/PRSP EIR (Placer County 2019) programmatically evaluated the environmental impacts 
that would be anticipated with the expansion of solid waste elements and development of 
industrial uses on the WPWMA properties in a manner consistent with the site’s land use and 
zoning designations. Both plan concepts include the development of the WPWMA’s properties in a 
manner consistent with the land use and zoning designations identified in the SAP. The 
development of the Sacramento State – Placer Center project also was evaluated in the SAP/PRSP 
EIR. Therefore, the SAP/PRSP EIR fully evaluated the cumulative impacts associated with buildout 
of the WPWMA properties and the Sacramento State – Placer Center project. The commenter is 
referred to the cumulative impact analysis included in the SAP/PRSP EIR and the summary of this 
analysis included in Chapter 19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. 

Q-45 The commenter states that considering the landfill expansion area is extremely close to the 
Sacramento State – Placer Center in Plan Concept 1, cumulative odor impacts would be greater in 
Plan Concept 1, making Plan Concept 2 the environmentally superior option. Please refer to the 
response to Comment Q-27. 
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2.2.18 Letter R 

 

R-1 
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Letter R Comment Responses 

Trainor Fairbrook, On behalf of the United Auburn Indian Community 
Charles W. Trainor 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

R-1 The commenter states its support for Plan Concept 2 because it would have the fewest 
environmental impacts on the Thunder Valley and UAIC’s surrounding lands. WPWMA 
acknowledges this comment and that it does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any 
specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. 

R-2 The commenter requests that WPWMA include a description of the project-level review process 
for future complementary and programmatic elements and asks how surrounding property 
owners and the general public will be notified of proposals or projects as they are further defined. 
The commenter states that these future projects may have odor or aesthetic impacts that need to 
be individually evaluated and disclosed, depending on the proposed uses. 

Assuming the WPWMA Board of Directors approves a plan concept, WPWMA would subsequently 
review any project components that are being considered for implementation for their 
consistency with the project description included in the EIR. If those components are consistent 
with the project description evaluated in the EIR, WPWMA staff will bring any necessary contracts 
for the proposed improvements to the Board of Directors for their approval prior to implementing 
the improvements. If the project components are determined to not be consistent with the project 
description, subsequent environmental review consistent with CEQA may be necessary. In such 
cases, public notice will be provided consistent with the public noticing requirements of CEQA, 
and any necessary CEQA documentation will be completed prior to entering into any contracts to 
construct the improvements. 

R-3 The commenter states that page 3-20 notes “The proposals show the Organics Management 
Operation located on the center property (which is consistent with Plan Concept 1).” We believe 
this statement is incorrect as Figure 3-1 shows the Organics Management Operation under Plan 
Concept 1 on the western property.” 

As indicated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the following text is hereby added to Section 3.5.2 on 
page 3-20 of the Draft EIR: "The proposals show the Organics Management Operation located on 
the center property portion of the Western Property (which is consistent with Plan Concept 1)." 

R-4 The commenter states the EIR should consider simulating representative complementary and 
programmatic elements from Key Observation Points (KOPs). In Chapter 5, Aesthetics, Section 
5.3.3, the EIR analyzes locations within the 4-mile visual study area that could be the most 
sensitive to the proposed project’s potential visual impacts. Additionally, visual simulations 
focused on showing the complementary and programmatic elements at the KOPs would not 
change the EIR’s determination that the project results in significant and unavoidable impacts on 
visual character and quality. Because the comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, no further response is required. 

R-5 The commenter requests that the Tribal Cultural Resources chapter be presented separately and 
distinctly from the Cultural Resources chapter. The WPWMA appreciates and acknowledges this 
comment. However, because splitting a single chapter into two separate chapters would add 
complexity to the Draft EIR and may cause some confusion for readers, the WPWMA proposes not 
to make this change to the Final EIR but will consider preparing a separate and distinct Tribal 
Cultural Resources chapter in future CEQA documents. 

R-6 The commenter acknowledges incorporation of UAIC's Unanticipated Discoveries measure as 
provided in Mitigation Measure 8-2. This comment is acknowledged. 

R-7 The commenter requests that the UAIC be contacted to reinter Native American remains that may 
be discovered during project work rather than the WPWMA performing this task. As described in 
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Trainor Fairbrook, On behalf of the United Auburn Indian Community 
Charles W. Trainor 
January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

Mitigation Measure 8-4, if human remains are encountered at the site, work in the immediate 
vicinity of the discovery will cease, and necessary steps to secure the integrity of the immediate 
area will be taken. The Placer County Coroner will be notified immediately and will determine 
whether the remains are Native American. If the coroner determines the remains are Native 
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 
hours, who will, in turn, notify the person the NAHC identifies as the most likely descendant (MLD) 
of any human remains. Further actions will be determined, in part, by the desires of the MLD. 
Because the UAIC is historically affiliated with the project site, WPWMA assumes that the MLD 
would be associated with the UAIC and that the NAHC would recommend notifying the UAIC. 
Therefore, the WPWMA assumes that any reinterment of remains would be conducted with the 
appropriate dignity in an area of the property secure from further disturbance by UAIC or in close 
coordination with UAIC. 
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2.2.19 Letter S 
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Letter S Comment Responses 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Greg Hendricks, Environmental Scientist 

January 12, 2022 

Comment: Response: 

S-1 The commenter provides an overview of the Central Valley Water Board Basin Plan. This comment 
is acknowledged. 

S-2 The commenter states that the EIR should evaluate potential impacts to both surface and 
groundwater quality. The Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality 
in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 12.3.2, Impacts and Mitigation Measures; 
specifically, Impacts 12-1 through 12-4 address impacts to water quality. 

S-3 The commenter identifies a variety of permitting requirements, including the Construction 
Stormwater General Permit, Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits, 
Industrial Stormwater General Permit, Waste Discharge Requirements, Dewatering Permit, Limited 
Threat General National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, and NPDES 
Permit. The WPWMA acknowledges these permitting requirements and will work to secure 
applicable permits for the project as appropriate and necessary for the individual project 
components. 
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3. Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter contains changes to the text of the Draft EIR that were made based on comments received 
during the public comment period and responded to in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. The changes are 
presented in the order in which they appear in the Draft EIR and are identified by the Draft EIR page 
number, section number, or other heading to identify the location of the change. Text deletions are shown 
in strikeout (strikeout) and corrections, revisions, and text additions are shown in bold underline (bold 
underline). 

Section 1.6.3 on page 1-27 under subheading “Other Wastes Requiring Special 
Handling,” the following bullet is hereby added to the end of the subsection: 
• Fire Debris - The WPWMA may temporarily accept and discharge into the WRSL waste derived from cleanup of 

local emergency/disaster-impacted areas. 
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The following text is hereby added as a subheading to Section 1.8.3 on page 1-43 of 
the Draft EIR and the bullet listing grading, drainage, and building permits has been 
moved under this subheading: 

1.8.3 Local Approvals 

Local agency permits and approvals that may be applicable to the proposed project include the following: 

WPWMA 

 Certification of the Final EIR, approval of the Waste Action Plan, and selection of a Plan Concept for 
implementation 

Placer County 

 SWFP (issued by the LEA with concurrence from CalRecycle) 
 Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate issued by the PCAPCD 

Placer County Department of Public Works 

 Grading, Drainage, and Building Permits 
 Offsite Encroachment Permits 

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 

 Grading, Drainage, and Building Permits 
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The “projected annual tons disposed” values in Table 2-1, on page 2-6 of the Draft 
EIR, under the Waste Disposal heading are hereby revised as follows: 

Table 2-1. Summary of Environmental Baseline and Change Associated with Solid Waste Elements 

Waste Action 
Plan Project 

Element Environmental Baseline Plan Concept 1 Change Plan Concept 2 Change 

Waste Disposal 

Increased 
Waste 
Disposal 

Annual tons disposed – 288,838 Projected annual tons 
disposed – 5215,100 

Projected annual tons 
disposed – 5215,100 
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Mitigation Measure 6-2(b) on pages 2-16 and 6-44 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised 
to show the “Mitigation Measure 6-2(b)” in bold text to reflect additions to the first 
bullet and addition of a fourth bullet: 
Mitigation Measure 6-2(b): Project contractor(s) shall implement BMPs prior to or during all construction activities, 
including onsite construction-related grading. 

The WPWMA shall require all construction contracts and plans to include the applicable construction BMPs and 
project design measures from Table 6-1, as well as the following: 

 Designation of a person or persons to monitor fugitive dust emissions and enhance implementation of the Dust 
Control Plan to minimize dust complaints, reduce visible emissions to below 20 percent opacity, and prevent 
transport of dust offsite. Duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. 
The designated monitoring personnel shall obtain the certificate of Visible Emissions Evaluation (VEE) from 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) field training program, or equivalent. 

 Post signage at property boundaries with name(s) and contact information for designated person(s) for reporting 
of dust complaints.  

 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots intended for pavement as part of an applicable construction 
project shall be paved as soon as possible. In addition, building pads shall be laid immediately after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

 The PCAPCD shall be contacted regarding permitting requirements if any portable equipment is to be used for 
construction of the project elements. 
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The following text for the description of Mitigation Measure 6-6 on page 2-24 and the 
title and description on page 6-65 is hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6-46-6: Implement Odor Reduction Measures. 

The following additional odor reduction measures shall be implemented in addition to the BMPs and project design 
measures listed in Table 6-1 as mitigation measures for the proposed project: 

• Conduct Annual Odor Emissions Testing and Implement Response Actions Compile and Evaluate Weekly Odor 
Emissions Monitoring (Tier 1, Composting Operations). Weekly odor emissions monitoring from various points 
on and offsite, conducted pursuant to the SWOP, will be compiled annually to evaluate odor emission trends 
and the strength and character of odors generated at different phases and sources in the composting process. 
Response actions will be implemented as indicated in site operational documents such as the SWOP and OIMP. 

• Increase Screening of LFG and Implement Response Actions (Tier 1, Landfill Operations). Quarterly screening for 
fugitive LFG shall be conducted to identify “hot spots” of LFG emissions through interim and final landfill covers. 
Such screening reduces the time between identification and repair of surface hot spot emissions, and thus odor. A 
“hot spot” is defined as any area where surface methane standards established by the CARB are exceeded for at 
least two quarters in any consecutive four quarter period. CARB requires that, “any area where solid waste has 
been buried; the landfill methane surface concentration must not exceed the 500 parts per million by volume 
(ppmv) instantaneous or 25 ppmv (averaged) integrated surface methane emission standards, excluding the 
working face.” (CARB 2022) For instances where the integrated surface methane emission standard of 25 ppmv 
(averaged) of a monitoring grid is exceeded, the grid area will be monitored again at 15-foot centers (instead 
of the routine 25-foot centers) to further identify the area(s) of highest emissions. The noted areas of 
exceedance will be monitored again and corrective actions from the site operations and maintenance manual 
will be implemented as necessary to reduce emissions below the allowable level. For instances where the 
instantaneous surface methane emission standard of 500 ppmv is exceeded, the area will be monitored weekly 
for up to 3 weeks or until emissions are reduced enough to no longer constitute an exceedance. Corrective 
actions from the site operations and maintenance manual will be implemented as necessary to reduce 
emissions below the allowable level. 
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Mitigation Measure 7-1: Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species on pages 2-25 and 
7-36 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 7-1: Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species. 

The WPWMA will implement the proposed project as a Covered Activity under the PCCP and CARP to compensate for 
any loss of special-status plants. In the absence of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures established by 
the PCCP for rare plants, WPWMA will implement the Placer County Sunset Area Plan (SAP) Policy NR-2.1: Special-
Status Plant Species Protection, and SAP Program NR-5: Special-Status Plant Species Protection Guidelines, to 
mitigate for the loss of special-status plant species. The WPWMA will retain qualified botanists to conduct protocol-
level botanical surveys. The Guidelines, at a minimum, will require the following: 

 All plant species encountered on the project site will be identified to the taxonomic level necessary to 
determine species status. 

 The surveys will be conducted no more than 5 years prior and no later than the blooming period immediately 
preceding the approval of a grading or improvement plan or any ground-disturbing activities, including 
grubbing or clearing.  

 If special-status plants are identified on the project site, the project applicants will be required to implement 
the following measures to mitigate the potential loss of special-status plant species: 

• Avoid special-status plant occurrences through project design to the extent technically feasible and 
appropriate. Avoidance will be deemed technically feasible and appropriate if the habitat occupied by 
special-status plants may be preserved onsite while still obtaining the project purpose and objectives and 
if the preserved habitat features could reasonably be expected to continue to function as suitable habitat 
for special-status plants following project implementation. 

• If, after examining all feasible means to avoid impacts to potential special-status plant species habitat 
through project site planning and design, adverse effects cannot be avoided, then impacts will be 
mitigated in accordance with guidance from the appropriate state or federal agency charged with the 
protection of the subject species. 

• Notify CDFW, as required by the California Native Plant Protection Act, if any special-status plants are 
found on the project site. Notify the USFWS if any plant species listed under the Endangered Species Act 
are found. 

• Develop a mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) to compensate for the loss of special-status plant 
species found during preconstruction surveys, if any. The MMP will be submitted to CDFW and/or USFWS, 
as appropriate depending on species status, for review and comment. WPWMA will consult with these 
entities, as appropriate, depending on species status. Mitigation measures may include preserving and 
enhancing existing onsite populations, creation of offsite populations on project mitigation sites through 
seed collection or transplantation and preserving occupied habitat offsite in sufficient quantities to offset 
loss of occupied habitat or individuals. 

• If transplantation is part of the mitigation plan, the plan will include a description and map of mitigation 
sites, details on the methods to be used, including collection, storage, propagation, receptor site 
preparation, installation, long-term protection and management, monitoring and reporting requirements, 
remedial action responsibilities should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements, 
and sources of funding to purchase, manage, and preserve the sites. The following performance standards 
will be applied: 

o The extent of occupied area and the flower density in compensatory re-established populations 
will be equal to or greater than the affected occupied habitat and will be self-producing. Re-
established populations will be considered self-producing when: 
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 Plants re-establish annually for a minimum of 5 years with no human intervention, such 
as supplemental seeding. 

 Re-established habitats contain an occupied area and flower density comparable to 
existing occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types. 

 If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation credits, or other 
offsite conservation measures, the details of these measures will be included in the mitigation plan, including 
information on responsible parties for long-term management, conservation easement holders, long-term 
management requirements, and other details, as appropriate to target the preservation of long-term viable 
populations. 
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The “projected annual tons disposed” values in Tables 3-1, on page 3-5 of the Draft 
EIR, under the Waste Disposal heading are hereby revised as follows: 

Table 3-1. Summary of Environmental Baseline and Change Associated with Solid Waste Elements 

Waste Action Plan 
Project Element Environmental Baseline Plan Concept 1 Change Plan Concept 2 Change 

Waste Disposal 

Increased Waste 
Disposal 

Annual tons disposed – 
288,838 

Projected annual tons 
disposed – 5215,100 by 
2050 

Projected annual tons 
disposed – 5215,100 by 
2050 
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The following text is hereby added to Section 3.5.2 on page 3-20 of the Draft EIR: 

Differences Between MRF Operations RFP Proposals and Plan Concepts – Vendor proposals received in the MRF 
Operations procurement process include some variations in the types of materials processed at the organics 
processing area as well as some differences in how that material is processed (MSW organics composting). Generally, 
the vendor-proposed organics management operation is being designed to accommodate a total tonnage of 157,550 
tons per year of organics: 92,450 tons per year of food waste and the organics fraction of MSW (OFMSW) and 65,100 
tons per year of yard waste. This is capacity is comparable to the buildout capacity as the Organics Management 
Operation in Plan Concept 1 and Plan Concept 2. The inclusion of the OFMSW in the proposed feedstocks is one area 
that the proposals differ from the plan concepts. It is assumed that this material would be recovered during the 
sorting process inside the MRF building. Recovering this material would also result in higher diversion rates and less 
material going to the landfill (as either average daily cover or disposed material). Additional features of the Organics 
Management Operation represented in the proposals is summarized as follows: 

 Location – The proposals show the Organics Management Operation located on the center property portion of 
the Western Property (which is consistent with Plan Concept 1). 
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The “projected annual disposed tons” value and the “projected increase in annual 
tons” value in Table 3-10, on page 3-25 of the Draft EIR, are hereby revised as follows: 

Table 3-10. Summary of Tonnage and Vehicle Limit Changes Under Plan Concept 1 

Environmental Baseline Plan Concept 1 Change 

Baseline annual disposed tons = 
288,838  

Projected annual disposed tons = 
533,654 525,100 

Projected increase in annual tons = 
244,816 236,262 
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The values for “projected annual disposed tons” and “projected increase in annual 
tons” and the heading for the second column in Table 3-22, on page 3-63 of the Draft 
EIR, are hereby revised as follows: 

Table 3-22. Summary of Tonnage and Vehicle Limit Changes Under Plan Concept 2 

Environmental Baseline Plan Concept 12 Change 

Current annual disposed tons – 
288,838  

Projected annual disposed tons – 
533,654 525,100 

Projected increase in annual tons – 
244,816 236,262 
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The reference to Mitigation Measure 3-1 on page 5-59 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
Mitigation Measure 35-1: Impacts to Visual Character and Quality 

Because both Plan Concepts would expand the landfill’s final elevation substantially above the surrounding area, 
mitigation measures intended to visually screen the landfill from local and distant viewpoints would be ineffective. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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The following bullet is hereby added to page 6-5 of the Draft EIR, Table 6-1, Current 
Emission Reduction Measures and Best Management Practices Incorporated as Project 
Design Measures, Current Odor Management Practices section: 
 Comply with the applicable requirements of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60 Subpart Cf and 40 

CFR Part 63 Subpart AAAA. 
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Chapter 11, on page 11-6, first paragraph of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 

There are approximately 17 LFG monitoring points around the perimeter of the site. Additional monitoring probes 
may be added as the landfill continues to fill with waste over time. Prior to the placement of waste in a new module, 
perimeter gas monitoring probes are installed in accordance with Title 27 Section 20925, which requires nested 
probes at a minimum of 1 per 1,000 feet around the perimeter of the landfill (as a whole, not by individual landfill 
module). Each LFG monitoring point includes one intermediate and one deep monitoring probe, with the deep one 
equal to the lowest waste elevation. In accordance with Title 27 Section 20921 requirements for the closed part of the 
landfill and Section 29025 20925 for the active parts, these probes are monitored on a monthly basis. Reports of the 
monthly monitoring are presented to the LEA. 
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Appendix D. Project-Applicable Conditions on Covered Activities from the PCCP, is 
hereby revised as follows, including section heading numbering as applicable: 

D.11 Application Process for Participating Special Entities 

As required in HCP/NCCP Section 8.9.4.1, the WPWMA will submit to the PCA a plan participation package for the 
proposed project (refer to Section 6.2.4, HCP/NCCP Participation Package), along with any environmental analysis 
that has been prepared to comply with CEQA or NEPA. 

D.12 References 
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Appendix A. Mitigation Monitoring and  
Reporting Program 

  



 

 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed for the Western Placer 
Waste Management Authority’s (WPWMA) Renewable Placer: Waste Action Plan Project, consistent with 
the requirements of California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section 
15097. The intent of the MMRP is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly and successfully 
implementing the mitigation measures identified within the Environmental Impact Report for this project. 
The MMRP will apply to Plan Concept 1, Plan Concept 2, or other similarly configured project. 

Unless otherwise noted, the WPWMA and subsequent parties in interest will be responsible for 
implementing, complying with, and paying for all mitigation measures identified herein.  

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 14 CCR 15097(a), when 
significant effects are identified in an EIR, the Lead Agency is required to adopt a program for reporting or 
monitoring mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of approval for the proposed 
project. 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

Table A-1 on the following pages includes the mitigation measure number, the mitigation measure text, 
the actions required, entity responsible for monitoring and compliance, timing of the initial action, and 
frequency and duration of monitoring. 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

Chapter 5, Aesthetics 

Mitigation Measure 5-3: Impacts from Offsite Litter Generation. 

Although an extensive offsite litter control program is in place at the facility and would continue in the future with implementation of the 
proposed project, the impact of increased litter through the extended life of the WRSL would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
Therefore, WPWMA would implement a tarping policy that requires incoming loads to use tarps, thus minimizing the potential for offsite litter 
generation. However, even with implementation of a tarping policy, this impact would remain significant. 

 Notify haulers of the tarping policy. 
 Determine enforcement mechanism for tarping policy. 

 Implement tarping policy. 

WPWMA Prior to initiation of 
the proposed project. 

Frequency: Daily as 
loads are received. 

Duration: Active life of 
the landfill. 

Chapter 6, Air Quality 

Mitigation Measure 6-1: Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans. 

Through the air permitting process and implementation of BMPs and project design measures in Table 6-1, the WPWMA shall work with the 
PCAPCD to provide information on the construction and operation of the solid waste elements, complementary and programmatic elements, 
and supporting elements under the proposed project. The emissions estimates prepared to support this CEQA air quality impact analysis are 
based on many conservative assumptions (as described in the sections to follow and in Appendix C.2) to allow flexibility as the project 
elements move forward through planning, design, funding, and implementation. The methodology for this air quality and environmental 
assessment is consistent with the CEQA Handbook that PCAPCD prepared for evaluation and mitigation of projects in Placer County (PCAPCD 
2017a). Current results and conclusions are based on criteria used by PCAPCD to evaluate potential air quality impacts, using PCAPCD-
recommended emissions calculation methods, significance thresholds, and mitigation strategies. All projects in Placer County are subject to 
PCAPCD’s adopted rules and regulations. Specific local air quality rules applicable to implementation of the proposed project have been 
evaluated for applicability to the project elements, and results show that the proposed project elements (solid waste elements, 
complementary and programmatic elements, and supporting elements) would comply with applicable regulatory and permitting 
requirements. 

 Compile construction and operation information for the 
solid waste elements, complementary and programmatic 
elements, and supporting elements of the proposed 
project, as needed to show that the proposed project 
elements would comply with applicable regulatory and 
permitting requirements. 

 Provide compiled information to PCAPCD as required. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

During construction 
and ongoing.  

Frequency: As 
required/dependent on 
applicable regulations 
and conditions in 
contracts, permits, and 
plans. 

Duration: Ongoing 
through construction 
and operation of the 
proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure 6-2(a): Construction emissions of criteria air pollutants (PM10 and PM2.5) and ozone precursors. 

Construction contractor(s) shall document their capability and commitment to implement PCAPCD’s recommended construction mitigation 
measures and the project design measures identified in Table 6-1 as part of their grading and improvement plan submittals. Prior to any 
construction activity, the contractor(s) shall submit a Construction Emission and Dust Control Plan to PCAPCD a minimum of 21 days before 
construction activity is scheduled to commence. To further mitigate the significant air quality impact identified for construction PM10 
emissions, the following additional mitigation measures, expanding on those identified in Table 6-1 as BMPs and project design measures,1 
shall be implemented to address exhaust PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and provide dust control. 

 Revise RFP language and construction contracts to 
include requirements for contractors to: (1) document 
capabilities and commitments to implement the 
recommended construction mitigation measures, BMPs, 
and project design measures as part of grading and 
improvement plan submittals, and (2) prepare and 
submit Construction Emission and Dust Control Plan to 
PCAPCD on the schedule required. 

 Ensure contractor implements mitigation measures, 
BMPs, project design measures, and the approved dust 
control plan. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

Contractor to submit a 
Construction Emission 
and Dust Control Plan 
to PCAPCD 21 days 
prior to 
commencement of 
any construction 
activity. 

Implement mitigation 
measures, BMPs, and 
project design 
measures on an 
ongoing basis. 

Frequency: As 
required/dependent on 
applicable regulations 
and conditions in 
contracts, permits, and 
plans. 

Duration: Ongoing 
through construction 
and operation of the 
proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure 6-2(b): Project contractor(s) shall implement BMPs prior to or during all construction activities, including onsite 
construction-related grading. 

The WPWMA shall require all construction contracts and plans to include the applicable construction BMPs and project design measures from 
Table 6-1, as well as the following: 

 Designation of a person or persons to monitor fugitive dust emissions and enhance implementation of the Dust Control Plan to minimize 
dust complaints, reduce visible emissions to below 20 percent opacity, and prevent transport of dust offsite. The designated monitoring 

 Revise RFP language and construction contracts to 
require implementation of mitigation measures, BMPs, 
project design measures, and dust control plans. 
Designated monitoring personnel must be certified in 
VEE or equivalent.  

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

Contractor to submit a 
Construction Emission 
and Dust Control Plan 
21 days prior to 
commencement of 
any construction 
activity. 

Frequency: As 
required/dependent on 
applicable regulations 
and conditions in 
contracts, permits, and 
plans. 

 
1
 Note: Applicable measures from PCAPCD’s recommended construction mitigation measures (PCAPCD 2017a) are incorporated in the proposed project as project design measures. For the list of BMPs and project design measures incorporated in the proposed project, please see the list of measures in Table 6-1. 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

personnel shall obtain the certificate of Visible Emissions Evaluation (VEE) from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) field training 
program, or equivalent. Duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. 

 Post signage at property boundaries with name(s) and contact information for designated person(s) for reporting of dust complaints. 

 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots intended for pavement as part of an applicable construction project shall be paved as 
soon as possible. In addition, building pads shall be laid immediately after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

 The PCAPCD shall be contacted regarding permitting requirements if any portable equipment is to be used for construction of the project 
elements. 

 Post and maintain required signage, pave areas to limit 
dust, and inform PCAPCD if portable equipment is to be 
used. 

 Ensure contractor implements mitigation measures, 
BMPs, project design measures, and the approved dust 
control plan. 

 

Implement mitigation 
measures, BMPs, and 
project design 
measures on an 
ongoing basis during 
construction. 

Duration: Ongoing 
through construction. 

Mitigation Measure 6-2(c): The WPWMA shall implement a recordkeeping program to oversee and enforce compliance with the BMP 
requirement for diesel-fueled equipment to use engines that meet Tier 4 Final emission standards, as certified by CARB, or cleaner, prior to 
or during onsite grading and construction activities. 

This mitigation measure is intended for WPWMA oversight to ensure that all diesel-fueled construction equipment shall have engines that 
meet the Tier 4 Final emission standards, as certified by CARB, or cleaner, if feasible (City of Sacramento 2021). This requirement shall be 
verified through contractor submittal of an equipment inventory to the WPWMA for each construction project that includes the following 
information:  

A. Type of Equipment 

B. Engine Year and Age 

C. Number of Years Since Rebuild of Engine (if applicable) 

D. Type of Fuel Used 

E. Engine Horsepower 

F. Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) information, if applicable, and other related equipment data 

If any new equipment is added after submission of the inventory, the contractor(s) shall contact the WPWMA regarding the new equipment 
being used. 

The project contractor(s) must also provide a signed Certification Statement for documentation of compliance and for future review by the 
WPWMA as needed. The Certification Statement shall state that the contractor agrees to compliance and acknowledges that a violation of this 
requirement shall constitute a material breach of contract.  

The WPWMA may waive the equipment requirement above only under the following unusual circumstances:  

 A particular piece of off-road equipment with Tier 4 Final standards is technically not feasible or not commercially available. 

 The equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes. 

 Installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impair visibility for the operator. 

 There is a compelling emergency need to use other alternate off-road equipment.  

If the WPWMA grants the waiver, the contractor shall use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment available, as detailed in Table 6-9. If 
seeking a waiver from this requirement it must be demonstrated, to the satisfaction of the WPWMA, that the emissions do not exceed 
significance thresholds. If the project implements the “step down” approach, using construction equipment with less than Tier 4 emissions 
standards and the resulting emissions exceed the PCAPCD threshold, a mitigation fee (per ton of emissions) shall be assessed to achieve the 
remaining mitigation. 

Table 6-9 describes the Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step Down approach:  

 If engines that comply with Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the contractor shall meet 
Compliance Alternative 1.  

 Revise RFP language and construction contracts to 
require implementation of mitigation measures, BMPs, 
project design measures, and dust control plans. Contract 
language shall include requirements for contractors to 
submit an equipment inventory to WPWMA for each 
project, along with a signed Certification Statement with 
commitment to compliance. Contractor shall maintain 
records concerning relevant efforts to comply with this 
requirement and provide them to WPWMA on a weekly 
basis during active construction periods. WPWMA to 
review and verify that contractor submissions meet 
Mitigation Measure requirements. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

Construction 
equipment list will be 
verified by WPWMA 
during the contractor 
submittal phases for 
the proposed project’s 
construction activities. 

Frequency: As required, 
dependent on 
applicable regulations 
and conditions in 
contracts, permits, and 
plans. 

Changes to equipment 
inventory required when 
equipment additions or 
subtractions occur. 

Duration: During 
construction. 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

 If off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1 is not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall meet Compliance 
Alternative 2.  

 If off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2 is not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall meet Compliance 
Alternative 3. 

Table 6-9. Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step Down Approach 

Compliance Alternative 
Engine Emissions 
Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 4 Interim Tier 4 Interim 

2 Tier 3 CARB Level 3 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 with retrofit CARB Level 3 VDECS 

For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 Final engines similar to the availability 
for other large-scale construction projects in the region occurring at the same time and taking into consideration factors such as (1) potential 
significant delays to critical-path timing of construction for the project and (2) geographic proximity to the project site of Tier 4 Final 
equipment.  

The project contractor(s) shall maintain records concerning relevant efforts to comply with this requirement and provide them to WPWMA on 
a weekly basis during active construction periods. 

Mitigation Measure 6-3: Operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors. 

The WPWMA and its operation contractor(s) shall document their capability and commitment to implement the operational emission 
reduction BMPs and project design measures identified in Table 6-1 as part of their contracts and plan submittals. To further mitigate the 
significant air quality impacts identified for operational emissions of NOx and PM10, the following additional mitigation measures, which 
expand on those identified in Table 6-1 as BMPs and project design measures,2 shall be implemented. 

 Revise RFP language, operational contracts, and site 
plans to require implementation of operational 
mitigation measures, BMPs, and project design measures. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

Mitigation measures, 
BMPs, and project 
design measures 
implemented on an 
ongoing basis for 
project operations. 

Frequency: As required, 
dependent on 
applicable regulations 
and conditions in 
contracts, permits, and 
plans. 

Duration: Ongoing 
through operation. 

Mitigation Measure 6-3(a): Fund NOx emissions reductions through an Offsite Mitigation Fee Program. 

The operation of solid waste elements, complementary elements, and supporting elements under the proposed project would result in net 
emissions increases in operational emissions that would exceed PCAPCD’s recommended operational significance thresholds of 55 lb/day for 
NOx, even with implementation of the BMPs and project design measures listed in Table 6-1. The estimated total increase in NOx emissions 
estimated in excess of the significance threshold for this project under Plan Concept 1 is approximately 102.5 lb/day, equivalent to 9.4 tons 

 WPWMA to coordinate with PCAPCD to determine which 
NOx emission reductions program(s) would be most 
feasible and cost-effective and participate as required. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

WPWMA to coordinate 
with PCAPCD to 
determine when the 
operation will exceed 
PCAPCD’s 
recommended 
operational 
significance 
thresholds of 
55 lb/day for NOx.  

Frequency: One-time 
funding and 
establishment or 
participation in an 
offsite mitigation 
program/project. 

Duration: One-time. 

 
2
 Note: Applicable measures from PCAPCD’s recommended operational emission mitigation measures (PCAPCD 2017a) are incorporated in the proposed project as project design measures. For the list of BMPs and project design measures incorporated in the proposed project, please see the list of measures in Table 6-1. 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

per ozone season,3 and under Plan Concept 2 is approximately 97.2 lb/day, equivalent to 8.9 tons per ozone season. To mitigate the net 
project-related increases in operational NOx emissions, the WPWMA shall participate in one of the following voluntary offsite mitigation 
programs: 

 Establish and fund an offsite mitigation project to result in a NOx emission reduction equivalent to the total amount of emissions 
estimated to exceed the PCAPCD significance threshold over a single season. Developing an offsite mitigation program in western Placer 
County shall be coordinated with PCAPCD. Emission reductions achieved through the offsite mitigation program must be real and 
quantifiable, as verified by PCAPCD. Examples of NOx emission reduction mitigation projects include, retrofitting, repowering, or replacing 
heavy-duty engines from mobile sources (for example, buses, construction equipment, on-road haulers), provision of electrical charging 
stations to support vehicle electrification, or other programs to reduce regional NOx emissions. 

 Participate in the District’s Offsite Mitigation Fee Program by paying the equivalent amount of money to mitigate the net project 
contribution of NOx that exceeds the 55 lb/day threshold over a single season. As indicated previously, the estimated NOx emissions 
offset requirement is approximately 9.4 tons/year for Plan Concept 1 and 8.9 tons/year for Plan Concept 2. The estimated mitigation fees 
for the NOx emissions increase associated with project operations is approximately $177,000 for Plan Concept 1 and $167,000 for Plan 
Concept 2, based upon PCAPCD’s adopted cost-effectiveness rate of $18,790 per ton for ozone precursors like NOx and the current 
California CPI rate (PCAPCD 2017b, 2021b). The actual amount to be paid shall be determined based on the selected program and 
applicable cost-effectiveness rate agreed to by the WPWMA and PCAPCD and shall be paid by the WPWMA or other responsible parties. 

 Any combination of the above or other measures, as determined feasible by WPWMA and PCAPCD. 

Mitigation Measure 6-3(b): Fund PM10 emissions reductions through an Off-Site Mitigation Fee Program. 

The operation of solid waste elements, complementary elements, and supporting elements under the proposed project would result in net 
emissions increases in operational emissions that would exceed PCAPCD’s recommended operational significance thresholds of 82 lb/day for 
PM10, even with implementation of the BMPs and project design measures listed in Table 6-1. The estimated total increase in PM10 emissions 
estimated in excess of the significance threshold for this project under Plan Concept 1 is approximately 403.0 lb/day, equivalent to 36.5 tons 
per winter season, and for Plan Concept 2 is approximately 263.7 lb/day, equivalent to 23.9 tons per winter season. To mitigate the net 
project-related increases in operational PM10 emissions, the WPWMA shall participate in one of the following voluntary offsite mitigation 
programs: 

 Establish and fund an offsite mitigation project to result in a PM10 emission reduction equivalent to the total amount of emissions 
estimated to exceed the PCAPCD significance threshold over a single season. Developing an offsite mitigation program in western Placer 
County shall be coordinated with PCAPCD. Emission reductions achieved through the offsite mitigation program must be real and 
quantifiable, as verified by PCAPCD. Examples of PM10 emission reduction mitigation projects include, among other, retrofitting, 
repowering, or replacing heavy-duty engines from mobile sources (for example, buses, construction equipment, on-road haulers), 
replacing woodstoves, road paving, or other programs to reduce PM10 emissions. 

 Participate in the District’s Offsite Mitigation Fee Program by paying the equivalent amount of money, to mitigate the net project 
contribution of PM10 that exceeds the 82 lb/day threshold over a single season. As indicated previously, the estimated PM10 emissions 
offset requirement is approximately 36.5 tons/year for Plan Concept 1 and 23.9 tons/year for Plan Concept 2. The estimated mitigation 
fees for the PM10 emissions increase associated with project operations is approximately $220,800 for Plan Concept 1 and $144,600 for 
Plan Concept 2, based upon an assumed cost-effectiveness rate of $6,050 per ton used for PM10 in the SAP DEIR (Placer County 2018). 
The actual amount to be paid shall be determined based on the selected program and applicable cost-effectiveness rate agreed to by the 
WPWMA and PCAPCD and shall be paid by the WPWMA or other responsible parties. 

 Any combination of the above or other measures, as determined feasible by the WPWMA and PCAPCD. 

 WPWMA to coordinate with PCAPCD to determine which 
PM10 emission reductions program(s) would be most 
feasible and cost-effective and participate as required. 

WPWMA 
PCAPCD 

WPWMA to coordinate 
with PCAPCD to 
determine when the 
operation will exceed 
PCAPCD’s 
recommended 
operational 
significance 
thresholds of 
82 lb/day for PM10. 

Frequency: One-time 
funding and 
establishment or 
participation in an 
offsite mitigation 
program/project. 

Duration: One-time 

Mitigation Measure 6-6: Implement odor reduction measures Revise RFP language, operational contracts, and site plans 
to require implementation of operational mitigation 
measures, BMPs, and project design measures, including 

WPWMA  

PCAPCD 

Prior to project 
implementation; 
mitigation measures, 

Frequency: As specified 
for each measure. 

 
3
 The summer season is estimated at 184 days per year and applies to estimation of mitigation requirements for ozone precursors like NOx; the winter season is estimated at 181 days and applies for PM10 (PCAPCD 2017a). 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

The following odor reduction measures shall be implemented in addition to the BMPs and project design measures listed in Table 6-1 as 
mitigation measures for the proposed project: 

 Compile and Evaluate Weekly Odor Emissions Monitoring (Tier 1, Composting Operations). Weekly odor emissions monitoring from various 
points on and offsite, conducted pursuant to the SWOP, will be compiled annually to evaluate odor emission trends and the strength and 
character of odors generated at different phases and sources in the composting process. Response actions will be implemented as 
indicated in site operational documents such as the SWOP and OIMP. 

 Increase Screening of LFG and Implement Response Actions (Tier 1, Landfill Operations). Quarterly screening for fugitive LFG shall be 
conducted to identify “hot spots” of LFG emissions through interim and final landfill covers. Such screening reduces the time between 
identification and repair of surface hot spot emissions, and thus odor. A “hot spot” is defined as any area where surface methane standards 
established by the CARB are exceeded for at least two quarters in any consecutive four quarter period. CARB requires that, “any area where 
solid waste has been buried; the landfill methane surface concentration must not exceed the 500 parts per million by volume (ppmv) 
instantaneous or 25 ppmv (averaged) integrated surface methane emission standards, excluding the working face.” (CARB 2022) For 
instances where the integrated surface methane emission standard of 25 ppmv (averaged) of a monitoring grid is exceeded, the grid area 
will be monitored again at 15-foot centers (instead of the routine 25-foot centers) to further identify the area(s) of highest emissions. The 
noted areas of exceedance will be monitored again and corrective actions from the site operations and maintenance manual will be 
implemented as necessary to reduce emissions below the allowable level. For instances where the instantaneous surface methane emission 
standard of 500 ppmv is exceeded, the area will be monitored weekly for up to 3 weeks or until emissions are reduced enough to no longer 
constitute an exceedance. Corrective actions from the site operations and maintenance manual will be implemented as necessary to reduce 
emissions below the allowable level. 

 Enhance LFG Collection (Tier 1, Landfill Operations). To reduce landfill-related odor emissions, the WPWMA shall establish stricter 
protocols for LFG collection. Because LFG must be used, flared, or stored in a leak-free container, minimizing odorous emissions involves 
operating the system for maximum containment of gas as well as cost-effective performance of the gas-to-energy system. 

 Implement Enhanced Monitoring and Modeling (Tier 1, Site-wide Technologies and Operations). To monitor odor emissions in areas around 
the WRSL, odor sensors shall be placed in developed areas surrounding the landfill to identify odor spikes or other abnormal odor 
emissions, ideally before community complaints are lodged. Updates to the WPWMA's dispersion modeling capabilities shall also be 
implemented to better predict the nature, location, and intensity of odor issues. 

 Establish Tree-lined Perimeter of WRSL (Tier 1, Site-wide Technologies and Operations). Trees with aromatic foliage, such as pine or 
eucalyptus, shall be planted and maintained around the WRSL to visually screen the landfill from surrounding areas, providing 
psychological benefits, and to serve as a windbreak, thereby impeding, absorbing, or otherwise altering the flow of odorous emissions from 
the facility. 

 Implement additional measures in accordance with the Odor Mitigation MOU (Churchwell White, LLP 2019; Schmidt and Card 2019). 

capability and commitment to implement the odor control 
measures identified, including: 

 Compost odor emission monitoring and evaluation.  
 Determination of feasible actions to reduce the time 

between identification and repair of surface hot spot 
emissions. 

 Determination of feasible improvements resulting in 
stricter protocols for LFG collection. 

 Determination of feasible locations for odors sensors. 
 Determination of appropriate tree species. 
 Planting of trees at appropriate intervals to create the 

desired visual screen. 

BMPs, and project 
design measures will 
be implemented on an 
ongoing basis for 
project operations. 

Duration: Ongoing 
during construction and 
operation of the 
proposed project. 

Chapter 7, Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure 7-1: Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species. 

The WPWMA shall implement the proposed project as a Covered Activity under the PCCP and CARP to compensate for any loss of special-
status plants. In the absence of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures established by the PCCP for rare plants, WPWMA will 
implement the Placer County Sunset Area Plan (SAP) Policy NR-2.1: Special-Status Plant Species Protection, and SAP Program NR-5: Special-
Status Plant Species Protection Guidelines, to mitigate for the loss of special-status plant species. The WPWMA will retain qualified botanists 
to conduct protocol-level botanical surveys. The Guidelines, at a minimum, will require the following: 

 All plant species encountered on the project site will be identified to the taxonomic level necessary to determine species status. 

 The surveys will be conducted no more than 5 years prior and no later than the blooming period immediately preceding the approval of a 
grading or improvement plan or any ground-disturbing activities, including grubbing or clearing.  

 If special-status plants are identified on the project site, the project applicants will be required to implement the following measures to 
mitigate the potential loss of special-status plant species: 

 Avoid and minimize impacts to special-status plants. 
 Quantify unavoidable impacts. 

 Obtain take coverage from PCCP in accordance with the 
Participating Special Entity’s Implementing Agreement or 
by implementing the Placer County SAP Policy NR-2.1: 
Special-Status Plant Species Protection, and SAP 
Program NR-5: Special-Status Plant Species Protection 
Guidelines 

 Pay applicable mitigation fees. 

Placer Conservation 
Authority 
WPWMA 

Prior to, typically 
within 5 years of, 
conducting activities 
that may impact 
special-status plants. 

Frequency: Satisfied 
prior to construction 
commencing. Annual 
mitigation monitoring 
required by SAP Policy 
NR-2.1, if applicable.  

Duration: Mitigations 
will be monitored in 
perpetuity. Mitigation 
monitoring 
responsibility is 
transferred to PCA upon 
fee payment by the 
WPWMA. 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

• Avoid special-status plant occurrences through project design to the extent technically feasible and appropriate. Avoidance will be 
deemed technically feasible and appropriate if the habitat occupied by special-status plants may be preserved onsite while still 
obtaining the project purpose and objectives and if the preserved habitat features could reasonably be expected to continue to 
function as suitable habitat for special-status plants following project implementation. 

• If, after examining all feasible means to avoid impacts to potential special-status plant species habitat through project site planning 
and design, adverse effects cannot be avoided, then impacts will be mitigated in accordance with guidance from the appropriate 
state or federal agency charged with the protection of the subject species. 

• Notify CDFW, as required by the California Native Plant Protection Act, if any special-status plants are found on the project site. Notify 
the USFWS if any plant species listed under the Endangered Species Act are found. 

• Develop a mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) to compensate for the loss of special-status plant species found during 
preconstruction surveys, if any. The MMP will be submitted to CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, for 
review and comment. WPWMA will consult with these entities, as appropriate, depending on species status. Mitigation measures may 
include preserving and enhancing existing onsite populations, creation of offsite populations on project mitigation sites through seed 
collection or transplantation and preserving occupied habitat offsite in sufficient quantities to offset loss of occupied habitat or 
individuals. 

• If transplantation is part of the mitigation plan, the plan will include a description and map of mitigation sites, details on the methods 
to be used, including collection, storage, propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-term protection and management, 
monitoring and reporting requirements, remedial action responsibilities should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring 
requirements, and sources of funding to purchase, manage, and preserve the sites. The following performance standards will be 
applied: 

o The extent of occupied area and the flower density in compensatory re-established populations will be equal to or greater 
than the affected occupied habitat and will be self-producing. Re-established populations will be considered self-producing 
when: 

 Plants re-establish annually for a minimum of 5 years with no human intervention, such as supplemental seeding. 

 Re-established habitats contain an occupied area and flower density comparable to existing occupied habitat areas 
in similar habitat types. 

 If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation credits, or other offsite conservation measures, 
the details of these measures will be included in the mitigation plan, including information on responsible parties for long-term 
management, conservation easement holders, long-term management requirements, and other details, as appropriate to target the 
preservation of long-term viable populations. 

Mitigation Measure 7-2: Impacts on Vernal Pool Branchiopods and Western Spadefoot. 

The WPWMA shall implement the proposed project as a Covered Activity under the PCCP and CARP to compensate for loss of vernal pool fairy 
shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp habitat. Although western spadefoot is not covered under the PCCP, implementation of the PCCP 
would reduce impacts on western spadefoot because the species requires the protection of vernal pool complex habitat for survival, and this 
habitat would be protected for vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. The protection of vernal pool complex habitat, and 
vernal pool branchiopods and western spadefoot by proxy, would be supported by the following conditions from the PCCP (Placer County 
2020c) (Appendix D): 

 General Condition 1, Watershed Hydrology and Water Quality 

 General Condition 3, Land Conversion 

 Avoid and minimize impacts vernal pool branchiopods 
and western spadefoot. 

 Quantify unavoidable impacts.  

 Obtain take coverage from PCCP/CARP in accordance 
with the Participating Special Entity’s Implementing 
Agreement. 

 Pay applicable mitigation fees. 

Placer Conservation 
Authority 
WPWMA  

Prior to conducting 
activities that may 
impact vernal pool 
branchiopods and 
western spadefoot. 

Frequency: Satisfied 
prior to construction 
commencing. 

 

Duration: Mitigation 
monitoring 
responsibility is 
transferred to PCA upon 



 

 

Table A-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Action Required 

Entity Responsible for 
Monitoring and 

Verifying Compliance 
Timing of Initial 

Action 
Frequency and 

Duration of Monitoring 

 General Condition 4, Temporary Effects 

 General Condition 5, Conduct Worker Training 

 Regional Public Projects Condition 3, Operations and Maintenance best management practices (BMPs) 

 Species Condition 10, Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp 

Covered Activities shall be assessed fees based on the parameters described in Chapter 9, Costs and Funding, and as summarized in Tables 9-
6 and 9-7 of the PCCP HCP/NCCP (Placer County 2020a). Special habitat fees (Table 9-7 of the PCCP HCP/NCCP) are variable depending on 
the special habitat type and would be paid in addition to land conversion fees. In the Central Valley, the fees shall be applied when projects 
affect natural, semi-natural, and other agricultural communities. 

fee payment by the 
WPWMA. 

Mitigation Measure 7-3: Impacts to Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is a Covered Species under the PCCP. Potential impacts on this species shall be mitigated by implementing 
the PCCP conservation strategy. The PCCP conservation strategy includes survey and impact minimization and avoidance requirements for 
Covered Species, other conditions on Covered Activities to achieve conservation goals and objectives for Covered Species and natural 
communities, establishment of a habitat reserve system, and long-term conservation and management of habitats in the reserve system. The 
protection and restoration of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat within the proposed project area would be supported by the following 
conditions from the PCCP (Placer County 2020b) (Appendix D): 

 General Condition 4, Temporary Effects 

 General Condition 5, Conduct Worker Training 

 Regional Public Projects Condition 3, Operations and Maintenance BMPs 

 Species Condition 8, Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

 Avoid and minimize impacts to Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle. 

 Quantify unavoidable impacts.  

 Obtain take coverage from PCCP in accordance with the 
Participating Special Entity’s Implementing Agreement. 

 Pay applicable mitigation fees. 

Placer Conservation 
Authority 
WPWMA 

Prior to conducting 
activities that may 
impact Valley 
elderberry longhorn 
beetle. 

Frequency: Satisfied 
prior to construction 
commencing. 

 

Duration: Mitigation 
monitoring 
responsibility is 
transferred to PCA upon 
fee payment by the 
WPWMA. 

Mitigation Measure 7-4: Impacts on Special-Status Bird Species, Including Raptors. 

Burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, and tricolored blackbird are Covered Species under the PCCP. Potential impacts on these species shall be 
mitigated through implementation of the PCCP conservation strategy. The PCCP conservation strategy includes survey and impact 
minimization and avoidance requirements for Covered Species, other conditions on Covered Activities to achieve conservation goals and 
objectives for Covered Species and natural communities, establishment of a habitat reserve system, and long-term conservation and 
management of habitats in the reserve system. The protection and restoration of burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, and tricolored blackbird 
within the proposed project area would be supported by the following conditions from the PCCP (Placer County 2020b) (Appendix D): 

 General Condition 1, Watershed Hydrology and Water Quality 

 General Condition 4, Temporary Effects 

 General Condition 5, Conduct Worker Training 

 Regional Public Projects Condition 3, Operation and Maintenance BMPs 

 Species Condition 3, Western Burrowing Owl 

 Species Condition 4, Tricolored Blackbird 

 Species Condition 1, Swainson’s Hawk 

 Avoid and minimize impacts to special-status birds. 
 Quantify unavoidable impacts. 

 Obtain take coverage from PCCP in accordance with the 
Participating Special Entity’s Implementing Agreement. 

 Pay applicable mitigation fees. 

Placer Conservation 
Authority 
WPWMA 

Prior to conducting 
activities that may 
impact special-status 
birds. 

Frequency: Satisfied 
prior to construction 
commencing. 

 

Duration: Mitigation 
monitoring 
responsibility is 
transferred to PCA upon 
fee payment by the 
WPWMA. 

Mitigation Measure 7-5: Impacts on Wetlands or Other Sensitive Natural Communities 

The anticipated permanent impacts to wetlands would be offset through a watershed-based approach as described in the CARP (Placer 
County 2020c). Both the HCP/NCCP and CARP require compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts to be implemented at 1.5:1 through 
payment into an ILF Program or purchase of mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank, or through land dedications in lieu of 
fee payments. Most of this mitigation would be achieved through the enhancement (rehabilitation) of wetlands and waters, and creation 
(establishment) or restoration (re-establishment) of 2,715 acres of constituent habitats that would be considered protected wetlands and 

 Delineate all aquatic resources. 
 Implement all feasible avoidance and minimization 

measures described in the PCCP and CARP. 

 Quantify unavoidable impacts. 
 Implement proposed wetland mitigation in the CARP. 

Placer Conservation 
Authority 
WPWMA 

Prior to conducting 
activities that impact 
wetlands and/or other 
sensitive natural 
communities. 

Frequency: Satisfied 
prior to construction 
commencing. 
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waters (Placer County 2020c). Overall, the proposed wetland mitigation in the CARP would maintain or improve the functions and services of 
wetlands, including special aquatic sites, within the larger PCCP area. 

The PCCP includes several objectives and conservation measures to prevent net loss of functions and services within the larger PCCP area. 
These objectives and measures would allow preserved, enhanced, and established and re-established wetlands and waters to maintain or 
improve the physical, chemical, and biological processes of wetlands in these landscapes, including nutrient cycling, vegetation structure, 
plant and animal diversity, habitat for rare or listed species, and habitat linkages and corridors. The services that these wetlands provide would 
include such benefits as flood control, groundwater recharge, and maintenance of water quality in receiving waters. The protection and 
restoration of protected wetlands and waters within the proposed project area would be supported by the following conditions from the PCCP 
(Placer County 2020b) (Appendix D):  

 General Condition 1, Watershed Hydrology and Water Quality 

 General Condition 3, Land Conversion 

 General Condition 4, Temporary Effects 

 Regional Public Project Condition 3, Operation and Maintenance BMPs 

The CARP provides additional specific avoidance and minimization measures, summarized in Table 4.2 of that document (Placer County 
2020c). 

 Calculate the extent of impacts and provide 
compensatory mitigation according to the procedures 
described in the PCCP and CARP through payment of 
applicable mitigation fees to the ILF Program or purchase 
of mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation 
bank. 

Duration: Mitigation 
monitoring 
responsibility is 
transferred to PCA upon 
fee payment by the 
WPWMA. 

The PCCP objectives, conservation measures, and conditions establish performance standards for measuring the effectiveness of proposed 
conservation actions. The acres of protection and restoration and the commitment to ratios established in the CARP satisfy the typical 
mitigation that would be applied to the proposed project impacts, as well as mitigating the effects of the other conservation measures. The 
proposed conditions further demonstrate the intent to avoid and minimize effects and to maintain or improve wetland and water functions 
and services over the life of the PCCP. 

Consistent with SAP Program NR-4, PCCP, and CARP, the WPWMA shall delineate all aquatic resources, implement all feasible avoidance and 
minimization measures described in the PCCP and CARP, calculate the extent of impacts, and provide compensatory mitigation according to 
the procedures described in the PCCP and CARP through payment of applicable mitigation fees to the ILF Program or purchase of mitigation 
credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank. The PCCP allows for consideration of land dedication in lieu of PCCP fees, subject to approval 
by the future Placer Conservation Authority and concurrence by the state and federal agencies. The fees collected through the ILF Program 
will be used to fund land acquisition; mitigation projects that protect, enhance, and restore aquatic resources; and long-term management and 
monitoring in the PCCP Reserve Acquisition Areas. 

Mitigation Measure 7-7: Conflicts with Local Ordinances. 

Actions consistent with the following measure from the SAP shall be implemented so that the proposed project does not conflict with the 
County Tree Ordinance: 

 SAP Mitigation Measure 4.4-7a: Avoid or compensate for loss of protected trees.  

– The County will require future projects, including for offsite improvements, to avoid tree removal or death if feasible and appropriate, 
through incorporation of these features into project design and planning. 

– All trees retained onsite will be protected from construction-related impacts by placing exclusion fencing 1 foot outside the drip line of 
retained trees, or 1 foot outside the outer edge of the riparian woodland habitat and maintaining said fencing through the duration of 
construction. 

– If any trees protected under the County ordinance cannot feasibly be avoided, they will be mitigated through the payment of PCCP land 
conversion fees and incorporation of its avoidance and minimization measures into the project.  

 Avoid or compensate for loss of protected trees by 
implementing the measures from the SAP to avoid 
conflicts with the County Tree Ordinance. 

WPWMA 

Placer County 

Prior to conducting 
activities that impact 
protected trees. 

Frequency: One time for 
the payment of any 
necessary fees and 
through the duration of 
construction. 

Duration: Mitigations 
will be implemented 
through the duration of 
construction. 

 

Chapter 8, Cultural and Tribal Resources 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required 
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Timing of Initial 

Action 
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Duration of Monitoring 

Mitigation Measure 8-2: Disturbance of Tribal Cultural Resources Discovered during Construction. 

If any suspected tribal cultural resources are discovered during ground-disturbing construction activities, work shall cease within 100 feet of 
the find, or an agreed upon distance based on the project area and nature of the find. A Tribal Representative from the United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC) shall be immediately notified to determine whether the find is a tribal cultural resource (PRC 
§21074). The Tribal Representative will make recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as necessary. Preservation in place is the 
preferred alternative under CEQA and UAIC protocols, and every effort shall be made to preserve the resources in place, including through 
project redesign. Culturally appropriate treatment may include processing materials for reburial, minimizing handling of cultural objects, 
leaving objects in place within the landscape, or returning objects to a location within the project area where they will not be subject to future 
impacts. The UAIC does not consider curation of tribal cultural resources to be appropriate or respectful and requests that materials not be 
permanently curated unless approved by the tribe. 

The WPWMA’s contractors will implement any measures deemed by the WPWMA to be necessary and feasible to preserve in place, avoid, or 
minimize impacts to the resource, including facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the find, as necessary. Treatment that preserves or 
restores the cultural character and integrity of a tribal cultural resource may include tribal monitoring, culturally appropriate recovery of 
cultural objects, and reburial of cultural objects or cultural soil. Work at the discovery location cannot resume until the necessary investigation 
and evaluation of the discovery pursuant to CEQA and AB 52 has been satisfied. 

 Implement measures to preserve tribal cultural resources 
if they are discovered during ground-disturbing 
construction activities. 

WPWMA 

UAIC if tribal cultural 
resources are 
discovered 

Communication with 
UAIC prior to 
construction. 

Discovery and 
reporting will occur 
during ground-
disturbing 
construction activities. 

Frequency: During 
ground-disturbing 
construction activities. 

Duration: Until ground-
disturbing construction 
activities are complete. 

Mitigation Measure 8-3: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources Discovered during Construction. 

If any prehistoric-era or historic-era archaeological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work within 100 feet of the 
resources shall be halted, and a qualified archaeologist will be consulted to assess the significance of the find according to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant, the WPWMA and the archaeologist would determine the appropriate avoidance 
measures or other appropriate mitigation. If the archaeologist determines that the find is potentially a tribal cultural resource (for example, a 
prehistoric-era archaeological site), the archaeologist shall notify the WPWMA, and the procedures described in Mitigation Measure 8-2 shall 
be followed. All significant cultural materials recovered shall be, as necessary and at the discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to 
scientific analysis, curation (unless it is a tribal cultural resource), and documentation according to current professional standards. In 
considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to archaeological resources, the WPWMA 
shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, proposed project design, costs, 
and other considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (for example, data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may 
proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for historical or unique archaeological resources is being carried out. 

 Implement feasible measures to mitigate impacts to 
archaeological resources if discovered during ground-
disturbing activities. 

WPWMA 

UAIC if tribal cultural 
resources are 
discovered 

Communication with 
Placer County prior to 
construction. 

Discovery and 
reporting will occur 
during ground-
disturbing 
construction activities. 

Frequency: During 
ground-disturbing 
construction activities. 

 

Duration: Until ground-
disturbing construction 
activities are complete. 

Mitigation Measure 8-4: Disturbance of Human Remains. 

As required by the provisions of California’s Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097.98, and the California Code of 
Regulations Section 15064.5 (CEQA), if human remains are encountered at the site, work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall cease, 
and necessary steps to secure the integrity of the immediate area shall be taken. The Placer County Coroner shall be notified immediately. The 
coroner will then determine whether the remains are Native American. If the coroner determines the remains are Native American, the coroner 
will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours, who will, in turn, notify the person the NAHC identifies as the 
most likely descendant (MLD) of any human remains. Further actions will be determined, in part, by the desires of the MLD. The MLD has 48 
hours to make recommendations regarding the disposition of the remains following notification from the NAHC of the discovery. If the MLD 
does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the WPWMA shall, with appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the property 
secure from further disturbance. Alternatively, if the WPWMA does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the WPWMA or the MLD may 
request mediation by the NAHC. 

 If human remains are discovered, notify the Placer County 
Coroner and implement the appropriate actions to 
respectfully handle the found human remains. 

WPWMA 

Placer County Coroner 

NAHC and UAIC if 
remains determined to 
be Native American 

Communication with 
UAIC should begin 
prior to construction. 

Discovery and 
reporting will occur 
during ground-
disturbing activities. 

Frequency: Monitored 
during construction 
activities. 

 

Duration: During 
construction activities. 

Chapter 9, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 

Mitigation Measure 9-4: Presence of Expansive Soils. 

Consistent with California Building Standards Code, Section 1808.2, and Placer County General Plan Policy 8.A.1, the WPWMA shall conduct a 
geotechnical investigation prior to constructing any buildings or other structures designed for human occupancy that may be exposed to 

 Procure the services of a qualified and licensed civil 
engineer, geotechnical engineer, or certified engineering 
geologist. 

 Conduct geotechnical investigation. 

WPWMA Prior to design and 
construction. 

Frequency: Daily as part 
of construction quality 
assurance. 
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expansive soils. The geotechnical report shall be prepared by a qualified and licensed civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, or certified 
engineering geologist. During project construction, all recommendations outlined in the geotechnical report shall be implemented, subject to 
revision by the civil or geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist where needed, and verified by a construction quality assurance 
observer. Typical recommendations could include over-excavating the foundations, reinforcing the foundations, and using fill soil to minimize 
the exposure of the foundations to the effects of the expansive soils. 

 Implement all recommendations outlined in the 
geotechnical report during construction. 

 Verify implementation by a CQA professional. 

Duration: During project 
construction. 

Mitigation Measure 9-5: Potential Destruction of Paleontological Resources. 

If evidence of any paleontological features or deposits are discovered during construction-related earth-moving activities (for example, 
vertebrate, invertebrate, or plant fossils, traces, or trackways), the WPWMA shall halt ground-disturbing activity in the area of the discovery 
and retain a qualified paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. If the paleontologist determines that the find does not constitute a 
significant or unique resource, construction may proceed. If the paleontologist determines that further information is needed to evaluate 
significance, a data recovery plan shall be prepared. If the find is determined to be significant by the qualified paleontologist, they shall work 
with the WPWMA to avoid disturbance to the resources. If complete avoidance is not feasible in light of project design, economics, logistics, or 
other factors, accepted professional standards for documentation of any find and recovery of important fossils shall be followed. 

 Observe ground-disturbing activities during construction 
for evidence of paleontological features or deposits. 

 Halt work when there is evidence of a find. 
 Retain a qualified paleontologist to assess the find. 

 Prepare a data recovery plan, if necessary. 

 Avoid disturbance if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, 
implement standards for documentation of the find and 
discovery. 

WPWMA During construction-
related ground-
disturbing activities if 
encountered. 

Frequency: Throughout 
construction-related 
ground-disturbing 
activities. 

Duration: Throughout 
construction until 
ground-disturbing 
activities are complete. 

Chapter 10, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Fund GHG Emissions Reductions through an Offsite Mitigation Fee Program. 

WPWMA and their operation contractor(s) shall document their capability and commitment to implement the GHG BMPs and project design 
measures4 identified in Table 10-1 as part of their contracts and plan submittals. To further mitigate the significant GHG impacts identified for 
the proposed project, WPWMA shall participate in one of the following voluntary offsite mitigation programs: 

 Establish and fund an offsite mitigation project to result in a GHG emission reduction equivalent to the total amount of emissions 
estimated to exceed the PCAPCD significance threshold over a single year. Developing an offsite mitigation program in western Placer 
County shall be coordinated with PCAPCD. Emission reductions achieved through the offsite mitigation program must be real and 
quantifiable, as verified by PCAPCD.  

 Participate in PCAPCD’s Offsite Mitigation Fee Program by paying the equivalent amount of money to mitigate the net annual project 
contribution of GHG that exceeds the PCAPCD threshold. The actual amount to be paid shall be determined according to the selected 
program and applicable cost-effectiveness rate agreed to by WPWMA and PCAPCD. (Please note that there is currently no mitigation fee 
option for GHG offsite mitigation, because there is no fee rate or cost-effectiveness factor established by a statewide incentive program.) 

 Any combination of these or other measures, as determined feasible by WPWMA and PCAPCD.  

If an offsite mitigation measure is required for a land-use project, that mitigation measure shall explicitly identify the required GHG emissions 
reduction and the implementation method. PCAPCD’s Board of Directors adopted the Review of Land Use Projects under CEQA Policy in 2016, 
which outlines the principles on how the GHG offsite mitigation measures should be implemented, by the selected mitigation scenarios, to 
offset the land-use project’s related operational GHG emissions. The project applicant has two options to implement offsite mitigation 
measures for GHG emissions: (1) proposing their own offsite mitigation project or (2) purchasing carbon credits from recognized carbon credit 
registries.  

When offsite mitigation is an option used to mitigate the project’s operational impacts, additional (surplus) emission reductions achieved from 
offsite sources should be equal to the emission reductions required to mitigate the land-use project’s onsite impacts. This can provide the 
proper nexus for GHG emission mitigation under CEQA. For example, excessive GHG emissions from a land-use project’s energy usage could 
be reduced by a project that would generate the same amount of surplus GHG emission reductions by renewable energy. 

Prior to implementation of an offsite mitigation project, the applicant shall consult with PCAPCD and demonstrate that the project meets all 
conditions required by a selected carbon credit protocol approved by California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), CARB, or 

 Revise RFP language, operational contracts, and site 
plans to require implementation of operational 
mitigation measures, BMPs, and project design measures, 
including capability and commitment to implement the 
GHG BMPs and project design measures identified in 
Table 10-1. 

 WPWMA to coordinate with PCAPCD to determine which 
voluntary offsite mitigation program(s) for GHGs would 
be most feasible and cost-effective and participate as 
required. 

 Prior to implementation of offsite mitigation or purchase 
of offset credits, consult with PCAPCD and demonstrate 
that the project meets all conditions required by a 
selected carbon credit protocol approved by CAPCOA, 
CARB, or other similar entities determined acceptable by 
PCAPCD. 

 For land-use projects, identify the required GHG 
emissions reductions and their implementation method. 

WPWMA 

PCAPCD 

Mitigation measures, 
BMPs, and project 
design measures 
implemented on an 
ongoing basis for 
project operations. 

Frequency: Applicability 
should be evaluated 
periodically as various 
construction projects 
are planned and project 
elements are 
implemented. 

Duration: Monitoring 
occurs from project 
design through 
construction and 
operations. 

 
4
 Note: Applicable measures from PCAPCD’s recommended GHG emission mitigation measures (PCAPCD 2017) are incorporated in the proposed project as project design measures. For the list of BMPs and project design measures incorporated in the proposed project, please see the list of measures in Table 10-1, Current Emission 

Reduction Measures and Best Management Practices Incorporated as Project Design Measures. 
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other similar entities determined acceptable by PCAPCD. If the applicant chooses to purchase carbon credits, the credits should be registered 
under the CAPCOA GHG Reduction Exchange Program, American Carbon Registry, Climate Action Reserve, or other similar carbon credit 
registry as determined acceptable by PCAPCD. This requirement means that the proposed mitigation project or carbon credit purchase can 
result in an equivalent GHG reduction required by the offsite mitigation measure. In addition, PCAPCD encourages the applicant to consider 
generating or purchasing local and California-only carbon credits as the preferred mechanism for implementing the GHG offsite mitigation 
measure, which helps direct the state toward achieving the GHG emission reduction goal. 

The following are well-recognized entities with approved carbon offset protocols or registered carbon credits that can be applied toward a 
land-use project’s GHG emission reductions: 

 CAPCOA GHG Reduction Exchange Program (GHG Rx) 
 CARB Compliance Offset Protocols 
 Verified Carbon Standard (Verra) 
 American Carbon Registry 
 Climate Action Registry 

PCAPCD notes that it will not be involved with any carbon credit purchase agreements; PCAPCD is only assisting the lead agency with 
verification of the carbon credits to confirm they are real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and additional. 

Chapter 11, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire 

Mitigation Measure 11-1: Potential for Construction Activities to Expose the Public or the Environment to Hazardous Materials. 

A Phase I ESA shall be prepared prior to the construction of any facilities on the western or eastern properties in general conformance with the 
ASTM E 1527-13 “Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments” and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency “Standards and Practices 
for All Appropriate Inquires,” 40 CFR Part 312. If existing hazardous materials contamination is identified in the Phase I ESA, and the Phase I 
ESA recommends further review, the WPWMA shall retain a Registered Environmental Assessor or other qualified professional to conduct 
follow-up sampling to characterize the contamination and to identify any required remediation that shall be conducted. Any remediation 
recommendations shall be implemented before earth disturbance in the vicinity of the contamination. 

In addition, a construction hazardous materials management plan shall be prepared by the WPWMA or the WPWMA’s construction-
manager/contractor for all future development projects on the western and eastern properties and shall be incorporated into the construction 
and contract specifications for each project. The management plan shall include measures to reduce potential hazards to workers, the public, 
and the environment associated with use of hazardous materials and exposure to potentially contaminated soil during project construction. 
The management plan shall include provisions managing impacted materials, sampling and analytical requirements and disposal procedures. 
Specifically, the construction hazardous materials management plan shall: 

 Describe the necessary actions to be taken if evidence of contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered during construction. 

 Describe the types of evidence that could indicate potential hazardous materials contamination, such as soil discoloration, petroleum or 
chemical odors, or buried building materials. 

 Include measures to protect worker safety if signs of contamination are encountered. 

 Identify sampling and analysis protocols for various substances that might be encountered. 

 List required regulatory agency contacts if contamination is found. 

 Include recommendations on soil management in the event that aerially deposited lead is discovered in existing road right-of-way. 

 Identify legal and regulatory processes and thresholds for cleanup of contamination. 

 Include provisions for delineation, removal, and disposal of any contaminants identified as exceeding human health risk levels. 

 Require that the project contractor verify that suspect soils are isolated, protected from runoff, and disposed of in accordance with Section 
31303 of the California Vehicle Code and the requirements of the licensed receiving facility. 

 Retain a qualified firm to perform a Phase 1 ESA prior to 
construction of any facilities on the western or eastern 
properties. 

 Implement any remediation recommendations before 
earth disturbance in the vicinity of the contamination. 

 Ensure that a construction hazardous materials 
management plan is prepared. 

WPWMA Prior to construction 
of any facilities on the 
eastern or western 
properties. 

Frequency: Phase 1 ESA 
shall be prepared 1 
time prior to 
construction. 

The construction 
hazardous materials 
management plan shall 
be prepared prior to 
construction of all 
facilities on the western 
and eastern properties. 

Duration: Construction 
hazardous materials 
management plans 
shall be prepared and 
implemented until all 
facilities on the western 
and eastern properties 
are constructed. 
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Mitigation Measure 11-3: Potential for Landfill Gas to Accumulate in Occupied Structures. 

For any structure sited within 1,000 feet of the WRSL within the project’s boundary, the following measures specified in California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 27 Section 21190(g) shall be included: 

 A geomembrane or equivalent system with low permeability to landfill gas shall be installed between the concrete floor slab of the building 
and subgrade. 

 A permeable layer of open graded material of clean aggregate with a minimum thickness of 12 inches shall be installed between the 
geomembrane and the subgrade or slab. 

 A geotextile filter shall be used to prevent the introduction of fines into the permeable layer. 

 Perforated venting pipes shall be installed within the permeable layer, and shall be designed to operate without clogging. 

 The venting pipe shall be constructed with the ability to be connected to an induced draft exhaust system. 

 Automatic methane gas sensors shall be installed within the permeable gas layer, and inside the building to trigger an audible alarm when 
methane gas concentrations are detected. 

In addition, the WPWMA shall use a qualified specialist to conduct periodic methane gas monitoring (pursuant to CCR Section 20920 et. seq.) 
inside all buildings and underground utilities. 

 Implement the listed construction measures and 
monitoring requirements for any structure constructed 
within 1,000 feet of the WRSL property boundary. 

Placer County 
Department of 
Environmental Health 

During design of 
occupied structures 
within 1,000 feet of 
WRSL. 

Frequency: Once during 
design and ongoing 
through building 
construction. Methane 
gas monitoring shall be 
conducted periodically. 

Duration: Throughout 
design of any new 
structures within 1,000 
feet of the WRSL 
property boundary and 
ongoing through 
building construction. 
Methane gas 
monitoring shall be 
conducted periodically. 

Mitigation Measure 11-4: Potential for Waste Relocation Activities to Release Hazardous Materials into the Environment. 

Prior to commencing waste relocation activities, the WPWMA shall develop and implement a contingency plan in case hazardous wastes are 
encountered during waste relocation. The contingency plan shall be based on guidelines issued by the State of California Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services (CA OES 2001) for preparation of a Hazardous Material Incident Contingency Plan that describes emergency procedures 
and actions to be implemented to minimize hazards and release hazardous materials. 

 Develop and implement a Hazardous Material Incident 
Contingency Plan in case hazardous wastes are 
encountered during waste relocation. 

WPWMA During the planning 
phase of the waste 
relocation project. 

Frequency: 
Continuously during 
waste relocation 
activities. 

Duration: Throughout 
waste relocation 
activities. 

Mitigation Measure 11-5: Potential Conflict with an Adopted Emergency Response Plan. 

Before construction activities commence, the WPWMA shall prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan to minimize traffic impacts on all 
roadways at and near the work site affected by construction activities. The plan shall identify construction and public (if applicable) access 
points, procedures for notification of lane closures, a construction materials delivery plan, and a description of emergency personnel access 
routes during lane closures. This plan shall include measures that provide adequate access for emergency evacuation, including maintaining 
bypass lanes around any roadway construction sites. 

 Prepare and implement a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

WPWMA Prior to construction 
activities. 

Frequency: One-time 
preparation with 
updates as needed. 

Duration: Construction 
Traffic Management 
Plan is applicable 
during construction 
activities. 

Mitigation Measure 11-7: Risk of Vectors. 

During construction, all grading shall be performed by contractors in a manner to prevent the occurrence of standing water or other areas 
suitable for breeding of mosquitoes and other vectors. The Placer Mosquito and Vector Control District shall be granted access to perform 
vector control both during construction and operation of the proposed project. This includes ongoing access to all common areas including 
drainages. As part of the access agreement with Placer Mosquito and Vector Control District, the WPWMA shall require that the district use 
appropriate vector control methods in biologically sensitive areas to minimize any potential adverse effects to sensitive wildlife and plant 
species or their habitat. 

 Ensure contracts require that all construction grading 
shall be performed by contractors in a manner to prevent 
the occurrence of standing water or other areas suitable 
for breeding of mosquitoes and other vectors. 

 Allow access to the Placer Mosquito and Vector Control 
District for vector abatement. 

Placer Mosquito and 
Vector Control District 

WPWMA 

During construction 
and operation. 

Frequency: Throughout 
construction and 
operation. 

Duration: During 
construction. 

Seasonally during 
operations. 

Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Mitigation Measure 12-3: Potential for Waste Excavation and Relocation to Degrade Surface Water or Groundwater Quality.  Amend the existing project SWPPP for the waste 
excavation and relocation component of the project prior 
to ground-disturbing activities. 

WPWMA 

CVRWQCB 

Prior to ground-
disturbing activities 

Frequency: Daily actions 
required to mitigate 
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 To implement the state and local regulatory policies intended to address the potential for violating water quality standards or WDRs, or 
otherwise substantially degrading surface or ground water quality, the WPWMA shall Amend the existing project SWPPP for the waste 
excavation and relocation component of the project. The SWPPP may include the following BMPs: 

– Where excavation and removal occurs over an unlined area, the project will implement secondary containment in the direct path of 
hauling and removal. 

– The project shall avoid excavation and relocation of waste between October 15 and April 30 unless such activities are adequately 
mitigated to avoid impacts during the rainy season. 

– If excavation and relocation of waste activities cannot be avoided during this period, the WPWMA shall implement use of tarps or soil 
cover over the exposed face overnight and when the activity will not occur for more than 24 hours. 

The SWPPP shall be prepared and implemented prior to ground-disturbing activities commencing for the waste excavation and relocation 
component of the proposed project. 

potential issues. 
Monthly and quarterly 
inspections as required 
by the SWPPP. 

Duration: Actions and 
monitoring required for 
the duration of waste 
relocation activities as 
required by the SWPPP. 

Chapter 14, Noise 

Mitigation Measure 14-2: Increase in Operational Noise Levels. 

The WPWMA shall conduct an acoustical evaluation of any facility proposed as part of the complementary and programmatic elements prior 
to issuance of building permits. The acoustical evaluation shall document that either the proposed uses will not generate noise levels greater 
than 5 dB above the existing ambient noise level generated from industrial facilities at the site or will be redesigned such that this threshold is 
not exceeded at existing receiving property boundaries. 

 Conduct acoustical evaluation. WPWMA 

 

Prior to building 
permit application and 
issuance. 

Frequency: Once per 
project component or 
during redesign as 
necessary. 

Duration: Complete 
when building permit 
issued. 

Chapter 16, Transportation 

Mitigation Measure 16-2: Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

Prior to the initiation of project construction activities, the WPWMA shall prepare a Transportation Demand Management Plan to minimize the 
increase in VMT. The Transportation Demand Management Plan shall include specific measures intended to reduce employee vehicle trips, 
such as carpool and ride-share incentive strategies. 

 Prepare a Transportation Demand Management Plan. WPWMA 

 

Prior to the initiation 
of project construction 
activities. 

Frequency: One-time, 
update as needed. 

Duration: Applicable for 
the duration of 
construction and 
operations. 
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