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Letter 
6 

Placer County Fish and Game Commission 
Mickey Daniels, Vice Chair 
No date 

6-1 The comment recommends that the Placer County Board of Supervisors adopt Alternative 3. As 
described in Section 6.5, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” of the Draft EIR, besides the No-
Project–1997 SIA Plan Alternative, Alternative 3 is considered environmentally superior because it 
results in the greatest reduction of impacts, and it appears to meet most of the project objectives. 

The comment is directed toward the project approval process and does not address the content, 
analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. All comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public 
review period will be reviewed and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered. 
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Letter 
7 

Placer County Water Agency 
Anthony L. Firenzi, P.E., Deputy Director of Technical Services 
January 31, 2019 

7-1 The comment indicates that the PCWA water line is not mentioned in the Draft EIR once it leaves the 
Placer Parkway right-of-way. As noted in comment 8-1, page 3-66 of the Draft EIR states, “Water and 
Wastewater Infrastructure outside the PRSP Area,” first bullet point. This section describes the 
Placer Parkway water lines as included in the definition of “other supporting infrastructure.” Exhibit 
3-3 of the Draft EIR clearly shows the PCWA pipeline alignment, including the segment between SR 
65 to the eastern boundary of the PRSP area. (Note: See revised Exhibit 3-3 in Chapter 2, “Revisions 
to the Draft EIR,” which shows the corrected PCWA pipeline alignment within the PRSP area.) The 
Draft EIR (page 3-53) explains how the PRSP water distribution system would intertie with PCWA’s 
transmission and distribution system: 

along the eastern edge of the plan area at Placer Parkway, Sunset Boulevard, and Nichols 
Road and would interconnect with the SAP potable water distribution system. The primary 
transmission backbone would be a 42/36-inch transmission main that would extend from 
the Placer Parkway tie-in to the western edge of the plan area via the Placer Parkway and 
Campus Park Boulevard roadway corridors. This would include a linkage to the proposed 
water storage tank. In addition to delivering water to the PRSP area, the transmission 
pipeline would also serve portions of the SAP area outside the PRSP area.  

The Draft EIR provides further detail regarding the PCWA pipelines on page 3-66 indicating that the 
three 24-inch water lines would connect together west of the Whitney Ranch interchange into a 42-
inch water line. This 42-inch water line would continue west for approximately 5,000 feet from the 
interchange within the Placer Parkway alignment to the eastern boundary of the PRSP area. This 
project infrastructure would be installed by PCWA as part of the PCWA Ophir Phase 1 and Phase 2 
Infrastructure Project. The 42-inch line in Placer Parkway would become a 30-inch line west of the 
water tank proposed for the PRSP area. The Draft EIR (page 3-66) indicates that the water lines in 
Placer Parkway and the SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway interchange have already been approved 
with a certified EIR. 

The Draft EIR (page 4-6) describes the organization of the impact analysis noting that each impact 
discussion is divided into the following subsections and includes a separate CEQA conclusions for 
each: the net SAP area, PRSP area, and other supporting infrastructure. The Placer Parkway water 
line falls under other supporting infrastructure as it is defined. Therefore, the conclusions for other 
supporting infrastructure include the Placer Parkway water by reference/definition of the other 
supporting infrastructure. 

7-2 The comment states that Draft EIR Exhibit 3-3 does not correctly reflect the planned location of 
PCWA’s 42-inch pipeline and that portions of the pipeline east of the PRSP area are not included. 
See revised Exhibit 3-3 in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” which shows the corrected PCWA 
pipeline alignment within the PRSP area. 

7-3 The comment requests that Draft EIR Exhibit 3-19 be updated to show the Sunset Area Point of 
Connection (POC) at the west area and that all PCWA connections be labeled as POCs, not interties. 
See revised Exhibit 3-19 in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 

7-4 The comment states that Draft EIR page 3-26 and Exhibit 3-3 should be revised to show offsite 
recycled water pipelines. Page 3-26 of the Draft EIR describes improvements within the SAP area, 
not off-site improvements. Improvements located outside of the project area are discussed on page 
3-71. These include a description of recycled water pipelines. Also, Exhibit 3-3 shows PRSP-related 
infrastructure outside the PRSP area but within the SAP area (shown in green on the exhibit). Exhibit 
3-3 also shows other supporting infrastructure evaluated in the EIR, which includes improvements 
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outside of the SAP boundary. Except for the PCWA pipeline alignment, Exhibit 3-3 is not intended to 
show specific types of pipelines and other improvements, but rather shows the areas where those 
improvements would be installed in order to inform the environmental analyses. Adding the recycled 
water pipelines to this graphic would result in the need to identify other specific types of 
infrastructure, which would require a level of detail that would not be supported by this graphic and 
would not help inform the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
necessary. 

7-5 The comment seeks identification of pressure reducing station. Exhibit 3-19 in the Draft EIR shows 
proposed locations for PRV/PSV Stations, which are further detailed in the Placer Ranch Potable 
Water Master Plan. These stations will also be noted on the Large Lot Final Map for the PRSP. 

7-6 The comment states that there is no agreement in place for PCWA to be the recycled water purveyor 
for the project, and that PCWA does not anticipate serving recycled water within the PRSP area, per 
PCWA’s 2015 UWMP. In response to this comment, the ninth paragraph on page 3-53 of the Draft 
EIR is revised as follows: 

The City of Roseville provides wholesale recycled water to PCWA, which would is anticipated 
to serve as the recycled water retailer for the PRSP area pending further discussion and 
agreement with the County. All recycled water improvements would be constructed 
consistent with PCWA and Placer County standards or City of Roseville standards for those 
lines located in the City of Roseville. Construction of PRSP recycled water infrastructure would 
be phased as needed to support development, with specific timing and funding obligations 
detailed in the Placer Ranch Development Agreement. Detailed information about the PRSP 
recycled water facilities and supplies, including technical analysis, is contained in the Placer 
Ranch Recycled Water Master Plan (Appendix G). 

7-7 The commenter points out that the dates of the Potable Water Master Plan and Recycled Water 
Master Plan included as appendices to the Draft EIR are not consistent with later versions. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” May 2017 versions of several utilities master 
plans were included as appendices rather than the more current July 2017 versions. The July 2017 
versions are included as Appendices A, B, and C of this Final EIR. 

7-8 The comment requests a figure or narrative be added to the Draft EIR delineating the separation of 
utilities within roadways ensuring Title 22 requirements are met. The project is required to meet all 
local, state, and federal codes, including California Title 22 health and safety code. The Draft EIR 
does not need to provide details regarding how, specifically, the project would meet the code 
requirements. No revision to the Draft EIR is required. 

7-9 The comment suggests a minor correction to the third paragraph on page 4.15-4 of the Draft EIR 
related to the timing of the Ophir water treatment plant (WTP). Consistent with the requested text 
change, page 4.15-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The Ophir WTP has not yet been constructed, and timing is generally dependent on 
anticipated need. PCWA also plans to begin construction in 2018 on tThe first phase of the 
Ophir WTP and associated conveyance pipelines, which are currently under design and would 
provide treatment capacity of 10 mgd. The Ophir WTP would be constructed in three phases, 
for a total treatment capacity of 30 mgd (PCWA 2016a:3–4,39). 

7-10 The comment suggests changes to the text regarding recently passed water conservation legislation. 
Specifically, the comment request that AB 1668 and SB 606 be discussed in the Draft EIR. SB 606 
and AB 1668 establish guidelines for efficient water use and a framework for the implementation 
and oversight of the new standards, which must be in place by 2022. The two bills strengthen the 
state’s water resiliency in the face of future droughts with provisions that include: 
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 Establishing water use objectives and long-term standards for efficient water use that apply to 
urban retail water suppliers; comprised of indoor residential water use, outdoor residential water 
use, commercial, industrial and institutional (CII) irrigation with dedicated meters, water loss, and 
other unique local uses. 

 Providing incentives for water suppliers to recycle water. 

 Identifying small water suppliers and rural communities that may be at risk of drought and water 
shortage vulnerability and provide recommendations for drought planning. 

 Requiring both urban and agricultural water suppliers to set annual water budgets and prepare 
for drought. 

These new regulations, which were passed in the legislature after the NOP was released, will apply to 
water suppliers and retailers and require long-term planning and efficiency standards. It is too early 
to understand, specifically, how (or if) these regulations might affect development in the project area; 
therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are provided. Also, the SAP and PRSP already include water 
efficiency measures that would be required for future development, and the County’s WELO further 
enhances water efficiency. 

7-11 The comment notes that General Plan Policy 4.C.1 does not go far enough to address issues related 
to water quality associated with proposed on-site wells. In response to this comment and to require 
additional water quality testing to ensure safety, SAP Policy PFS-3.1 on page 4.15-33 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows (these revisions apply to the SAP and to the Draft EIR): 

 Policy PFS-3.1: Water Supply Certification. The County shall require applicants for new 
development approval to demonstrate the availability of a long-term, reliable surface 
water supply for all urban uses as well as recycled water, where available, as an optional 
water supply. The County shall require written certification from the water service 
provider that a long-term water supply is or will be available for the new development 
prior to occupancy. The County will also require any proposed on-site wells used for 
potable water to be evaluated to ensure the groundwater meets California Drinking 
Water Standards and, if not, that the well is either appropriately relocated (at the 
applicant’s expense) or any necessary water treatment processes and monitoring 
systems are installed and operating.  

The comment does not identify any issues with the analysis or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Other than 
the SAP policy edit identified above, which supplements General Plan Policy 4.C.1, no further 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

7-12 The comment notes that parcel PR-97 identified as the location for the recycled water tank changed 
in size from 2.14 acres to 1.09 acres in the revised land use plan. The comment states that no site 
plan for the smaller site was submitted to PCWA and that the existing site may not be adequate. The 
comment also suggests that screening of tanks and pump stations should occur off-site, where 
feasible. The Draft EIR did include an exhibit in the Placer Ranch Recycled Water Master 
Plan (Appendix G of the Draft EIR, Figure 4-2) that showed a recycled water tank facility could fit on 
0.92 acre. Even though the parcel at the time of the study was 2.14 acres, it only utilized 0.92 acre 
for the tank and infrastructure. Screening of tanks and pump stations could also occur off-site on 
adjacent Open Space areas if necessary. Further, the County coordinated with PCWA regarding a site 
plan and design details for the updated PR-97 site. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

7-13 The comment suggests updating Draft EIR Exhibit 4.15-1 to reflect current infrastructure. The Draft 
EIR used current information available at the time to establish the baseline. Minor updates in the 
infrastructure data do not require changes in the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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Additionally, the SAP is analyzed at a program level in the Draft EIR, and future projects will be 
required to study and show the most up-to-date infrastructure at that time. 

7-14 The comment suggests a change to the text on page 4.15-40 of the Draft EIR regarding available 
capacity at the Foothill WTP and Sunset WTP. The comment provides a 2019 capacity update for the 
Foothill WTP and Sunset WTP. The Draft EIR provided the capacity as it was reported by PCWA in 
2017, which was after release of the NOP (November 2016). This updated capacity estimate would 
not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR; therefore, no revisions are necessary. 

7-15 The comment suggests a clarification to the text on page 4.15-40 of the Draft EIR regarding the 
potable water storage tank. Similar to the discussion in response to comment 7-12, the Draft EIR’s 
evaluation of the recycled water tank was not based on a detailed, parcel-level site plan of the tank 
site. However, in response to the comment, the following additional minor details are added to page 
4.15-40 of the Draft EIR: 

As shown in Exhibit 4.15-4, PCWA transmission main pipelines would be extended through 
the PRSP area. The water distribution system in the PRSP area would consist of looping 
pipelines that form a transmission main grid consisting of 12-inch to 42-inch-diameter 
mains. The pipelines would be installed within collector and arterial roadway corridors. The 
system would include a 5.16-million-gallon potable water storage tank (co-located with a 
pump station and supply lay-down area) in the northwestern portion of the PRSP area, near 
Placer Parkway. Prior to construction of the water storage tank, site-specific geotechnical 
analysis would be prepared to confirm site suitability for the storage tank. The key 
components of the proposed potable water infrastructure system are shown in Exhibit 4.15-
4. Note that the PCWA water transmission pipeline that would be installed in the Placer 
Parkway right-of-way is not identified in Exhibit 4.14-4. Please refer to Exhibit 3-3 for the 
location of the PCWA pipeline in Placer Parkway. 

7-16 The comment seeks amendments to the PRSP. No changes to the Draft EIR are requested. The 
PRSP, Section 9, Section B. Potable Water will be amended to reflect that the treated water tank site 
should mention a pump station, an adjacent building and lay down area for storage of parts and 
equipment. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

7-17 The comment requests changes to the PRSP. No changes to the Draft EIR are requested. The PRSP 
text will be revised to describe the design standards of the recycled water purveyor. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are necessary. 

7-18 The comment seeks minor text amendments to the PRSP and SAP. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
requested. The PRSP and SAP have been amended to address the comments noted. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are necessary.  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-157 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-158 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-159 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-160 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-161 

 

Letter 
8 

Placer County Water Agency 
Brian Rickards, P.E., Associate Engineer 
September 10, 2018; January 30, 2019; February 1, 2019; February 13, 2019; and  
February 15, 2019 

8-1 The comment states that PCWA will update its comment letter dated January 31, 2019 (comment 
letter 7) to include language that came from discussions between County staff, project engineers, 
and PCWA. The updated comment letter is included as comment letter 9, below.  
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Letter 
9 

Placer County Water Agency 
Brian Rickards, P.E., Associate Engineer 
February 22, 2019 

This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 7. Therefore, the responses 
simply cross-reference to responses to this letter. 

9-1 See responses to comments 7-1 through 7-6. 

9-2 See responses to comments 7-7 through 7-15. 

9-3 See responses to comments 7-16 through 7-18. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-167 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-168 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-169 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-170 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-171 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-172 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-173 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-174 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-175 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
3-176 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-177 

Letter 
10 

Western Placer Waste Management Authority 
Robin R. Baral, Churchwell White LLP 
February 22, 2019 

10-1 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not appropriately analyze the reduction of the landfill 
buffer, and it states that mitigation measures are available to reduce odor impacts in the PRSP area 
to a less-than-significant level. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of 
odors, the landfill buffer, and mitigation measures. 

10-2 The comment suggests that the project’s proposal to amend the County’s General Plan sanitary 
landfill buffer policy is inconsistent with the General Plan’s provision related to buffer zone 
preservation. 

The “Land Use Buffer Zone Standards” section on page 18 in the County’s General Plan notes:  

This General Plan requires the use of buffer zones in several types of development. While the 
exact dimensions of the buffer zones and specific uses allowed in buffer zones will be 
determined through the County’s specific plan, land use permit, and/or subdivision review 
process, buffer zones must conform to the following standards (as illustrated conceptually in 
Figures 1-3 through 1-6); provided, however, different buffer zone standards may be 
established within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan approval. 

This language clearly states that the buffers outlined in the General Plan Land Use Buffer Zone 
Standards are to be considered, applied, and determined through project review and that different 
buffer zone standards may be established within a Specific Plan. To that end, the PRSP and any 
future specific plan proposed within the Sunset Area may propose buffer zones that differ from what 
is illustrated in the General Plan. 

The comment’s assertion that the project’s proposal to modify the General Plan sanitary landfill 
buffer zone is inconsistent with the “Buffer Zone Preservation” provision contained within the Land 
Use Buffer Zone Standard section of the General Plan is incorrect. As outlined above, when applying 
buffer zone standards through project review, the first step is to assess what buffer applies to the 
project. Following that determination and application of the applicable buffer zone for a project, the 
relevant buffer zone standards and related provisions contained within the Land Use Buffer Zone 
Standard section of the General Plan are then required to be “reserved and guaranteed in perpetuity 
through land acquisitions, purchase of development rights, conservation easements, deed 
restrictions, or similar mechanisms, with adjacent proposed development projects providing the 
necessary funding.” The purpose of this provision is to protect and memorialize the established 
buffer zone after it has been applied to a project. Therefore, the project’s proposal to modify the 
sanitary landfill buffer zone is not inconsistent with this provision.  

10-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR evaluated the capacity of the landfill only but that it did not 
evaluate the capacity of the various components. The comment states that the construction, 
demolition, and green waste operations are nearing maximum capacity and may not have adequate 
capacity to serve the project as concluded in the Draft EIR. The comment further states that while 
WPWMA is currently working on expansion plans, these plans are conceptual and not yet complete.  

 Analyses of impacts related to solid waste capacity do not typically break down the overall capacity of 
a facility into individual components of a facility. However, for purposes of clarity, additional 
information is being provided as part of this response. WPWMA’s 2016 Transfer Processing Report 
(TPR) for the MRF provides some of the capacity data for the individual MRF components described 
by the comment. The TPR (page 8) states that the capacity of the MRF is comprised of the 
processing capacity (the ability to convey and sort through the waste and other materials) and the 
storage capacity (the physical ability of the plant to store materials prior to being processed). The 
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combined processing capacity of the construction and demolition, green and wood waste, and 
expanded composting areas of the MRF is 400 tons per day. The TPR outlines the typical quantities 
of materials received per day within these three categories: 185 tons of construction and demolition 
materials, 173 tons of green waste, and 8 tons of wood waste. Therefore, the facility currently 
receives 366 tons of these materials per typical day, which represents approximately 29 percent of 
the typical daily waste received by the MRF, and the MRF has 34 tons per day of available 
processing capacity for these categories of materials (CalRecycle 2016).  

 Regarding construction waste, the Draft EIR states that construction in the net SAP area would, after 
recycling and/or salvaging a minimum of 65 percent of construction waste, generate 115,895 cubic 
yards, or 66,225 tons (see Draft EIR, page 4.15-54). Spread across an 80-year buildout period, 
development in the net SAP area would generate 828 tons of construction waste per year, or 2.3 tons 
per day. Construction in the PRSP area would generate 43,886 tons of construction waste, which, 
spread across the PRSP’s expected 20-year buildout period, would be 2,194 tons of construction 
waste per year, or 6 tons per day. Therefore, construction waste generated by development in the net 
SAP area and PRSP area would be 8.3 tons per day combined, which would represent less than a 5-
percent increase in daily construction and demolition waste received at the MRF. 

 Operation of the project would generate green waste and wood waste. An estimated breakdown and 
total are provided in Table 3-7. As shown in Table 3-7, the project would generate approximately 
10.1 tons of green waste and wood waste per day, which constitutes less than a 6-percent increase 
in daily green waste and wood waste received at the MRF. 

Table 3-7 Estimated Project-Generated Green Waste and Wood Waste1 
Land Use Type Percent of MSW Stream Net SAP Area (tons/day) PRSP Area (tons/day) Total (tons/day) 

Residential2 5.5 1.1 2.8 3.9 
Commercial3 9.3 3.04 2.2 5.2 
Industrial5 1.0 0.76 -- 0.7 
University7 5.4 -- 0.3 0.3 
Total    10.1 
1 Includes Leaves and Grass, Prunings and Trimmings, and Branches and Stumps from CalRecycle’s waste stream rate table for Placer County 
2 Uses CalRecycle’s “Residential” waste stream rate tables 
3 Uses the “Services-Professional, Technical, and Financial” Business Group from CalRecycle’s Commercial waste stream rate tables 
4 Includes SAP Categories General Commercial, EMU, and Business Park from Draft EIR Table 4.15-13 
5 Uses the “Manufacturing-All Other” Business Group from CalRecycle’s Commercial waste stream rate tables 
6 Includes SAP Categories Innovation Center, Eco-Industrial, and Light Industrial from Draft EIR Table 4.15-13 
7 Uses the “Education” Business Group from CalRecycle’s Commercial waste stream rate tables 
Source: Compiled by Ascent from SAP/PRSP Draft EIR and CalRecycle 2019 

 The project’s total combined construction and demolition waste, wood waste, and green waste would 
be 18.4 tons per day, which is approximately 54 percent of the 34 tons per day of available 
processing capacity for these categories of materials. Therefore, it appears that, even within these 
individual components of the MRF, there is adequate capacity to serve the project. 

 Unlike the landfill capacity discussion in the Draft EIR, processing capacity associated with the MRF 
is not based on a finite resource (such as the area of a landfill). Processing capacity can be 
increased with an increase in equipment, staffing, etc. Under a buildout horizon of 80-plus years for 
the net SAP area and 20 years for the PRSP area, the processing capacities associated with the MRF 
would likely be adjusted. In the unlikely event that processing capacity is not adjusted, and solid 
waste generated under cumulative buildout conditions exceeds the capacity of these individual 
components of the MRF, then these types of waste may need to be hauled elsewhere. But this 
circumstance is speculative and does not require evaluation in the Draft EIR. 
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 Regarding storage capacity, the TPR indicates that the MRF had a storage capacity of 1,800 tons of 
unprocessed materials and a storage capacity of the construction and demolition waste and wood and 
green waste of 2,350 tons. The Draft EIR states (page 4.15-57) that, combined, operation of new uses 
in the net SAP and PRSP areas would generate 201 tons of solid waste on a daily basis. Therefore, the 
daily waste generated would consist of 11 percent of the storage capacity. However, as stated in the 
Draft EIR, the daily waste generated is 36 percent of the available daily permitted processing capacity. 
If the facility has sufficient storage to achieve its processing capacity and the project’s daily waste 
would consume less of the storage capacity than the processing capacity, then the project would likely 
have enough storage capacity to serve the project. Also, as discussed above, storage capacity is not a 
finite resource, and given the long-term buildout of the net SAP area and PRSP area, it is likely that 
storage capacity would be adjusted. If it is not, then waste may need to be hauled elsewhere; however, 
as discussed above, this scenario is speculative and does not require evaluation in the Draft EIR. 

10-4 The comment raises questions related to fair-share funding for solid waste service and odor impacts. 
Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR, “Utilities,” evaluated impacts of the project related to solid waste 
service capacity and determined that implementing the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant impacts, both at the individual project level and at the cumulative level. See response to 
comment 10-3 for more detail. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding payment of fair-share fees 
to address odor impacts.  

10-5 The comment takes issue with the Draft EIR’s characterization of significance thresholds related to 
odors. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding the use of thresholds of significance for the odor 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR and mitigation measures proposed to reduce significant impacts.  

10-6 The comment states that the Impact 4.15-11 must be revised to include enforceable mitigation 
measures, to reduce potential odor impacts that would be directly caused by the reduced landfill 
buffer zone. This issue is addressed in Master Response 4: Odors. 

10-7 The comment identifies mitigation measures that the comment suggests would reduce odor-related 
impacts associated with the WRSL. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding mitigation measures 
for odor impacts and potential WRSL operational impacts. 

10-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR should have analyzed an alternative in which the landfill 
buffer remained in place, with development intensities revised to account for the existing landfill 
buffer. See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis for a general discussion regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth 
Plan describes the constraints related to an alternative design that maintains the 1-mile landfill 
buffer. As described in the master response, the 1-mile buffer around the centrally located WPWMA 
property, excludes the entire center of the SAP area, leaving only the corners and edges for 
development of sensitive land uses (including the Sac State–Placer Center, other schools, and 
residential land uses). Much of the land in these areas is currently developed with industrial and 
warehouse uses. In essence, the resulting alternative would closely resemble the 1997 SIA Plan, 
which is already included in the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis as the No Project Alternative.  

10-9 The comment suggests that the locations of pipes noted in Figure 4.15-4 and the recycled water 
pipeline identified in Figure 7 in Appendix B to the Draft EIR are not correct. To clarify, there is no 
Figure 4.15-4 in the Draft EIR. It is assumed the commenter is referencing Exhibit 4.15-4, Sunset 
Area Potable Water System. Exhibit 4.15-4 shows a highly conceptual diagram depicting pipeline 
diameter and general alignment locations to serve proposed development in the SAP area. Potential 
pipeline alignments were based primarily on existing rights-of-way, and in the absence of rights-of-
way, on existing property lines. Within the net SAP area, more specific public rights of ways would be 
determined at the specific-plan or site-plan stage when those subsequent developments are 
proposed, and the pipeline alignments would be developed to coincide with those locations.  
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